CITY OF ANAHEIM
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Anaheim is considering a recommendation that the project herein
identified will have no significant environmental impact in compliance with Section 15070 of State of California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. A copy of the MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION and the
INITIAL STUDY which supports the proposed findings are on file at the City of Anaheim.
Project Title:

Gramercy Trail Project

Project Applicant:

City of Anaheim, Community Services Department
200 S Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805

Project Location:

The Proposed Project is located in the 6300 block of Camino Grande in the Anaheim Hills
area of the City of Anaheim, CA. Specifically, the trail easement will straddle the property
line of the Amber Lane Homeowner Association (APN 365-491-01) to the east and the
Gramercy Park Community Association (APN 085-641-29) to the west, from Camino
Grande to the north and the Orange City Limits to the south.

Project Description:

The Gramercy Trail Project (Proposed Project) is to exchange existing easements between
the City of Anaheim (City) and the Amber Lane Homeowner Association and Anaheim Hills
Master Association (APN 365-491-01), and between the City and the Gramercy Park
Community Association (APN 085-641-29), for the construction and maintenance of an
improved multi-use riding and hiking trail. The Amber Lane easement was recorded on
May 15, 1987, and the Gramercy Park easement was recorded on December 26, 1985.
However, a formal trail was not constructed or maintained by the City or any of the HOAs,
and no clear responsibility for the construction and maintenance of the trail exists. Over
time, users have cut a makeshift social trail through the area, which is unstable, unsafe,
steep, causing erosion, and not aligned with the recorded easements. The City, in
cooperation with the HOAs, has agreed to improve and maintain a new trail alignment that
meets City standards and improves user safety, drainage, and site stability. Upon
completion of the proposed improvements to the trail, the City will record amendments to
the existing easements to reflect the realigned trail and assume maintenance obligations
on both parcels.
Improvements to the trail include realigning and grading the trail to a more appropriate
slope through the use of switchbacks, construction of retaining walls, improved storm drain
infrastructure with foot bridge crossings, removal of some non-native vegetation, addition
of native vegetation, and installation of a stabilized trail surface that will vary between three
and six feet wide. The improvements are limited to the central area of the trail that
traverses a steep grade, and the northern and southernmost reaches of the trail will remain
in their current condition. Completion of the trail will provide a critical link in the regional
riding and hiking trail system.

Environmental:

Mitigation Measures have been identified for this project.

Public Review:

The Anaheim City Council will conduct a public hearing at its regularly scheduled meeting
on Tuesday, November 1, 2016, at City Hall Council Chambers, 200 S. Anaheim
Boulevard, Anaheim, CA 92805 at 5:00p.m. The public review and comment period for the
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is from Thursday, October 6, 2016 to Tuesday,
October 25, 2016 at 5:00p.m.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
The City of Anaheim has determined the proposed Gramercy Trail Project (Proposed Project) is
subject to the guidelines and regulations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This
Initial Study addresses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects associated with the
project, as proposed. The City of Anaheim (City) in cooperation with the Amber Lane Homeowner
Association and Anaheim Hills Master Association (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 365‐491‐01), and
the Gramercy Park Community Association (APN 085‐641‐29), propose to improve and maintain the
existing Gramercy Trail alignment in a way that meets city standards and improves user safety,
drainage, and site stability. Upon completion of the proposed improvements to the trail, the City
will record amendments to the existing easements to reflect the realigned trail and assume
maintenance obligations on both parcels. Section 1.3, Project Description, provides a detailed
description of the project.

1.1 ‐ Statutory Authority and Guidelines
In accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000–21177) and pursuant to Section
15063 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), the City of Anaheim, as Lead Agency, is
required to prepare an Initial Study to determine if the project would have a significant
environmental impact. If the Lead Agency finds that there is no evidence that the project (either as
proposed or as modified to include the mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study), may
cause a significant effect on the environment, the Lead Agency must find that the project would not
have a significant effect on the environment, and must prepare a Negative Declaration (or Mitigated
Negative Declaration) for that project. Such determination can be made only if “there is no
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the Lead Agency” that such impacts may
occur (Section 21080, Public Resources Code).
The Initial Study is an informational document that provides an environmental basis for subsequent
discretionary actions upon the project. The resulting documentation is not a policy document, and
its approval and/or certification neither presupposes nor mandates any actions on the part of those
agencies from whom permits and other discretionary approvals would be required. The
environmental documentation and supporting analysis is subject to a public review period.
The public review and comment period for the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is from
Thursday, October 6, 2016 to Tuesday, October 25, 2016 at 5:00 p.m. All comments should be
addressed to:
Naomi Gruenthal, Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim Community Services Department
200 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
ngruenthal@anaheim.net
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Following review of any comments received, the City of Anaheim will consider these comments as a
part of the project’s environmental review and include responses for consideration by the Anaheim
City Council. The Anaheim City Council will conduct a public hearing for the Proposed Project at its
regularly scheduled meeting on Tuesday, November 1, 2016, at City Hall Council Chambers, 200 S.
Anaheim Boulevard, Anaheim, California 92805 at 5:00 p.m.

1.2 ‐ Purpose
The purpose of an Initial Study is to (1) identify environmental impacts; (2) provide the Lead Agency
with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration; (3) enable an Applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project,
mitigating adverse impacts before an EIR is prepared; (4) facilitate environmental assessment early in
the design of a project; (5) provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative
Declaration that a project would not have a significant environmental effect; (6) eliminate needless
EIRs; (7) determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used for a project; and (8) assist in
the preparation of an EIR, if required, by focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant,
identifying the effects determined not to be significant, and explaining the reasons for determining
that potentially significant effects would not be significant.
Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines identifies specific disclosure requirements for inclusion in an
Initial Study. Pursuant to those requirements, an Initial Study must include (1) a description of the
project, including the location of the project; (2) an identification of the environmental setting; (3) an
identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix or other method, provided that
entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there is some evidence to
support the entries; (4) a discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any; (5) an
examination of whether the project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, and other applicable
land use controls; and (6) the name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the
preparation of the Initial Study.

1.3 ‐ Project Description
1.3.1 ‐ Project Location
The Proposed Project is located in the 6300 block of Camino Grande in the Anaheim Hills area of the
City of Anaheim, CA. Specifically, the trail easement will straddle the property line of the Amber Lane
Homeowner Association (APN 365‐491‐01) to the east and the Gramercy Park Community
Association (APN 085‐641‐29) to the west, from Camino Grande to the north and the Orange City
Limits to the south; refer to Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2.
Regional access to the site is provided via State Route 91 (SR‐91) at Imperial (2.3 driving miles);
SR‐55 at Lincoln/Nohl Ranch Road is the next closest available regional access to the west (4.4 miles
driving); and SR‐55 and Katella Avenue is the furthest available regional access (6.1 driving miles).
Locally, the south end of the site can be accessed off Skytop Court in the City of Orange. Local site
access is also provided via Nohl Ranch Road and Camino Grande and S Stagecoach Road. Stagecoach
and Camino Grande provide a loop off Nohl Ranch Road.

2
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1.3.2 ‐ Environmental Setting
The project site consists of two parcels (APN 365‐491‐01 and APN 085‐641‐29) totaling 11.94 acres,
and the trail straddles portions of both. The western parcel (APN 085‐641‐29), 3.27 acres, is owned
by Gramercy Park Community Association, c/o Balboa Management Group, 130 S Chapparral Ct,
Suite 150, Anaheim, CA 92808. The entire parcel is in the Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone and in the
County of Orange (Central/Coastal) Natural Community Conservation Planning/Habitat Conservation
Plan (NCCP/HCP) plan area. The easterly parcel (APN 365‐491‐01), 8.67 acres, is owned by Amber
Lane Homeowner Association, 847 S Amber Lane, Anaheim Hills, CA 92807. This entire parcel is also
in the Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone and NCCP/HCP.
The Gramercy Trail straddles portions of both the parcels. This was made possible through
easements between the City of Anaheim and the parcel owners. The Amber Lane easement was
recorded on May 15, 1987, and the Gramercy Park easement was recorded on December 26, 1985.
However, a formal trail was never constructed or maintained by the City or any of the homeowners
associations (HOAs), and no clear responsibility for the construction and maintenance of the trail
exists. Over time, users have cut a makeshift social trail through the area, which is unstable, unsafe,
steep, causing erosion, and not aligned with the recorded easements. The existing Gramercy Trail is
a popular segment of trail for equestrians and hikers in the Anaheim Hills area, providing connection
to the regional riding and hiking trail system.
The site is sloped (30–50% slopes) with on‐site elevation ranging from 810 to 960 feet above mean
sea level. The project site is situated within a former broad drainage course that was filled and
modified as manufactured fill slopes during the 1980s for construction of the adjacent residential
and roadway improvements. The slopes that encompass the trail are currently inclined at gradients
of approximately 2:1 (h:v) or flatter, and have been improved with concrete terrace drains and down
drains for stormwater conveyance. Locally, erosion scars are present on‐site where uncontrolled
runoff from the makeshift social trail through the area has scoured the ground surface. An artificial,
concretized stormwater drainage ditch has been established throughout the site. Portions of the
exposed and covered terrace drains and down drains are not functioning properly, which has led to
ponding on‐site that over time has triggered the establishment of riparian vegetation.
Much of the manufactured fill slope on‐site is covered with a moderate to heavy growth of low‐lying
shrubs of the coastal sagebrush group (predominantly California sagebrush (Artemesia californica),
annual grasses, some invasive species, and local concentrations of mature trees with the exception
of the existing trail areas.

General Plan and Zoning
General Plan
The western parcel (APN 085‐641‐29) and the eastern parcel (APN 365‐491‐01) are both designated
General Plan Open Space (OS) and Residential‐Low Medium Hillside (R‐LMH). The Open Space
designation allows for natural open space with utility easements that will provide recreational and
trail access to Anaheim's residents.

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\ISMND\00550049 Gramercy Trail ISMND.docx

3

Introduction

City of Anaheim—Gramercy Trail Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Zoning
The eastern and western parcels are both zoned Multiple‐Family Residential (RM‐2). This zone
implements the Low‐Medium Density Residential and Low‐Medium Hillside Density Residential land
use designations in the General Plan. Both parcels are in the Scenic Corridor (SC) Overlay Zone.

Existing Surrounding Land Uses
The General Plan designation of the surrounding properties is Residential, Low Medium Hillside
Density (R‐LMH) and consist of residential development. There are no park uses adjacent to the site.
The project site borders the City of Orange to the south (upslope), and the trail connects portions of
open space trail in the City of Orange to portions in Anaheim. The City of Orange General Plan
designations for the properties surrounding the project site to the south are Open Space, Low
Density Residential, and Medium Density Residential. The entire area south of the project site is
zoned Planned Community (City of Orange 2016).

1.3.3 ‐ Project Features
The Gramercy Trail Project (Proposed Project) will exchange existing easements between the City of
Anaheim (City) and the Amber Lane Homeowner Association and Anaheim Hills Master Association
(APN 365‐491‐01), and between the City and the Gramercy Park Community Association (APN 085‐
641‐29), for the construction and maintenance of an improved multi‐use riding and hiking trail. The
Amber Lane easement was recorded on May 15, 1987, and the Gramercy Park easement was
recorded on December 26, 1985. However, a formal trail was not constructed or maintained by the
City or any of the HOAs, and no clear responsibility for the construction and maintenance of the trail
exists. Over time, users have cut a makeshift social trail through the area, which is unstable, unsafe,
steep, causing erosion, and not aligned with the recorded easements. The City, in cooperation with
the HOAs, has agreed to improve and maintain a new trail alignment that meets City standards and
improves user safety, drainage, and site stability. Upon completion of the proposed improvements
to the trail, the City will record amendments to the existing easements to reflect the realigned trail
and assume maintenance obligations on both parcels.
Improvements to the trail include realigning and grading the trail to a more appropriate slope
through the use of switchbacks, construction of retaining walls, improved storm drain infrastructure
with footbridge crossings, removal of some non‐native vegetation, addition of native vegetation, and
installation of a stabilized trail surface that will vary between 3 and 6 feet wide. The improvements
are limited to the central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade, and the northern and
southernmost reaches of the trail will remain in their current condition. Completion of the trail will
provide a critical link in the regional riding and hiking trail system (Exhibit 3).
Specifically, to address the effects of soil erosion on‐site, portions of the existing, informal trail
alignment are proposed to be regraded or rerouted where the existing trail has 2:1 slopes. Trail
switchbacks would be installed; in these areas, the trail would be widened and leveled. Retaining
walls and fill will be installed to stabilize cut and fill slopes used to level the trail. Native soil will be
stabilized with compaction and a polymer to hold soil in place. Native plants and a 32‐foot‐long
water bar will also be installed to reduce runoff from the site. The project will include 137 linear feet
of wood‐post equestrian fencing.
4
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One concrete 25‐foot curb slough, or block wall, and two segmented retaining walls will be installed
on‐site to stabilize the hillside (Exhibit 4). The first segmental retaining wall is 85 feet in length and
made of 5‐foot segmental blocks, and the second wall, adjacent, is 50 feet long and made of the
same segmental blocks. The segmental retaining walls will be up to 3 feet in exposed height with
other minor grade adjustments to the existing terrain for realigned sections of the hiking trail
pathway and the repair of local erosion scars. Fill slopes will also be constructed up to a height of
approximately 10 feet. The thickness of these fills slopes is not anticipated to exceed 3 feet. The
project will import 140 cubic yards of fill material to develop the project features; no fill material will
be exported from the site. The street‐facing elements of the retaining walls will be tan in color to
match the hillslope.
The trail alignment has been designed to avoid the established native oak trees on‐site, and sticky
monkey flower (Mimulus aurantiacus). The project area will be landscaped with native vegetation
from the coastal sage scrub community, including California sagebrush (Artemesia californica),
common buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), laurel sumac (Malmosa laurina), lemonade berry
(Rhus integrifolia), and black sage (Salvia mellifera). Groundcover for the project will include 3,700
square feet of hydroseed mix using native grass seed. The native vegetation installed on‐site will not
be maintained with irrigation, but with Dry Water technology that will be replaced on‐site every
3 months for up to a year or until the vegetation is established. As part of consultation with Native
American tribes pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52, the City of Anaheim has consulted with the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation and any native plants that may be removed will be
available for use and/or relocation by the tribe.

1.3.4 ‐ Operation and Maintenance Activities
Upon completion of the proposed improvements to the trail, the City will record amendments to the
existing easements to reflect the realigned trail and assume maintenance obligations on both
parcels.
The trail segment will not have established hours or locked gates and is included in the City of
Anaheim Police Department’s regular patrol area.
The native vegetation installed on‐site will be maintained with Dry Water technology that will be
replaced on‐site every 3 months for up to a year or until the vegetation is established.

1.3.5 ‐ Site Access and Parking
Site access to the southern portion of the project area is available at the end of Skytop Court and
parking is available in the adjacent residential neighborhood. Site access to the northern portion of
the project area is available on Camino Grande; however, there is no on‐street parking available on
Camino Grande. Because Gramercy Trail is largely a trail connector, not a trail destination, it is
anticipated that the site will be accessed by walk‐up, ride‐up users recreating on the regional trail
system. The Proposed Project does not designate parking.
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1.3.6 ‐ Project Approvals
The City of Anaheim, as Lead Agency for the project, has discretionary authority over the project. In
order to implement this project, and the following permits/approvals from the City of Anaheim,
include, but are not limited to:
 Approval of the Mitigated Negative Declaration
 Approval of plans and specifications
 Approval of and recordation of amendments to the existing easements to reflect the realigned

trail and assume maintenance obligations on both parcels

12
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Environmental Factors and Determination

SECTION 2: ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AND DETERMINATION
The environmental analysis for the Proposed Project is based on Environmental Checklist Form (as
modified by the City of Anaheim) provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. In accordance
with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR or Negative Declaration may incorporate by
reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of public record or is generally
available to the public. The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by
this project, involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated,” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics
Agriculture Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Services Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Lead Agency Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measure based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the Proposed Project, nothing further is required.
Signed

City of Anaheim
Agency

Naomi Gruenthal, Associate Project Planner

Date
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Environmental Analysis

SECTION 3: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
The environmental analysis in the following sections is patterned after the Initial Study Checklist
recommended by the CEQA Guidelines, as amended, and used by the City of Anaheim in its
environmental review process. For the preliminary environmental assessment undertaken as part of
this Initial Study’s preparation, a determination that there is a potential for significant effects
indicates the need to more fully analyze the development’s impacts and to identify mitigation.
For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and an
answer is provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the long‐term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the development. To each
question, there are four possible responses:
 No impact. The development will not have any measurable environmental impact on the

environment.
 Less than significant impact. The development will have the potential for impacting the

environment, although this impact will be below established thresholds that are considered to
be significant.
 Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The development will have the potential

to generate impacts, which may be considered as a significant effect on the environment,
although mitigation measures or changes to the development’s physical or operational
characteristics can reduce these impacts to levels that are less than significant.
 Potentially significant impact. The development could have impacts, which may be

considered significant, and therefore additional analysis is required to identify mitigation
measures that could reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels.
The following is a discussion of potential project impacts as identified in the Initial Study/
Environmental Checklist. Explanations are provided for each item.

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\ISMND\00550049 Gramercy Trail ISMND.docx

17

City of Anaheim—Gramercy Trail Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Environmental Analysis

Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.1. Aesthetics
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic building within a
state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than significant impact. A scenic vista is defined as “a distant view through or along an avenue
or opening.” Scenic is typically correlated with landforms, (hills, valleys, mountains, sandy beaches,
wildlife corridor, etc.) along some type of contiguous open space or natural landscape which can be
defined by grassland, desert, shrubs, or trees. Relative to this project, a scenic vista might include
areas in the Anaheim Hills. Scenic views are available from the project site to areas beyond the
project site to the north and northeast. The project site is not formally designated a scenic vista.
The project site is in the City of Anaheim Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone AMC Chapter 18.18.
The Proposed Project improvements include realigning and grading the trail to a more appropriate
slope through the use of switchbacks, construction of retaining walls, improved storm drain
infrastructure with footbridge crossings, installation of wood‐post equestrian fencing, removal of
some non‐native vegetation, addition of native vegetation, and installation of a stabilized trail
surface that will vary between 3 and 6 feet wide. The majority of the improvements will be made at
ground level and will not obstruct views available from the site. However, the installation of wood‐
post equestrian fencing and segmental retaining walls will build up to an exposed height of 3 feet.
Native vegetation installed on‐site will be consistent with what already exists on the site once full‐
grown. It is not anticipated that these features will obstruct views from the site and impacts will be
less than significant.

18
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Environmental Analysis

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic building within a state scenic highway?

Less than significant impact. Examples of scenic resources include areas of wildlife or open space,
parks, trails, landmarks, rock outcrops, etc. The project site is not located within or along a County
of Orange‐designated scenic highway. In addition, the project site is not located within or along a
State‐designated scenic highway. According to the California Department of Transportation’s
California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the nearest designated scenic highway within the vicinity
of the project site is a segment of SR‐91 (approximately 1.80 miles from the project site) and SR‐241
(approximately 2.82 miles from the project site).
The City’s Zoning Code provides for a Scenic Corridor Overlay Zone in order to promote orderly
growth in the scenic area of Anaheim Hills. Both parcels on the project site are located in the SC
Overlay Zone as the zone is defined as that area lying easterly of the intersection of SR‐55 and SR‐91,
west of the Riverside County line, south of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad right‐of‐way,
and north of the present or any future south city limits of the City of Anaheim.
The SC Overlay Zone protects significant stands and single specified trees as a necessary means to
preserve the natural beauty of the Santa Ana Canyon environment, increase the visual identity and
quality of the area, and protect the remaining natural amenities from premature removal or
destruction. The requirement is specified as follows:
“Specimen Tree” shall mean any tree of the Eucalyptus varieties (Eucalyptus),
Quercus varieties (Oak), Schinus varieties (Pepper), or Platanus varieties (Sycamore),
with a trunk measuring eight (8) inches or greater in diameter, measured at a point
four (4) feet above ground level, or, in the case of Eucalyptus varieties, twenty (20)
inches or greater in diameter, measured at a point four (4) feet above ground level.
The trail alignment was designed to avoid the oak trees on‐site. One tree may be affected, an
Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis). No specimen trees will be impacted by the Proposed Project
improvements. Upon completion of the trail improvements, the site will be improved as a hillside
scenic resource in the SC Overlay Zone through the removal of invasive plant species, repair of
erosion scars, and the installation of native plant species. Retaining walls will be color coded to
match the hillside to reduce visual effect, and all areas of grading will be revegetated. Impacts would
be less than significant.
c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

Less than significant impact. The visual character is the Anaheim Hills area, specifically in an area of
hillside residential development and open space. As described in Impact 3.1b, although the
Proposed Project will alter the visual character of the project site, it is anticipated that the project
improvements will constitute a wholescale visual improvement to the hillside. As previously
described, the improvements are limited to the central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade,
and the northernmost and southernmost reaches of the trail will remain in their current condition.
The improvements would not alter the visual quality of the site’s surroundings. The majority of the
FirstCarbon Solutions
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improvements would not be visible to the community once vegetation is fully integrated. Therefore,
impacts to visual character would be considered less than significant.
d)

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

No impact. The Proposed Project includes improvements of an existing trail on a hillslope. The
project does not feature lighting, and none of the project features would introduce a source of glare
to the site. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
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Environmental Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.2. Agriculture Resources
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to non‐
agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?
c) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non‐agricultural use?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non‐agricultural use?

No impact. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Map of Orange County
Important Farmland 2012, the project site is defined as an Urban and Built‐Up Land (CDC 2012).
Therefore, no impact would occur.
b)

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

No impact. The project site is designated Open Space (OS) according to the City of Anaheim General
Plan, and is zoned as Residential‐Low Medium Hillside (R‐LMH). These designations do not allow for
agricultural use on the site. According to California Department of Conservation, the project
location is within Non‐Prime Agricultural Preserves. The project site is not located within a
Williamson Act contract. As such, the Proposed Project would not conflict with an agricultural use or
a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no impact would occur.

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\ISMND\00550049 Gramercy Trail ISMND.docx

21

Environmental Analysis

c)

City of Anaheim—Gramercy Trail Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non‐agricultural use?

No impact. The Proposed Project intends to improve the existing Gramercy Trail, and to create
agreements between the City and the landowners for the site’s long‐term operation and
maintenance. As previously stated, the project site is designated OS, and zoned as R‐LMH. The
project site’s land use designation indicates no conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use in the
City of Anaheim. Thus, the Proposed Project does not intend to convert Farmland to a non‐
agricultural use. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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3.3. Air Quality
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
c) 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 (including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Environmental Evaluation
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the determinations that are presented below.
Would the project:
a)

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

Less than significant impact. The project site is located in the City of Anaheim, which is located in
the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The regional agency responsible for air quality within the Air Basin
is the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The applicable air quality plan for
the project site is the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin (SCAQMD
2012). The SCAQMD works directly with the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG), county transportation commissions, and local governments, and it cooperates with state and
federal agencies.
To determine if a project conflicts with or obstructs the implementation of the applicable air quality
plan (2012 Air Quality Management Plan for the South Coast Air Basin), the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air
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Quality Handbook states that there are two key indicators. These indicators are identified by the
criteria discussed below.
1. Indicator: Whether the project will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the
AQMP.
Project applicability: applicable and assessed below.
2. Indicator: According to Chapter 12 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the
purpose of the General Plan consistency finding is to determine whether a project is
inconsistent with the growth assumptions that are incorporated into the air quality plan,
and thus whether it would interfere with the region’s ability to comply with federal and
State air quality standards.
Project applicability: not applicable.
Considering the recommended criteria in the SCAQMD’s 1993 Handbook, this analysis uses the
following criteria to address this potential impact:
 Step 1: Project’s contribution to air quality violations (SCAQMD’s first indicator)
 Step 2: Assumptions in AQMP (SCAQMD’s second indicator)
 Step 3: Compliance with applicable emission control measures in the AQMPs

Step 1: Project’s Contribution to Air Quality Violations
According to the SCAQMD, the project is consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) if
the project would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality
violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality
standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP (SCAQMD AQMP 1993, page
12‐3).

Step 2: Assumptions in AQMP
According to Chapter 12 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the purpose of the General
Plan consistency finding is to determine whether a project is inconsistent with the growth assumptions
that are incorporated into the air quality plan and, thus, whether it would interfere with the region’s
ability to comply with federal and state air quality standards. The Proposed Project for the purposes of
this evaluation consists of the reroute of a portion of 0.23‐mile existing trail that will include some trail
realignment and grading to create a more appropriate slope through the use of switchbacks, the
construction of retaining walls, improved storm drain infrastructure with footbridge crossings, the
removal of some non‐native vegetation, the addition of native vegetation, and the installation of a
stabilized trail surface. The improvements are limited to the central area of the existing trail that
traverses a steep grade, and the northern and southernmost reaches of the trail will remain in their
current condition. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not adversely affect growth assumptions
within the AQMP. The Proposed Project would be less than significant for this criterion.
24
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Step 3: Control Measures
The Proposed Project would also comply with all applicable rules and regulations of the AQMP.
Because of the nature of the Proposed Project, which includes earthmoving activity, SCAQMD 403
applies (SCAQMD 2005). Rule 403 governs emissions of fugitive dust during construction and
operation activities. The rule requires that fugitive dust be controlled with best available control
measures so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the
property line of the emission source. In addition, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires implementation of
dust suppression techniques to prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off‐site. Compliance
with this rule is achieved through application of standard Best Management Practices (BMPs), such
as application of water or chemical stabilizers to disturbed soils, covering haul vehicles, restricting
vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour, sweeping loose dirt from paved site access
roadways, cessation of construction activity when winds exceed 25 miles per hour, and establishing a
permanent ground cover on finished sites. The Proposed Project’s compliance with SCAQMD Rule
403 would result in consistency with the applicable AQMP control measures. As such, emissions of
fugitive dust during construction would be minimal.
Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plans, and the impact would be less than significant.

Summary
Analysis Step 1: the Proposed Project would not contribute to air quality violations because its
construction emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD regional significance threshold for construction
emissions. Therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with this criterion.
Analysis Step 2: According to Chapter 12 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the purpose
of the General Plan consistency finding is to determine whether a project is inconsistent with the
growth assumptions that are incorporated into the air quality plan, and thus whether it would
interfere with the region’s ability to comply with federal and state air quality standards. The
construction‐intensive improvements to the trail include some realignment and grading of a portion
the trail, the construction of retaining walls, the improvement of existing storm drain infrastructure
with footbridge crossings, the removal of some non‐native vegetation, the addition of native
vegetation, and the installation of a stabilized trail surface. The improvements are limited to the
central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade, and the northern and southernmost reaches of
the trail will remain in their current condition. The Proposed Project would be less than significant
for this criterion.
Analysis Step 3: The Proposed Project would comply with all applicable rules and regulations.
Therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with this criterion.
b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

Less than significant impact. This impact relates to localized criteria pollutant impacts. Particulate
matter emissions (PM10) are of concern during construction because of the potential to emit fugitive
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dust during earth‐disturbing activities. In addition, SCAQMD has set localized significance thresholds
(LSTs) for project construction and operation emissions. Impacts for nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon
monoxide (CO), PM10, and PM2.5 are compared against the applicable SCAQMD’s LST.

Localized Significance Threshold
The SCAQMD Governing Board adopted a methodology for calculating localized air quality impacts
through LSTs that represent the maximum emissions from a project that would not cause or
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable state or federal ambient air quality
standard. LSTs were developed in recognition of the fact that criteria pollutants such as CO, NOx,
PM10—and PM2.5 in particular—can have local impacts at nearby sensitive receptors in addition to
regional impacts. The LSTs are developed for each source receptor area and are applicable to NOx,
CO, PM10, and PM2.5.
The SCAQMD has divided the Air Basin into 36 Source Receptor Areas (SRAs). These SRAs are
designated to provide a general representation of the local meteorological, terrain, and air quality
conditions within the particular geographical area. To facilitate the localized assessment process, the
SCAQMD provides a series of look‐up tables that contain LSTs each SRA within the Air Basin. The
localized assessment methodology limits the emissions in the analysis to those generated from on‐site
activities. If on‐site construction emissions exceed the LSTs, then the project would be considered to
have a significant air quality impact. The Proposed Project is located within SRA 17. The nearest
sensitive receptors along the project site would be located within 20 meters from the edge of the
project site.
The SCAQMD has published a “Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance
Thresholds” (SCAQMD 2011a). The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) calculates
construction emissions based on the number of equipment hours and the maximum daily
disturbance activity possible for each piece of equipment. To compare CalEEMod reported
emissions against the localized significance threshold lookup tables, the CEQA document should
contain in its project design features or its mitigation measures the following parameters:
1) The off‐road equipment list (including type of equipment, horsepower, and hours of
operation) assumed for the day of construction activity with maximum emissions.
2) The maximum number of acres disturbed on the peak day.
3) Any emission control devices added onto off‐road equipment.
4) Specific dust suppression techniques used on the day of construction activity with
maximum emissions.
The duration for construction is shown in in Table 1. The localized assessment has two major
construction phases: the grading and landscaping. The trail is earthen (non‐asphalt); therefore,
there is no paving phase on this site. The construction equipment list for the grading phase is shown
in Table 2. The emissions generated by construction equipment are based on the horsepower and
load factors of the equipment. In general, the horsepower is the power of an engine—the greater
the horsepower, the greater the power. The load factor is the average power of a given piece of
26
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equipment while in operation compared with its maximum rated horsepower. A load factor of 1.0
indicates that a piece of equipment continually operates at its maximum operating capacity. The
maximum number of acres disturbed per day is shown in Table 3.

Table 1: Construction Schedule
Phase Name

CalEEMod Phase Type

Phase Start Date

Phase End Date

Total Number
of Days

Grading

Grading

6/1/2017

8/31/2017

66

Landscaping

Site Preparation

9/1/2017

9/30/2017

21

Table 2: Construction Equipment Assumptions
Phase Name

Grading

Landscaping

Equipment

Number

Hours per day Horse‐power

Load Factor

Concrete/Industrial Saws

1

8

81

0.73

Off‐Highway Trucks

1

8.00

189

0.38

Dumpers/Tenders

1

2

16

0.38

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2

6.00

97

0.37

Pressure Washers

1

3

13

0.3

Note:
Construction equipment list based on equipment identified by the City.
Source: FirstCarbon Solutions 2016.

Table 3: Maximum Number of Acres Disturbed per Day
Activity

Grading

Equipment

Number

Acres/8 hr day

Total Acres

Crawler Tractors

2

0.5

0.75

Graders

0

0.5

0

Rubber Tired Dozers

1

0.5

0.6

Scrapers

0

1

0

Maximum Number of Acres Disturbed per Day

1.35

Source: South Coast AQMD, Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds, 2011a.

As shown in Table 3, the maximum number of acres disturbed in a day would be 1 acre.
The localized assessment methodology limits the emissions that are analyzed to those generated
from on‐site activities. On‐site emissions from construction activities are compared with the LSTs for
a 1‐acre site in SRA 17 at 25 meters. On‐site emissions are from fugitive dust during grading and off‐
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road diesel emissions. As shown in Table 4, unmitigated emissions during construction do not
exceed the LSTs.

Table 4: Construction Localized Significance Analysis
On‐site Emissions (pounds per day)
Activity

NOx

CO

PM10

PM2.5

Grading

16.13

10.87

1.72

1.33

Landscaping

0.13

0.093

0.54

0.064

Maximum Daily On‐Site Emissions

16.26

10.96

2.26

1.39

Localized Significance Threshold

103.0

151.0

4.0

3

No

No

No

No

Exceed Threshold?

Notes:
CO = carbon monoxide
PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter
NOx = nitrogen oxides
Phases are assumed not to overlap; therefore, the maximum daily emissions are from the highest representative phase.
Source of emissions: FCS 2016—Winter Construction Results.
Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009, for SRA 17, 25 meters, 1‐acre site.

The localized construction analysis uses thresholds that represent the maximum project emissions
that would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (SCAQMD 2008). If the Proposed Project results in emissions that
do not exceed the LSTs, it follows that those emissions would not cause or contribute to a local
exceedance of the appropriate ambient air quality standard. The localized construction analysis
demonstrates that the Proposed Project would not exceed the LSTs for CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
PM10, or PM2.5. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation during construction.

Operations
The Proposed Project will be operated and maintained by the City of Anaheim. In addition, the
native vegetation on‐site will not be maintained with irrigation, but with Dry Water technology;
therefore, there will be less water and electric usage related with the operational process.
Therefore, the operational emissions will be negligible and the environmental impact would be
insignificant.
Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot Analysis
CO hot spots may occur in areas with severe traffic congestions and high volumes of traffic. The
project involves improvement of a recreational trail facility that will result in a negligible increase in
traffic; therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the project would not contribute to a CO hot spot.
No further analysis is required.
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Standard Conditions
SC‐4.3‐1

All construction contractors shall comply with South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) regulations, including Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. All grading
(regardless of acreage) shall apply best available control measures for fugitive dust in
accordance with Rule 403. To ensure that the project is in full compliance with
applicable SCAQMD dust regulations and that there is no nuisance impact off the
site, the contractor would implement each of the following:
 Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil or conduct whatever












c)

watering is necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in
any direction.
Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas)
within five days of completing grading or apply dust suppressants or vegetation
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface.
Water excavated soil piles hourly or covered with temporary coverings.
Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. Water as
often as needed on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per day or
during very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the
release of visible emissions from the construction site.
Wash mud‐covered tired and under‐carriages of trucks leaving construction sites.
Provide for street sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to remove dirt
dropped by construction vehicles or mud, which would otherwise be carried off
by trucks departing project sites.
Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp on any truck leaving the construction
sites to dispose of debris.
Cease grading during period when winds exceed 25 miles per hour.

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
(including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Less than significant impact. This impact is related to regional criteria pollutant impacts. The non‐
attainment regional pollutants of concern are ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. Ozone is not emitted directly
into the air but is a regional pollutant formed by a photochemical reaction in the atmosphere.
Ozone precursors, volatile organic compounds (VOC) and NOx, react in the atmosphere in the
presence of sunlight to form ozone. Therefore, the SCAQMD ozone threshold is based the emissions
of the ozone precursors VOC and NOx. This impact section includes analysis of, and significance
determinations for, those pollutants.
If an area is in non‐attainment for a criteria pollutant, then the background concentration of that
pollutant has historically exceeded the ambient air quality standard. It follows that if a project
exceeds the regional threshold for that non‐attainment pollutant, then it would result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of that pollutant and result in a significant cumulative impact.
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The project area is in non‐attainment for PM10, PM2.5, and ozone. Therefore, if the Proposed Project
exceeds the regional thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5, then it contributes to a cumulatively considerable
impact for those pollutants. If the Proposed Project exceeds the regional threshold for NOx or VOC,
then it follows that the project would contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact for ozone. If
the Proposed Project exceeds the NOx threshold, it could contribute cumulatively to NO2
concentrations.
Regional emissions include those generated from all on‐site and off‐site activities. Regional
significance thresholds have been established by the SCAQMD, because emissions from projects in
the area can potentially contribute to the existing emission burden and possibly affect the
attainment and maintenance of ambient air quality standards. SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for
project construction and operation are provided within the respective analyses below.
Construction and operational emissions were modeled using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2; modeling
output is located in Appendix A.

Construction Emissions
The construction‐intensive improvements to the trail include some realignment and grading of a
portion the trail, the construction of retaining walls, the improvement of existing storm drain
infrastructure with footbridge crossings, the removal of some non‐native vegetation, the addition of
native vegetation, and the installation of a stabilized trail surface. The improvements are limited to
the central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade, and the northern and southernmost reaches
of the trail will remain in their current condition. The Proposed Project would be constructed over
approximately four months, with all construction with heavy equipment occurring in the first three
months. The remaining one month would include landscaping activities. Construction is expected to
begin in June 2017. Table 5 summarizes construction‐generated emissions. For each activity, on‐site
and off‐site emissions are both included. The maximum grading and landscaping emissions are
chosen from the summer and winter modeling runs. For the assumptions used in generating the
emissions, please refer to Appendix A. The Proposed Project would be required to adhere to
standard SCAQMD regulations, such as implementing SCAQMD Rule 403, which would reduce
fugitive dust emissions. The above regulations are represented in CalEEMod as mitigation; however,
they are not considered mitigation for purposes of CEQA, as they are required by regulation.

Table 5: Construction Air Pollutant Emissions by Activity
Emissions (pounds per day)
Activity

VOC

1

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

Grading

1.83

16.45

12.05

0.02

1.91

1.39

Landscaping

0.09

0.36

1.10

0.00

0.70

0.11

Maximum Daily Emissions

1.92

16.81

13.15

0.02

2.61

1.49

Significance Threshold

75

100

550

150

150

55

Significant Impact?

No

No

No

No

No

No

1
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In CalEEMod, ROG refers to VOC.
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Table 5 (cont.): Construction Air Pollutant Emissions by Activity
Emissions (pounds per day)
Activity

VOC

2

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

Notes:
NOx = nitrogen oxides
CO = carbon monoxide
PM10 and PM2.5 = particulate matter
The above activities do not occur at the same time; therefore, the maximum daily emissions represent the maximum
emissions that would occur in one day.
Source of emissions: FCS 2016—Winter Construction Results.
Source of thresholds: South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009

The information shown in Table 5 indicates that the SCAQMD regional emission thresholds would
not be exceeded for construction emissions. Therefore, construction emissions are considered to
have a less than significant regional impact.

Conclusion
The SCAQMD does not recommend quantified analysis of cumulative construction or operational
emissions, nor does it provide separate methodologies or thresholds of significance to be used to
assess cumulative construction or operational impacts. However, if an individual development
project generates operational emissions that exceed the SCAQMD recommended daily thresholds,
project‐specific impacts would also cause a cumulative considerable increase in emissions for those
pollutants for which the Air Basin is in non‐attainment.
d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than significant impact. Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children, the elderly,
and persons with pre‐existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness. For purposes of CEQA, the
SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a location where a sensitive individual could remain for
24 hours, such as residences, hospitals, or convalescent facilities (SCAQMD 2008a). Commercial and
industrial facilities are not included in the definition because employees do not typically remain on‐
site for 24 hours. However, when assessing the impact of pollutants with 1‐hour or 8‐hour standards
(such as NO2 and CO), commercial and/or industrial facilities would be considered sensitive
receptors for those purposes.
The closest sensitive receptors are the residential land uses that border the project site, with the
closest resident units situated within 15 meters from project site.

Construction: Localized Construction Impacts
As described in Impact 3.3b above, the Proposed Project would not exceed the LSTs for construction‐
generated criteria pollutants. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose receptors to
substantial criteria pollutant concentrations from construction activities. Impacts would be less than
significant.

2

In CalEEMod, ROG refers to VOC.
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Construction: Diesel Particulate Matter
The Proposed Project would generate diesel exhaust, a source of diesel particulate matter, during
project construction. Diesel particulates are typically 2.5 microns (PM2.5). On‐site emissions of both
diesel particulate matter occur during construction from the operation of heavy‐duty construction
equipment and from vendor trucks that operate on project site.
Project activities that would generate diesel particulate matter emissions are short‐term in nature.
Moreover, the current methodological protocols required by SCAQMD and the California Air
Resources Board (ARB) when studying the health risk posed by diesel particulate matter assume the
following: (1) 24‐hour constant exposure; (2) 350 days a year; (3) for a continuous period lasting 70
years. Therefore, considering the dispersion of the emissions and the short time frame, exposure to
diesel particulate matter is anticipated to be less than significant.

Construction: Toxic Air Pollutants—On‐site Workers
There are a variety of state and national programs that protect workers from safety hazards,
including high air pollutant concentrations (California OSHA and CDC 2012).
On‐site workers are not required to be addressed through this health risk assessment process. A
document published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA 2009),
Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects, indicates that on‐site receptors are
included in risk assessments if they are persons not employed by the Proposed Project. Persons not
employed by the Proposed Project would not remain on‐site for any significant period. Therefore, a
health risk assessment for on‐site workers is not required or recommended. Impacts would be less
than significant.
The ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook contains recommendations that will “help keep
California’s children and other vulnerable populations out of harm’s way with respect to nearby
sources of air pollution” (ARB 2005), including recommendations for distances between sensitive
receptors and certain land uses. The Proposed Project is not considered a sensitive receptor land
use, but it is located approximately 20 meters from sensitive receptors.
The ARB’s recommendations are specific to land uses known to be of concern for generation of toxic
air contaminants (TACs), and include heavily traveled roads, distribution centers, rail yards, ports,
refineries, chrome plating facilities, fueling stations, and dry cleaners. The Proposed Project would
not involve any of the land uses identified by the Land Use Handbook.
The construction‐intensive improvements to the trail include some realignment and grading of a
portion the trail, the construction of retaining walls, the improvement of existing storm drain
infrastructure with footbridge crossings, the removal of some non‐native vegetation, the addition of
native vegetation, and the installation of a stabilized trail surface. The improvements are limited to
the central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade, and the northern and southernmost reaches
of the trail will remain in their current condition. The trail would accommodate existing surrounding
residences, and function as a critical link in the regional riding and hiking trail system. The Proposed
Project is not expected to generate a substantial number of new operational trips to or from the
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project area or involve an operational activity that would be a source of substantial TACs. Therefore,
the Proposed Project would not result in an operational TAC impact; operational impacts would be
less than significant.
As described in Impact 3.3b above, the Proposed Project would not create a localized CO hotspot.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose receptors to substantial CO concentrations from
operational activities.

Conclusion
The Proposed Project would not expose receptors to substantial construction‐generated localized
criteria pollutant concentrations, construction‐generated diesel particulate matter, operational TACs,
or CO hotspots. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact.
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less than significant impact. Odors can cause a variety of responses. The impact of an odor results
from interacting factors such as frequency (how often), intensity (strength), duration (in time),
offensiveness (unpleasantness), location, and sensory perception.
Odor is typically a warning system that prevents animals and humans from consuming spoiled food or
toxic materials. Odor‐related symptoms reported in a number of studies include nervousness,
headache, sleeplessness, fatigue, dizziness, nausea, loss of appetite, stomach ache, sinus congestion,
eye irritation, nose irritation, runny nose, sore throat, cough, and asthma exacerbation (SCAQMD 2007).
The SCAQMD’s role is to protect the public’s health from air pollution by overseeing and enforcing
regulations (SCAQMD 2007). The SCAQMD’s resolution activity for odor compliance is mandated
under California Health & Safety Code Section 41700, and falls under SCAQMD Rule 402. This rule
on Public Nuisance Regulation states: “A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such
quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort,
repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural
tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. The provisions of this rule shall not
apply to odors emanating from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or the
raising of fowl or animals.”

Project Analysis
During construction, the various diesel‐powered vehicles and equipment in use on‐site would create
localized odors. These odors would be temporary and would not likely be noticeable for extended
periods of time beyond the project’s site boundaries. The potential for diesel odor impacts is therefore
less than significant. Land uses typically considered associated with odors include wastewater
treatment facilities, waste‐disposal facilities, or agricultural operations. Additionally, these types of
land uses are not located in the project’s vicinity. The Proposed Project does not contain land uses
typically associated with emitting objectionable odors. During operation of the project, odors would
primarily consist of vehicles traveling to the urban linear park and additionally from the use of
equipment during landscaping and facility maintenance. These occurrences would not produce a
significant amount of odors; therefore, operational impacts would be less than significant.
FirstCarbon Solutions
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Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.4. Biological Resources
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?
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 wildlife nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
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?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The Proposed Project site contains coastal sage
scrub habitat that is likely to support one species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special‐
34
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status species: coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). The Proposed Project
may also provide nesting habitat for migratory bird species protected by the California Fish and
Game Code and/or the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) performed a reconnaissance‐level field survey on October 7, 2015 to
evaluate biological resources that may be present within the project (see the Biological Resources
Assessment Report, Appendix B). The existing trail as well as a 500‐foot buffer around the trail
(survey area) were evaluated.

Survey Results
The literature review revealed six special‐status wildlife species are recorded as occurring within 1
mile of the survey area, and one special‐status plant species is recorded as occurring within 1 mile of
the survey area (Exhibit 5). Only one special‐status wildlife species was determined to have a
moderate to high potential to occur within the project site: coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila
californica californica).
The survey area provides habitat for wildlife species that commonly occur in coastal sage scrub,
urban/developed, and disturbed communities. Soil present within the project site is clay to sandy
loam clay that is typically found over weathered rocks and manufactured slope fill material (Exhibit
6). These soils are not indicators of any special‐status plant species with a potential to occur within
the project site. Wildlife activity was low during the survey. Common avian species observed
include rock dove (Columbia livia), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), western scrub jay (Aphelecoma californica), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house
sparrow (Passer domesticus), and common raven (Corvus corax). No birds exhibiting nesting
behavior were observed within the survey area.
The project site contains approximately 0.48 acre of coastal sage scrub habitat, characterized by a
dense vegetation cover of California sagebrush and California buckwheat, with examples of
California brittlebush (Encelia californica), black sage (Salvia mellifera), bush monkeyflower (Mimulus
aurantiacus), lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia), and scattered scrub oaks (Quercus dumosa).
(Exhibit 7). Coastal sage scrub species on‐site do not exist in a natural distribution. The project also
contains sections of landscaped areas that are vegetated with ornamental landscape species,
manicured lawn, and a few scattered scrub oaks. This area is at the bottom (north) of the trail where
it meets Camino Grande.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
Coastal California gnatcatcher is a federal threatened species and California Species of Special
Concern, listed in 1993 under FESA (CDFW 2015b). Coastal California gnatcatcher is a small blue‐
gray songbird and resident species of scrub‐dominated vegetation communities—strongly associated
with sage scrub communities—from southern Ventura County to Baja, Mexico. The breeding season
for the coastal California gnatcatcher is from approximately February 15 through August 30, with
peak nesting activity occurring mid‐March through mid‐May (USFWS 2014).
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Under FESA Section 10(a)(1)(A), a permitted biologist is required to perform presence/absence
surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher if proposed projects are located within the historic range of
the species and the project contains sage scrub communities (USFWS 1997).

Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds
The Proposed Project and its vicinity contain a high density of native coastal sage scrub habitat, and
scattered scrub oak and landscape trees and shrubs that may provide suitable nesting habitat for
birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and other special‐status and resident bird
species, including raptors protected under Section 3503.5 of the FGC. Mitigation measures are
required to reduce potential impacts to migratory birds.
The Proposed Project is within the Orange County Coastal Subregion NCCP/HCP boundaries and the
City of Anaheim is a signatory of the NCCP/HCP. As a result, the Proposed Project must comply with
conservation measures set by the NCCP/HCP, including mitigating for any direct/indirect impacts to
target natural communities and complying with survey requirements and any mitigation for Covered
Species of the NCCP/HCP. Target natural communities (“Covered Habitats”) include coastal sage
scrub, oak woodlands, Tecate cypress, cliff and rock, and chaparral (within the Coastal Subarea only).
The Proposed Project is not located within a designated NCCP Reserve area, and the removal of a
“Covered Habitat” is allowed; there is a list of construction minimization measures that must also be
followed to comply with the NCCP. The construction minimization measures have been designed to
reduce potential construction impacts to sensitive species within the coastal sage scrub habitat.
Mitigation through coordination with the NCCP/HCP and a project application approval will be
required. These measures are required to reduce impacts to coastal sage scrub to less than
significant levels.
With the implementation of proposed mitigation and MM CUL‐4, impacts to candidate, sensitive, or
special‐status species would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
MM BIO‐1

36

A portion of the project site and its vicinity contains suitable coastal sage scrub
habitat that has the potential to support coastal California gnatcatcher. Numerous
recorded occurrences of the species have been recorded within 1 mile of the project
site, with one recorded occurrence within project boundaries and its vicinity. To
avoid any direct and/or indirect impacts to the federally listed coastal California
gnatcatcher, a permitted biologist will be required to survey the Proposed Project
site to determine presence/absence of coastal California gnatcatcher, according to
current United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) coastal California
gnatcatcher survey protocol; any required mitigation will be coordinated with
USFWS following survey completion (USFWS 1997).
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MM BIO‐2

To avoid any direct and/or indirect impacts to resident and/or migratory birds,
project‐related construction activities should occur outside of the avian nesting
season (February–August). If construction activities must occur within the nesting
season, a qualified biologist shall perform a pre‐construction survey to determine
the presence or absence of nesting birds and nesting raptors on or within 500 feet of
the construction area. The pre‐construction survey should be conducted no more
than 10 calendar days prior to the commencement of construction. If no active
nests are detected or project activities occur outside of the avian nesting season, no
further action is necessary and construction activities may proceed without
biological monitoring requirements.

MM BIO‐3

If an active nest is located during pre‐construction surveys, the USFWS and/or
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (as appropriate) shall be notified
regarding the status of the nest. Construction activities shall be restricted as
necessary to avoid disturbance of the nest until it is abandoned or the agencies
deem disturbance potential to be minimal. Restrictions may include establishment
of exclusion zones (no ingress of personnel or equipment at a minimum radius of
100 feet around an active raptor nest and a 50‐foot radius around an active
migratory bird nest) or alteration of the construction schedule. A biological monitor
shall be present during construction activities to maintain the exclusion zones, and
to minimize construction impacts and ensure that no nest is removed or disturbed
until all young have fledged.

MM BIO‐4

Prior to the commencement of grading operations or other activities involving
significant soil disturbance, all areas of coastal sage scrub habitat to be avoided
and/or maintained under the provisions of the Natural Community Conservation
Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP), and coordination with the
NCCP/HCP and a project application approval are required.

b)

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The coastal sage scrub community is a covered
habitat in the Orange County Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP). The project site is not
in a designated Reserve Area, so the removal of species is allowed. However, the trail alignment will
remove some coastal sage scrub species, particularly California sagebrush, and some lemonade
berries. The trail has been aligned to avoid the removal of oak trees. Impacts would be less than
significant with Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO‐4 and MM CUL‐4 incorporated.
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Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No impact. The project site was evaluated for the presence of potential wetland features under both
state and federal jurisdiction. A search of the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory revealed no
potential jurisdictional features (Exhibit 8).
There is an existing seasonal drainage within the project site that receives flow from nuisance runoff of
irrigation and the residential developments south (uphill) of the project site and storm events;
however, this existing drainage is most likely a result of leakage from the existing concrete‐lined
drainage channels within the project site and its vicinity, and is therefore not considered jurisdictional.
Proposed Project features improve on‐site drainage. There would be no impact.
d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
wildlife nursery sites?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project includes some realignment and grading of a
portion the trail, the construction of retaining walls, the improvement of existing storm drain
infrastructure with footbridge crossings, the removal of some non‐native vegetation, the addition of
native vegetation, and the installation of a stabilized trail surface. The improvements are limited to
the central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade, and the northern and southernmost reaches
of the trail will remain in their current condition. Although the area may be used for wildlife
migration, the project design and nature of the Proposed Project are not expected to interfere
substantially with local or regional wildlife corridor use. Impacts would be less than significant.
e)

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

Less than significant impact. The City of Anaheim’s Municipal Code Section 18.18.040 Tree
Preservation defines Specimen Trees that are meant to be preserved within the City. Specimen
Trees, as defined by the City of Anaheim, include:
. . . any tree of the Eucalyptus varieties (Eucalyptus), Quercus varieties (oak), Schinus
varieties (Pepper), or Platanus varieties (sycamore), with a trunk measuring eight (8)
inches or greater In diameter, measured at a point four (4) feet above ground level,
or in the case of Eucalyptus varieties, twenty (20) inches or greater in diameter,
measured at a point four (4) feet above ground level (City of Anaheim 1993).
The City of Anaheim Specimen Tree Removal Ordinance will require a permit for the removal of any
specimen trees within the Proposed Project. This includes scrub oak trees that are within the
proposed trail development area. The trail alignment was designed to avoid the oak trees. One tree
may be affected, an Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis). No specimen trees will be impacted by the
Proposed Project improvements. Impacts would be less than significant.
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f)

Environmental Analysis

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. As discussed in Impact 3.4b, above, the coastal
sage scrub community is a covered habitat in the Orange County Coastal Subregion NCCP/HCP. The
project site is not in a designated Reserve Area, so the removal of species is allowed. However, the
trail alignment will remove some coastal sage scrub species, particularly California sagebrush, and
some lemonade berries. The trail has been aligned to avoid the removal of oak trees. Impacts
would be less than significant with MM BIO‐4 incorporated.
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Environmental Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.5. Cultural Resources
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Cause substantial adverse impact to any Tribal
Cultural Resources as defined in §21080.3.1?
d) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
e) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Environmental Evaluation
FCS prepared a Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment (CRA) for the project area in May of 2016.
The report included a records search at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File search, assistance to the City of
Anaheim during AB 52 tribal consultations, a Vertebrate Paleontology Records Check, a review of
historic aerial photography and topographic maps from the Nationwide Environmental Title
Research (NETR) database, and a pedestrian survey. The following determinations are summarized
in Appendix C.
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

No impact. On November 11, 2015, FCS archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, MA, RPA received records
search results from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) located at California State
University, Fullerton. The records search included the project area and a 1‐mile search radius
beyond the project boundaries. To identify any resources within the study area or search radius,
current inventories of the National Register of Historic Places (NR), the California Register for
Historical Resources (CR), the California Historical Landmarks (CHL), and the California Points of
Historical Interest (CPHI) were examined. The California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) for
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San Bernardino County was also reviewed to determine any local resources that have been
previously evaluated for historic significance.
The results of the records search indicated that five resources are on file with the SCCIC as having
been previously recorded within the search radius, none of which are located within the proposed
project area. All of these previously recorded resources were prehistoric and included five lithic
scatters, some with associated groundstone fragments. The closest known resource to the project
area is located approximately 3,062 feet to the southwest near the Santiago Creek embankments. In
addition, 24 cultural resource studies are on file with the SCCIC as having been conducted within the
search radius. One of these reports included the candidate location, indicating that the project area
has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. There were no listed or potentially eligible
resources or properties within the search radius on the Orange County HRI, NR, CR, CHL, or CHPI
inventories. No historic resources of any kind were on file with the SCCIC.
Consulted historic resources and corresponding results are summarized below:
 The California Point of Historical Interest (2014) of the Office of Historic Preservation,

Department of Parks and Recreation: Lists no properties within a mile radius of the project
area.
 The California Historical Landmarks (2014) of the Office of Historic Preservation, Department

of Parks and Recreation: Lists no properties within a mile radius of the project area.
 The California Register of Historical Resources: Lists no properties within a mile radius of the

project area.
 The National Register of Historic Places: Lists no properties within a mile radius of the project

area.
 The California Historic Resources Inventory System: Lists five properties within a 1‐mile radius

of the project area. All of these resources are prehistoric and none are located within the
project area.
FCS reviewed historic aerial photographs for the project area, obtained from the NETR database,
dating back to 1942. The imagery indicated that there were some unpaved roads present in the
vicinity of the project area by 1952, but that no development of any kind occurred in the nearby
region until 1980. On the 1980 photograph, mass grading efforts can be clearly seen to the north of
the project area. By 1994, the area having been previously graded has been completely developed
into residential tracts. Residential development to the south of the project area does not appear
until the 2002 aerial photograph, which illustrates many unoccupied, yet fully graded housing pads
awaiting residential construction. By the 2003 aerial photograph, all of the previously unoccupied
housing pads have been developed and contain single‐family residences. The immediate region
surrounding the project area has remained largely unaltered since the last large development phase
in 2002/2003.
FCS Project Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, M.A., RPA surveyed the project area on December 2,
2015. Approximately 85 percent of the project area consists of existing trail while the remaining 15
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percent includes the proposed redirection of the existing eroded trail along the current landscaped
hillside through the cutting of three short switchbacks. In these areas of proposed impact, the slope
was approximately 2:1 and ground visibility ranged from 0 percent to 15 percent because of dense
vegetation coverage. There were no standing structures within the project area or signs of historic
features of any kind.
Based on the analysis of the records search results, the historic aerial photography review, and the
pedestrian survey, the project area has been determined to have a low sensitivity for historic
resources. As no historic resources were identified during the course of the Phase I CRA, no further
investigations are currently required, and cultural resource monitoring for historic resources is not
currently recommended.
b)

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Refer to the above summary.
Although five prehistoric resources were identified within the search radius, all were located on the
very southern perimeter of the 1‐mile search radius, more than 3,000 feet from the project area.
There have been an abundance of surveys and previous cultural resource assessments conducted
within the 1‐mile search radius resulting in approximately 50 percent coverage. The center of the
search radius, including the project area, has been thoroughly investigated. There have been a
number of intensive pedestrian surveys within the southern portion of the search radius, focusing on
the alignment of Santiago Creek. The northern portion of the search radius has very little
investigative coverage. All five previously recorded prehistoric resources exist near the far southern
boundary of the search radius, near Santiago Creek. This indicates that despite thorough survey
coverage and recent development, prehistoric resources have not been found in the areas adjacent
to the Proposed Project. Interpretation of the available data indicates that prehistoric resources are
more likely to be encountered south of the project area, closer to the natural fresh water source of
Santiago Creek.
On October 26, 2015, FCS sent a letter to the NAHC in an effort to determine whether any sacred
sites are listed on its Sacred Lands File for the project area. A second request was sent to the NAHC
on November 9, 2015. A response from the NAHC was received on November 10, 2015, and it noted
that the Sacred Lands File search returned negative results. A list of five Native American tribal
members who may have additional knowledge regarding the presence of cultural resources within
the project area was included with the results. These tribal members were sent letters requesting
additional information as part of the AB 52 process, detailed below.
Observations made during the course of the pedestrian survey indicate that the majority of the
project area overlays engineered hillslopes. The northern (lower elevation) portion of the trail has
been cut through an engineered slope atop which rests a residential development. This was
evidenced by exposed soil that was clearly locally sourced but retains no intact stratigraphy and has
been mixed and compacted for stability. In this area, roughly 75 percent of the vegetative cover was
composed of non‐native, landscaped foliage largely employed as erosion control. This was
50
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evidenced by the presence of an extensive sprinkler and irrigation system throughout the northern
portion of the project area. Evidence of previous disturbances can also be seen through the
installation of a system of concrete V‐ditches that directs residential and landscaping runoff to the
base of the slope.
The southern (higher elevation) portion of the project area is surrounded by residences to the east,
but an unaltered native hillslope to the west. The landscaping vegetation in this area becomes much
more sparse and the irrigation system does not extend this far up the hillslope. The adjacent, bare,
native hillside is outside the project area and it is expected that no impacts will be made to these
soils. No prehistoric resources were encountered during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Based on the analysis of the records search results, the NAHC outreach efforts, and the pedestrian
survey, the project area has been determined to have a low sensitivity for prehistoric resources. As
no prehistoric resources were identified during the course of the Phase I CRA, no further
investigations are currently required and cultural resource monitoring for prehistoric resources is not
currently recommended. However, there is always a potential that subsurface prehistoric materials
may be encountered during project implementation. Mitigation measures intended to be
implemented in the event of the inadvertent discovery of prehistoric resources are detailed below.
c)

Cause substantial adverse impact to any Tribal Cultural Resources as defined in §21080.3.1?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
FCS assisted the City of Anaheim in conducting AB 52 consultations to determine the potential for
the presence of Tribal Cultural Resources (TRC) within or near the project area. The City utilized the
listing provided by the NAHC and combined this roster with the information from additional tribal
entities which had officially requested to be consulted under AB 52. As a result, on March 2, 2016
letters were sent to seven individuals inviting them to consult on the presence of TRC within the
project area. On March 5, 2016, a response was received from Andrew Salas of the Gabrieleno Band
of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation requesting that he, the tribe’s appointed archaeologist, and the
tribal botanist be allowed to survey the project area for TRC prior to development. No additional
responses were received.
On April 5, 2016, City of Anaheim staff organized a site visit as requested by Andrew Salas.
Attendees included Naomi Gruenthal, Christine Saunders, and Pamela Galera of the City of Anaheim;
Project Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, MA, RPA, of FCS; and Andrew Salas, Tim Miguel, Gary Stickel,
and Matthew Teutimez of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation. During the field
walk the attendees discussed the need for realignment and safety concerns, proposed areas of
disturbance, depths and widths of disturbances, and the potential for the presence of subsurface
archaeological materials. After brief discussions, Coral A. Eginton and tribal archaeologist Gary
Stickel concluded that, because of the engineered nature of the surrounding hillslopes and the grade
of the slope constituting the project area, there was a low potential to impact archaeological
materials or subsurface TRC during project implementation.
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Matthew Teutimez, tribal botanist, educated attendees on the presence of certain native plants
within the project area. Since traditionally used biological resources constitute TRC, Mr. Teutimez
requested that any plants of native use removed during project development be donated to the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation for continued traditional use and education.
Naomi Gruenthal, Pamela Galera, and Matthew Teutimez also discussed the potential to develop
and install signage along the trail educating the public on plant species used by native peoples. This
idea was a preliminary proposal and no formal agreements or plans were made for its
implementation during the site visit; however, the City will continue to consult with the tribe as
required under AB 52. Mitigation measures regarding the harvesting and repatriation of traditionally
used native plants are detailed below.
d)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
On December 16, 2015, FCS sent a request to Dr. Kenneth Finger, PhD, to conduct a records search of
the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) database in order to determine if any
of the underlying geologic formations held the potential to yield fossilized remains. The results of
the records search indicated that the project area is in a region characterized by Miocene rocks,
often overlain by Quaternary landslide deposits. The trail lies over the Soquel Canyon Member
(Tpsq) and the Yorba Member (Tpy) of the Puente Formation. The Puente Formation is considered
highly sensitive and has yielded significant marine vertebrates including fossilized fish and whales.
The UCMP database search revealed no known vertebrate localities within the 1‐mile search radius.
For the Puente Formation as a whole, the database lists only two vertebrate localities, one in Los
Angeles County (no fossils recorded) and the other along Aliso Creek in southern Orange County,
which yield remnants of an operculum (bony gill cover) of a fish.
The closest known locality to the project area is approximately 3 miles south. This locality (1056)
was found in the Miocene Topanga Formation (Tt) and yielded elements of the extinct marine
mammal Desmostylus hesperus and shark’s teeth from Isurus tumulus and Carcharodon tembloris.
Dr. Finger concludes that while a paleontological site survey and paleontological monitoring are not
warranted at this time, the Puente Formation is considered highly sensitive in other regions.
Therefore, he recommends mitigation measures be followed in the event of any inadvertent finds.
Mitigation measures intended to be implemented in the event of the inadvertent discovery of
paleontological resources are detailed below.
e)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less than significant impact. The project area is not located near any known historic cemeteries,
and the results of the NAHC Sacred Lands File did not indicate the presence of any sacred sites or
burial grounds. Furthermore, no responses were received from additional tribal correspondence
attempts indicating that there is a high concern of encountering potentially sacred sites during
project development. Furthermore, the project area is located on a hillslope with grades ranging
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from 2:1 to 1:1, an environment that would be undesirable for burying human remains because of
stabilization and erosion concerns. As such, the project area has been determined to have a low
sensitivity for containing human remains and cultural resource monitoring for such resources is not
currently recommended. However, there is always a potential that subsurface human remains may
be encountered during project implementation. Mitigation measures and standard conditions
intended to be implemented in the event of the inadvertent discovery of human remains are
detailed below.

Mitigation Measures
MM CUL‐1

In the event that buried historic or prehistoric cultural resources are discovered
during construction, operations shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a
qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to determine whether the resource
requires further study. The qualified archeologist and shall make recommendations
to the Lead Agency on the measures that shall be implemented to protect the
discovered resources, including but not limited to excavation of the finds and
evaluation of the finds in accordance with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Potentially significant cultural resources consist of but are not limited to stone,
bone, fossils, wood, shell, glass, or metal artifacts, and various features including
hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. Any previously undiscovered
resources found during construction within the project area should be recorded on
appropriate DPR forms and evaluated for significance in terms of CEQA criteria.

MM CUL‐2

If the resources are determined to be unique or significant resources as defined under
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures shall be identified by the
monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency. Appropriate mitigation measures for
significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in
green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds.

MM CUL‐3

No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency
approves the measures to protect these resources. Any archaeological artifacts
recovered as a result of mitigation shall be donated to a qualified scientific
institution approved by the Lead Agency where they would be afforded long‐term
preservation to allow future scientific study.

MM CUL‐4

In accordance with discussions held as part of AB 52 consultation, traditionally used
native vegetation intended to be removed from the project area during trail
realignment will be carefully harvested and repatriated to the Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians—Kizh Nation for continued traditional use and education.

MM CUL‐5

In the event that fossils or fossil‐bearing deposits are discovered during construction
activities, excavations within a 50‐foot radius of the find shall be temporarily halted or
diverted. The project contractor shall notify a qualified paleontologist, approved by
the County of Orange, to examine the discovery. The paleontologist shall document
the discovery as needed (in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [1995]
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standards), evaluate the potential resource, and assess the significance of the find
under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
MM CUL‐7

The paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to determine procedures
that would be followed before construction activities are allowed to resume at the
location of the find. If the Applicant determines that avoidance is not feasible, and
the paleontologist cannot easily jacket and/or remove the specimen(s), the
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of
construction activities on the discovery. The plan shall be submitted to the County
of Orange for review and approval prior to implementation, and the Applicant shall
adhere to the recommendations in the plan.

Standard Conditions
In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, Public
Resource Code (PRC) Section 5097.98 must be followed. In this instance, once
project‐related earthmoving begins and if there is accidental discovery or
recognition of any human remains, the following steps shall be taken:
1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the County
Coroner is contacted to determine if the remains are Native American and if an
investigation of the cause of death is required. If the coroner determines the
remains to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours, and the NAHC shall identify the
person or persons it believes to be the “most likely descendant” of the deceased
Native American. The most likely descendant may make recommendations to
the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of
treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any
associated grave goods as provided in PRC Section 5097.98, or
2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his/her authorized
representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated
grave goods with appropriate dignity either in accordance with the
recommendations of the most likely descendent or on the project area in a
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance:
 The NAHC is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the most likely
descendent failed to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being
notified by the commission;
 The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or
 The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation
of the descendent, and the mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures
acceptable to the landowner.
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3.6. Geology and Soils
Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to 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.

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii)

Seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv)

Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on‐
or off‐site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18‐1‐B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

Environmental Evaluation
Site Geology
The northern (lower elevation) portion of the trail has been cut through an engineered slope atop
which rests a residential development. This was evidenced by exposed soil that was clearly locally
sourced but retains no intact stratigraphy and has been mixed and compacted for stability. In this
area, roughly 75 percent of the vegetative cover was composed of non‐native, landscaped foliage
largely employed as erosion control. This was evidenced by the presence of an extensive sprinkler
and irrigation system throughout the northern portion of the project area. Evidence of previous
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disturbances can also be seen through the installation of a system of concrete V‐ditches that directs
residential and landscaping runoff to the base of the slope.
The southern (higher elevation) portion of the project area is surrounded by residences to the east,
but an unaltered, native hillslope to the west. The landscaping vegetation in this area becomes
much more sparse and the irrigation system does not extend this far up the hillslope. The adjacent,
bare, native hillside is outside the proposed project area and it is expected that no impacts will be
made to these soils.

Impact Setting
The project site is located within Southern California, an area known to be seismically active. The
Alquist‐Priolo Fault Zoning Act was established to prevent construction of buildings used for human
occupancy in areas of strong seismic activity. As such, the State of California has mapped out
locations of seismically active faults throughout California. The project site is not located within an
Alquist‐Priolo Fault Zone. The nearest faults to the site are the Peralta Hills Fault (approximately
2.37 miles west) and the El Modeno Fault (approximately 3.87 miles west). However, these faults
were determined by the California Department of Mines and Geology ineligible to be zoned for
special studies, due to their size. The nearest active fault zone for special study is located in the
Chino Hills, approximately 10.1 miles northeast of the project site. According to the General Plan EIR
for the City of Anaheim, seismic activity along nearby or more distant fault zones is likely to cause
ground shaking within city limits. However, historically, the City of Anaheim has generally not
experienced a major destructive earthquake.
Soil erosion is a naturally occurring process that affects all landforms. Soil erosion usually refers to
the wearing away of a field’s topsoil by the natural physical forces of water and wind or through
forces associated with farming activities. According to the preliminary Geotechnical Investigation
prepared by Albus‐Keefe & Associates, Inc., erosion scars are present where uncontrolled runoff
from previous horse trail alignments have scoured the ground surface (Appendix D). The soils
located on‐site are generally below the optimum moisture content and therefore will require the
addition of water to achieve proper compaction during construction.
Soil liquefaction is described as a phenomenon whereby a saturated or partially saturated soil
substantially loses strength and stiffness in response to an applied stress, usually earthquake shaking
or other sudden change in stress condition. Many areas surrounding the project site are susceptible
to liquefaction or landslide. According to the California Geological Survey Regulatory Maps, the
project site falls within an area that is not susceptible to liquefaction. Both parcels have portions in
the Landslide Hazard Zone in the southern area of the project site. The Geotechnical Investigation
for the Proposed Project does not identify either of these factors as areas of concern for the project
as proposed.
The soil located at the project site is Calleguas Clay Loam. According to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, the Calleguas series consists of very shallow and shallow, well drained soils formed on
uplands, hills, and mountains in material from sedimentary rocks. The Calleguas soils are usually on
exposed and often eroded south‐facing slopes. The soils are well‐drained with medium to high
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runoff and moderate permeability. Associated vegetation consists of annual grasses with some
shrubs of the coastal sagebrush group.
Would the project:
a)

Expose people or structures to 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.

Less than significant impact. As mentioned above, the project site is not located within an Alquist‐
Priolo Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist. The project site is located within Southern
California, which has been known to have seismic activity. No habitable structures are associated
with the project. All construction will comply with the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) seismic
and construction standards and any local requirements set forth by the City of Anaheim; therefore,
there is limited potential to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects. Impacts
would be less than significant.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than significant impact. As discussed above, the project site is located within Southern
California, which is subject to seismic ground shaking. However, the Proposed Project does not
propose the building up of any habitable structures. Instead, the project proposes to improve parts
of the existing Gramercy Trail within the Anaheim Hills. The Proposed Project would be required to
comply with all CBC requirements and any local requirements set forth by the City of Anaheim.
Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
iii)

Seismic‐related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less than significant impact. As mentioned above, the project site is not located within a
liquefaction hazard zone. However, the project site does have many liquefaction hazard zones in the
surrounding vicinity. The project site does not propose to build structures up but rather to improve
parts of the existing Gramercy Trail. The project will comply with all CBC and local building
requirements set forth by the City of Anaheim, and the recommendations of the preliminary
Geotechnical Investigation. As such, impacts would be less than significant.
iv)

Landslides?

Less than significant impact. According to the California Department of Conservation Regulatory
Maps, the project site is located within an area with landslide potential. The project proposes to use
fill materials and native plants to help stabilize the trail. Again, the Proposed Project does not
propose the building of any structures on‐site. Segmental retaining walls will be installed to also
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improve the stability of the site. As such, impacts would be less than significant with respect to
landslides.
b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than significant impact. During the grading phase of the project, there is a potential for soil
erosion and loss of topsoil. The project proposes to regrade and improve part of the existing
Gramercy Trail to improve user safety, drainage, and site stability. The trail improvements proposed
in the central portion of the trail are intended to reduce the current steep slope of the site in order
to reduce soil erosion caused by water runoff. This would be achieved through the addition of
segmental retaining walls, cut and fill to reduce slope, and a leveling and widening of the trail. The
addition of native vegetation to the site will also help to reduce soil erosion impacts. The post‐
project condition of the trail is anticipated to improve the soil erosion conditions existing on the site,
and impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.
c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on‐ or off‐site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

Less than significant impact. As described above, portions of the project site are known to be
susceptible to landslides. Project improvements will not occur in these areas. Following compliance
with the City’s Building Code, project implementation would not expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects involving unstable geologic units or soils. As such, impacts are
anticipated to be less than significant.
d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‐1‐B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less than significant impact. Expansive soils are those that expand when water is added to them.
Typically, these types of soils contain clay minerals that absorb water. The preliminary Geotechnical
Investigation indicates that the deposits related to the project area primarily consists of Calleguas
Clay Loam and mixed soils as part of the engineered slope. Calleguas Clay Loam is known to be
moderately expansive, with an estimated permeability of 5–10 inches per hour. The preliminary
investigation recommends a more detailed geotechnical investigation to be conducted during the
preliminary design phase, which will provide further information for construction of the project.
Compliance with the recommendations of most recent version of the CBC and recommendations
from the geotechnical investigation and subsequent analysis would result in a less than significant
impact.
e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No impact. The project site does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. As such, no impacts would occur.
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Less than significant impact. An assessment of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions was prepared and
the results indicated that project emissions would be less than significant. The Proposed Project
consists of the development of an improved hiking trail pathway and installation of erosion control
measures, which would produce negligible emissions from vehicles and equipment used during
maintenance activities.
A variety of agencies have developed GHG emission thresholds and/or have made recommendations
for how to identify a threshold. However, the thresholds for projects in the jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD remain in flux. The CAPCOA explored a variety of threshold approaches, but did not
recommend one approach (2008). The ARB recommended approaches for setting interim
significance thresholds (ARB 2008b), in which a draft industrial project threshold suggests that non‐
transportation related emissions under 7,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e)
per year would be less than significant; however, the ARB has not approved those thresholds and has
not published anything since then. Both the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District have developed GHG thresholds. However, those
thresholds are not applicable to the Proposed Project, since the Proposed Project is under the
jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD is in the process of developing thresholds, as discussed
below.
On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted an interim GHG significance threshold
for stationary sources, rules, and plans where the SCAQMD is lead agency (SCAQMD permit
threshold). However, this project is not considered a stationary source.
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The SCAQMD has yet to adopt the interim significance thresholds for GHGs for local lead agency
consideration (SCAQMD draft local agency threshold); however, the thresholds are supported by
substantial evidence and are widely used by lead agencies within the SCAQMD. The current draft
thresholds consist of the following tiered approach:
 Tier 1 consists of evaluating whether or not the project qualifies for any applicable exemption

under CEQA.
 Tier 2 consists of determining whether the project is consistent with a greenhouse gas

reduction plan. If a project is consistent with a qualifying local greenhouse gas reduction plan,
it does not have significant greenhouse gas emissions.
 Tier 3 consists of screening values, which the lead agency can choose, but must be consistent

with all projects within its jurisdiction. A project’s construction emissions are averaged over
30 years and are added to a project’s operational emissions. If a project’s emissions are under
one of the following screening thresholds, then the project is less than significant:
‐ All land use types: 3,000 MTCO2e per year
‐ Based on land use type: residential: 3,500 MTCO2e per year; commercial: 1,400 MTCO2e per
year; industrial: 10,000 MTCO2e ; or mixed use: 3,000 MTCO2e per year
 Tier 4 has the following options:

‐ Option 1: Reduce emissions from business as usual by a certain percentage; this percentage
is currently undefined
‐ Option 2: Early implementation of applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures
‐ Option 3, 2020 target for service populations (SP), which includes residents and employees:
4.8 MTCO2e/SP/year for projects and 6.6 MTCO2e/SP/year for plans;
‐ Option 3, 2035 target: 3.0 MTCO2e/SP/year for projects and 4.1 MTCO2e/SP/year for plans
 Tier 5 involves mitigation offsets to achieve target significance threshold.

Thresholds of Significance for this Project
To determine whether the Proposed Project is significant, this Proposed Project uses the SCAQMD
draft local agency tiered threshold. The threshold is as follows:
 Tier 3: project greenhouse gas emissions compared with the threshold: 3,000 MTCO2e per

year threshold for all land uses (see analysis below).
Section 15064.4(b) of the CEQA Guideline amendments for GHG emissions state that a lead agency
may take into account the following three considerations in assessing the significance of impacts
from GHG emissions.
 Consideration #1: The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas

emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting.
 Consideration #2: Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the

lead agency determines applies to the project.
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 Consideration #3: The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements

adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions. Such regulations or requirements must be adopted by the relevant
public agency through a public review process and must include specific requirements that
reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions. If
there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are still
cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted regulations or
requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project.
The analysis addresses Consideration #1 and #2. Proposed Project emissions were quantified to
determine the extent the Proposed Project increases GHG emissions and compares those emissions
with a threshold of significance determined by the City of Anaheim to apply to the Proposed Project.

Project Impact
Project‐related GHG emissions would include emissions from direct and indirect sources. The
Proposed Project would result in direct and indirect emissions of CO2, nitrogen dioxide (N2O), and
methane (CH4). Direct project‐related GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities,
area sources, and mobile sources. This Proposed Project will not have indirect sources of emissions
from electricity consumption, water demand, and solid waste generation, so operational emissions
are not evaluated here. CalEEMod was used to estimate GHG emissions from project construction.
Table 6 contains the estimated GHG emissions for the Proposed Project. As provided in Table 6, the
Proposed Project’s estimated GHG emissions fall below the SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per
year. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Table 6: Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Source

Emissions
(metric tons per year)

Project Emissions

Construction (total of 63.883 MT/year that would be
amortized over 30 years)

2.13

Total Project Emissions

2.13

GHG Threshold (MTCO2e)

3,000

Significant Impact?

No

Source of Emissions: Appendix A, CalEEMod 2016.
Source of Threshold: SCAQMD 2008.

Construction
The Proposed Project would emit GHGs from upstream emission sources and direct sources
(combustion of fuels from worker vehicles and construction equipment). The emissions modeling
represents a conservative analysis and is used to assess the Proposed Project’s potential GHG
impacts.
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Project construction equipment and worker vehicles are estimated to generate a total of
approximately 63.883 MTCO2e. The emissions are from all phases of construction.
b)

Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project will provide a trail that will allow for residents in
the area to engage in zero emission recreational activities. The Proposed Project would be
considered a GHG reduction measure because it would support alternatives to motor vehicle travel.
There are currently no adopted local or regional GHG reduction plans applicable to the Proposed
Project. Therefore, the AB 32 emission reduction goal and the ARB‐adopted AB 32 Scoping Plan will
be used to determine consistency with an adopted plan, policy, or regulation for reducing GHGs.
The Scoping Plan states, “The 2020 goal was established to be an aggressive, but achievable, mid‐
term target, and the 2050 GHG emissions reduction goal represents the level scientists believe is
necessary to reach levels that would stabilize climate” (ARB 2008). The year 2020 GHG emission
reduction goal of AB 32 corresponds with the mid‐term target established by Executive Order S‐3‐05,
which aims to reduce California’s fair‐share contribution of GHGs in 2050 to levels that would
stabilize the climate.
As discussed in Impact 3.7a above, the SCAQMD is in the process of preparing recommended
significance thresholds for GHGs for local lead agency consideration, which the Proposed Project
does not exceed. As described in Impact 3.7a, the Proposed Project would not exceed the
SCAQMD’s draft threshold of significance for GHGs.

Project Construction
Construction of the Proposed Project is estimated to generate GHGs. However, as discussed under
Impacts 3.3b and 3.3c, above, construction activities will be minimal, and emissions of GHGs would
be de minimis.
Because the Proposed Project is limited to the construction of a trail segment, it is not a Proposed
Project subject to the Scoping Plan’s recommended measures. As such, the Scoping Plan’s
recommended measures do not directly apply to the Proposed Project. In other words, there are no
specific actions or measures to incorporate into the Proposed Project in order to comply with the
Scoping Plan. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with the Scoping Plan’s
recommended measures and, as such, would not impede implementation of the Scoping Plan.
In conclusion, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency adopted for reducing the emissions of GHGs because the Proposed Project would
generate low levels of GHGs well below the SCAQMD’s threshold (see Impact 3.7a), and would not
impede implementation of the Scoping Plan, or conflict with the policies of the Scoping Plan.
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.
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3.8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?
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?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one‐quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
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?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less than significant impact. The long‐term operation of the Proposed Project would not involve
the routine transportation, disposal, or emission of hazardous materials or waste. However,
construction operations associated with the Proposed Project could involve the handling of
incidental amounts of hazardous materials, such as fuels and oil. The Proposed Project would be
required to comply with local, state, and federal laws and regulations regarding the handling and
storage of hazardous materials. Additionally, during construction operations, a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be implemented that would specify hazardous material
spill prevention and management practices. Compliance with local, state, and federal laws and
regulations would reduce potential hazardous material safety impacts to a level considered less than
significant. No mitigation measures are required.
b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Less than significant impact. The long‐term operation of the Proposed Project would not involve
even the limited use of hazardous materials. However, construction operations associated with the
Proposed Project could involve the handling of incidental amounts of hazardous materials, such as
fuels and oil. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with local, state, and federal laws
and regulations regarding the handling and storage of hazardous materials. Additionally, during
construction operations, a SWPPP would be implemented that would specify hazardous material
spill prevention and management practices. Compliance with local, state, and federal laws and
regulations would reduce potential hazardous material safety impacts to a level considered less than
significant. No mitigation measures are required.
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No impact. The schools within a 1.5‐mile radius of the project site include Canyon High School,
Imperial Elementary School, and Anaheim Hills Elementary School. The Proposed Project features
would not affect these schools in any way. The long‐term operation of the Proposed Project would
not emit hazardous emissions, or involve the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste. During construction operations, the handling of hazardous materials (such as
gasoline and petroleum) would comply with local, state, and federal laws and regulations. There
would be no impact.
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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?

No impact. The federal, state, and regional regulatory hazardous materials databases reviewed for
the project site indicate that the site is not contained within a listed hazardous materials site.
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in no hazardous materials impact.
e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No impact. The project site is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Airport Land Use
Plan. Neither parcel on‐site is subject to airport proximity height restrictions. The Proposed Project
would not result in a safety hazard for people working in or recreating within the project area. No
impact would occur.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

No impact. The Proposed Project is located within a 1.5‐mile buffer of the Southern California
Edison Serrano Substation heliport. There are several other heliports located about 5 miles west of
the site. However, the tallest structure proposed on‐site is proposed to be at 3 feet in height.
Additionally, the project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and the nearest
municipal airport is more than 12 miles from the site. The Proposed Project would not result in a
safety hazard for people working in or recreating within the project area. No impact would occur.
g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

No impact. Project construction would be required to comply with the City’s codes to allow
adequate emergency vehicle access. The project would not impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with, the City of Anaheim’s emergency response and evacuation plans. The Proposed
Project does not propose any road improvements or alterations and the surrounding roadways
would continue to provide emergency access throughout the project area and to surrounding
properties during project construction. No impact would occur.
h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

No impact. According to the Safety Element of City’s General Plan, the project site is in the Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and a Special Protection Area, as shown in General Plan Figure S‐5,
Page S‐19. The High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and a Special Protection Area includes the ridgeline
areas and undeveloped wildland areas located east of SR‐55 and south of SR‐91. In addition,
undeveloped land east of the Eastern Transportation Corridor (SR‐241) to the Riverside County line is
classified by the Anaheim Fire Department as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Special
Protection Area provisions emphasize the suppression and control of hazardous fire and regulates
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the unrestricted use of grass, brush and forest‐covered land that can pose a potential risk to life and
property from fire and resulting erosion. The Proposed Project is a compatible use in this area. The
provisions of the zone would be adhered to during project construction activities, and all prohibited
uses would be enforced during operation of the trail. Impacts would be less than significant.
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3.9. Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for which permits have been
granted?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on‐ or off‐site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on‐ or off‐site?
e) 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?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Project construction activities will comply with the applicable requirements of the current municipal
separate stormwater sewer (MS4) Permit Program. A water quality management plan (WQMP) will
be prepared for this project and under the approval of the Public Works Department for compliance
with water quality requirements during project operation. A SWPPP will be prepared and reviewed
by the City’s Environmental Services staff to ensure water quality is protected during the
construction process. The project will comply with all federal, state, and local requirements related
to water quality and waste discharge; therefore, any impact would be less than significant.
b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted?

No Impact: The Proposed Project would not use water and, therefore, would not use groundwater,
and the development of the Proposed Project would not interfere with groundwater recharge
through the development of project features on‐site.
Further, groundwater was not encountered in the exploratory excavations for the Proposed Project’s
preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix D). Geologic reconnaissance conducted during the
investigation indicated no evidence of groundwater seepage or local ponding within the study area.
Review of the referenced Seismic Hazard Zone Report do not indicate the presence of historical high
groundwater within the upper 50 feet of the study area. Implementation of the Proposed Project
would not interfere with groundwater recharge. There would be no impact.
c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on‐
or off‐site?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project would not involve the alteration of the course of
a stream or river. Development of the Proposed Project would alter the existing drainage pattern of
the project site in order to decrease the amount of runoff flowing from the site as erosional scour.
This, in turn, would lower the amount of sedimentation reaching the municipal stormwater system.
Improvements to the trail include realigning and grading the trail to a more appropriate slope
through the use of switchbacks, construction of retaining walls, improved storm drain infrastructure
with footbridge crossings, removal of some non‐native vegetation, addition of native vegetation, and
installation of a stabilized trail surface that will vary between 3 and 6 feet wide. The improvements
are limited to the central area of the trail that traverses a steep grade, and the northern and
southernmost reaches of the trail will remain in their current condition. Any erosion and siltation
impacts potentially resulting from the Proposed Project would occur during the project’s site
preparation and earthmoving phase. Straw waddles and other BMPs to reduce sedimentation
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reaching the municipal storm drain are incorporated into the project plans, available as Appendix E
to this report. Additionally, the implementation of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit requirements, as they apply to the project site, would reduce potential
erosion, siltation, and water quality impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.
d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on‐ or off‐site?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project would not involve an alteration of the course of
a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in an amount that
would result in flooding. As discussed under Impact 3.8c above, the Proposed Project would
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site in order to reduce erosion and
runoff. The Proposed Project improvements are intended to reduce the potential for rapid surface
water movement on‐ and off‐site by rerouting a trail that currently acts as an erosion path.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff. Impacts would be considered less than significant.
e)

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

Less than significant impact. As discussed under Impact 3.8c and Impact 3.8d above, the Proposed
Project would not result in increased flow rates. To reduce trail interaction with the stormwater
drainage infrastructure on‐site, and to reduce polluted runoff into the City’s stormwater drainage
system, five pedestrian footbridges will be installed over terrace drains to avoid trail crossing through
the drains when flowing. One bridge will be installed over an existing 1.2‐inch PVC pipe on‐site to
avoid erosion impacts from trail on the pipe. The same pipe relocated and reinforced on‐site as part
of the Proposed Project activities. The Proposed Project will remove sediment from existing terrace
drains (v‐gutter) and dispose of it or reuse it on‐site in accordance with jurisdictional requirements.
Trail switchbacks and retaining walls at the central portion of the trail will be installed to stabilize cut
and fill slopes used to level the trail. Native soil will be stabilized with compaction and a polymer to
hold soil in place. Native plants and a 32‐foot water bar will also be installed to reduce runoff from
the site.
In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with the NPDES permit requirements
to reduce any potential water quality impacts. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create or
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of the drainage systems or provide
additional sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be considered less than significant.
f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project will not degrade water quality. The project will
have a WQMP that lists specific BMPs that it must meet during project operation in order to comply
with the City’s MS4 permit. Potential pollutants from the Proposed Project include suspended‐
solids/sediments, nutrients, pathogens, pesticides, oil and grease, and trash and debris particularly
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during the construction phase. The Proposed Project includes the development of BMPs that would
mitigate the degradation of water quality during the construction phase of the Proposed Project.
Proposed BMPs include maximizing natural infiltration capacity, preserving existing drainage patterns
and time of concentration, rerouting a trail that currently acts as an erosion path, the use of
decomposed granite as a pervious trail substrate, and utilizing native landscaping. Further, a number
of programs established by federal, state, and local agencies are in place that would require
compliance with mandatory regulations to protect water quality; therefore, any impact would be
less than significant.
g)

Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

No impact. The Proposed Project does not propose to build housing. According to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, both parcels on‐site are located
in Zone X, which is not a Special Flood Hazard Zone or a 100‐year flood hazard zone. Therefore,
there would be no impact.
h)

Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

No impact. As discussed under Impact 3.8g, the Proposed Project does not propose to build housing
but rather realign and regrade an existing trail within the Anaheim Hills. The project site is located in
Zone X, which is not a 100‐year flood hazard zone. Therefore, no impact would occur.
i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Less than significant impact. Flooding as a result of dam or levee failure is most commonly
associated with earthquake events. According to the FEMA flood hazard overlay for Anaheim, Figure
S‐7, the Proposed Project is not located within the general limits of the flood impact zone associated
with Prado Dam failure or Walnut Canyon Reservoir dam failure. As such, impacts are considered
less than significant.
j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

No impact. Seiches are large waves generated in enclosed bodies of water in response to ground
shaking. The project site is not identified as being in a special hazard area. There would be no
impact from inundation from mudflow or a tsunami, since the sources that might cause these events
do not occur within the project’s vicinity.
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Land Use and Planning
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural communities
conservation plan?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

No impact. The project site is currently used for equestrian and hiking‐based recreation. The
Proposed Project serves as a trail connecter to the regional trail system and therefore represents a
continuation of use. There would be no impact.
b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

No impact. The Proposed Project will not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation of any
agency having jurisdiction over the area. The Proposed Project is consistent with the Anaheim
General Plan and Zoning Code. The project parcels are designated Open Space, which permits active
and passive recreational uses such as park sites, trails, and athletic fields. There would be no impact.
c)

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation plan?

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. According to the M2 Natural Community
Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan EIR/EIS, the project site is located in the Central and
Coastal Orange County NCCP/HCP, and the associated Implementation Agreement covers 13 cities,
including Anaheim. The purpose of the NCCP/HCP is to create a multi‐species multi‐habitat reserve
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system and implementation of a long‐term management program that will protect primarily coastal
sage scrub and the species that utilize this habitat.
At the same time that it protects this habitat and species, the NCCP/HCP is also intended to allow for
economical use of the lands that meet the people’s needs. The NCCP/HCP focuses on multiple
species and habitats and address conservation of these species on a regional context. The reserve
system covers over 37,000 acres of coastal sage scrub, grasslands, riparian, chaparral, woodland, and
forest habitats. Activities within the reserve system are bound by the allowable practices within the
NCCP/HCP. While the Proposed Project is not located within a designated NCCP reserve area, and
the removal of species is allowed. Implementation of MM BIO‐4 would ensure that the Proposed
Project would not conflict with the plan and impacts would be less than significant.

72

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\ISMND\00550049 Gramercy Trail ISMND.docx

City of Anaheim—Gramercy Trail Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Environmental Issues

3.11.

Environmental Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Mineral Resources
Would the project:
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?
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?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
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?

No impact. According to the California Department of Conservation’s SMARA Map, the project site
does not contain any regional mineral resources. The closest SMARA mineral resource to the project
site is within the Temescal Valley—Orange County, which is approximately 15 miles away. This
mineral resource can supply less than 0.5 million tons per year. The Proposed Project will not use
concrete but instead will use decomposed granite as a trail substrate. Since the Proposed Project’s
anticipated mineral resources would be less than 0.5 million tons, a threshold for mineral resource
use, and the mineral resources demands of the Proposed Project can be met. Therefore, there
would be no impacts related to regional mineral resources.
b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally‐important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No impact. The Anaheim General Plan indicates that the site is not located in a mineral resource
recovery site; therefore, no related impacts would occur.
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Environmental Issues

3.12.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Noise
Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Environmental Evaluation
Characteristics of Noise
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Sound levels are usually measured and expressed in decibels
(dB) with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing. Most of the sounds that we hear
in the environment do not consist of a single frequency, but rather a broad band of frequencies, with
each frequency differing in sound level. The intensities of each frequency add together to generate
a sound. Noise is typically generated by transportation, specific land uses, and ongoing human
activity.
The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). The 0 point on the
dB scale is based on the lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect.
Changes of 3 dB or less are only perceptible in laboratory environments. A change of 3 dB is the lowest
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change that can be perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments, while a change of 5 dBA is
considered to be the minimum readily perceptible change to the human ear in outdoor environments.
Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, the A‐weighted decibel scale
(dBA) was derived to relate noise to the sensitivity of humans. The scale gives greater weight to the
frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive. Furthermore, the A‐weighted sound
level is the basis for a number of various sound level metrics, including the day/night sound level
(Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), both of which represent how humans are
more sensitive to sound at night.3 In addition, the equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) is the
average sound energy of time‐varying noise over a sample period and the Lmax is the maximum
instantaneous noise level occurring over a sample period.

Regulatory Framework
The City of Anaheim addresses noise in the Noise Element of the General Plan and in the Noise
Ordinance of the Municipal Code. The City of Anaheim has adopted, as part of its Noise Element,
the State of California Office of Noise Control Standards. Furthermore, the Noise Element indicates
that exterior noise levels at residential locations should not exceed a CNEL of 65 dBA, while interior
levels shall not exceed an annual CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room from stationary or mobile
sources. These standards do not apply to noise generated from construction activity.
The City of Anaheim has the authority to set land use noise standards and place restrictions on
private activities that generate excessive or intrusive noise. The applicable standards for these
activities are specified in the Anaheim Municipal Code. Chapter 6.70, Sound Pressure Levels of the
Anaheim Municipal Code limits sound levels for stationary sources of noise radiated for extended
periods from any premises in excess of 60 dBA at the property line. Sound created by construction
within the City is exempt from the requirements of the Municipal Code if it is conducted from 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Would the project result in:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less than significant impact. Noise levels in the project area would be influenced by construction
activity in the short term, during the projected 3‐month construction period. Long‐term operational
noise impacts of the Proposed Project would result from project vehicular trips and recreational use
of the trail.

Short‐Term Construction Impacts
The Proposed Project would develop the current erosion path on‐site that is being used for
equestrian and hiking use into an improved decomposed granite multi‐use trail, with retaining walls
3

Ldn is the 24‐hour A‐weighted average sound level from midnight to midnight, obtained after the addition of 10 decibels to sound
levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. CNEL is the 24‐hour A‐weighted average sound level from midnight
to midnight, obtained after the addition of 5 decibels to sound levels occurring in the evening from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and
after the addition of 10 decibels to sound levels occurring in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Source: Harris, Cyril M.
1998. Handbook of Acoustical Measurement and Noise Control.
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in place to accommodate an improved trail width, improved stormwater crossings, and the
replacement of non‐native, invasive plant species with native plants. These construction activities
could result in short‐term noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. Noise impacts associated
with the construction of the Proposed Project would result from the noise generated by construction
equipment, equipment location, the sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and duration of
the construction activities.
Chapter 6.70, Sound Pressure Levels of the Anaheim Municipal Code, limits sound levels for
stationary sources of noise radiated for extended periods from any premises in excess of 60 dB at the
property line. However, sound created by construction within the City is exempt from the
requirements of the Municipal Code if it is conducted from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Therefore, since
project construction activities would be conducted between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., construction
noise associated with the Proposed Project would not expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of standards.

Long‐Term Operational Impacts
The park will attract approximately 25 users to the site each day. As the Proposed Project is a trail
connector, and not a destination trail with trailhead, it is anticipated that all of the trail users will
walk, cycle, or arrive on horseback ride to the site. The Proposed Project would not include new
stationary noise sources, although hiking/trail riding activities are expected to occur sporadically
throughout the day, as visitors arrive and leave the area. Such activities spread out over the project
site would not result in an increase above existing ambient noise levels at any nearby sensitive
receptor. Any single‐event maximum noise levels are not expected to occur for more than a
cumulative one minute within any hour; and would therefore not exceed the applicable land use
compatibility standard of 65 dBA CNEL for any nearby residential land use. Therefore, project‐
related activities would not result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of existing noise
levels or result in noise levels that would exceed established standards.
On the basis of short‐term and long‐term noise level estimates, the Proposed Project would not
result in noise levels that exceed City of Anaheim transportation or stationary noise standards.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Less than significant impact. Groundborne vibrations consist of rapidly fluctuating motions within
the ground that have an average motion of zero. Vibrating objects in contact with the ground
radiate vibration waves through various soil and rock strata to the foundations of nearby buildings.
In extreme cases, excessive groundborne vibration has the potential to cause structural damage to
buildings. Common sources of groundborne vibration include construction activities such as
operating heavy earthmoving equipment. Construction vibration impacts on building structures are
generally assessed in terms of peak particle velocity (PPV). Typical vibration source levels from
construction equipment are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7: Vibration Levels of Construction Equipment
Construction Equipment

PPV at 25 Feet (inches/second)

RMS Velocity in Decibels (VdB) at 25 Feet

Water Trucks

0.001

57

Scraper

0.002

58

Bulldozer‐small

0.003

58

Jackhammer

0.035

79

Concrete Mixer

0.046

81

Concrete Pump

0.046

81

Paver

0.046

81

Pickup Truck

0.046

81

Auger Drill Rig

0.051

82

Backhoe

0.051

82

Crane (Mobile)

0.051

82

Excavator

0.051

82

Grader

0.051

82

Loader

0.051

82

Loaded Trucks

0.076

86

Bulldozer‐Large

0.089

87

Caisson drilling

0.089

87

Vibratory Roller (small)

0.101

88

Compactor

0.138

90

Clam shovel drop

0.202

94

Vibratory Roller (large)

0.210

94

Pile Driver(impact‐typical)

0.644

104

Pile Driver (impact‐upper range)

1.518

112

Source: Compilation of scientific and academic literature, generated by FTA and FHWA.

Propagation of vibration through soil can be calculated using the vibration reference equation of
PPV = PPV ref * (25/D)^n (in/sec)
Where:
PPV = reference measurement at 25 feet from vibration source
D = distance from equipment to property line
n = vibration attenuation rate through ground
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According to Chapter 12 of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration
Impact Assessment manual (2006), an “n” value of 1.5 is recommended to calculate vibration
propagation through typical soil conditions.
The FTA has established industry accepted standards for vibration impact criteria and impact
assessment. These guidelines are published in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
document (FTA 2006). The FTA guidelines include thresholds for construction vibration impacts for
various structural categories as shown in Table 8.

Table 8: Federal Transit Administration Construction Vibration Impact Criteria
Building Category

PPV (in/sec)

Approximate VdB

Reinforced‐Concrete, Steel or Timber (no plaster)

0.5

102

II. Engineered Concrete and Masonry (no plaster)

0.3

98

III. Non Engineered Timber and Masonry Buildings

0.2

94

IV. Buildings Extremely Susceptible to Vibration Damage

0.12

90

I.

Note:
VdB=Velocity in Decibels
Source: FTA, 2006.

Of the variety of equipment used during construction, the small vibratory rollers that are anticipated
to be used in the site preparation phase of construction would produce the greatest groundborne
vibration levels. Impact equipment such as pile drivers is not expected to be used during construction
of this project. Small vibratory rollers produce groundborne vibration levels ranging up to 0.101 inch
per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from the operating equipment.
The nearest off‐site structure to the proposed construction areas where heavy construction
equipment would operate are the single‐family residential structures located adjacent to the project
site. At this distance, groundborne vibration levels could range up to 0.141 PPV from operation of a
small vibratory roller. This is below the industry standard vibration damage criteria of 0.2 PPV for
non‐engineered timber and masonry buildings (see Table 8). Therefore, construction‐related
groundborne vibration impacts would be considered less than significant.
Upon completion of construction, the Proposed Project would not include any permanent sources of
groundborne vibrations. As such, implementation of the Proposed Project would not expose
persons within the project vicinity to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Therefore, project‐
related groundborne vibration impacts would be considered less than significant.
c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

Less than significant impact. Audible increases in noise levels generally refer to a change of 3 dBA
or more, as this level has been found to be barely perceptible to the human ear in outdoor
environments. In general, a doubling of sound sources with equal strength is required to result in a 3
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dBA increase in noise level. A change of 5 dBA is considered to be the minimum change considered
readily perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. Therefore, for purposes of this
analysis, an increase of 5 dBA or greater would be considered a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels.
Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along any
roadway segment in the project vicinity. Thus, implementation of the Proposed Project is not
expected to result in even a perceptible increase (defined to be a 3‐dBA or greater increase) in traffic
noise levels on local roadways in the project vicinity. Therefore, project‐related traffic noise impacts
on off‐site receptors would be less than significant.
It is anticipated that noise generated from trail patrons will be minimal along the proposed trail, due
to the passive recreational uses (hiking, equestrian use, walking, etc.) proposed and the fact that
users would be traveling along the trail and not be stationary. The enforcement of the proposed
trail’s rules will be by the City of Anaheim Park Rangers and the Police Department.
Therefore, potential permanent operational noise increase impacts resulting from implementation
of the Proposed Project would be less than significant.
d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Less than significant impact. As addressed in Impact 3.11a, project‐related construction activities
could result in potential single event noise exposure causing intermittent noise nuisance at the
closest noise‐sensitive land uses surrounding the project site. However, the effect on longer‐term
(hourly or daily) ambient noise levels would be small and would not be expected to result in a
perceptible increase in ambient noise levels at off‐site receptors in the project vicinity. However,
sound created by construction within the City is exempt from the requirements of the Municipal
Code if it is conducted from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Therefore, since Proposed Project construction
activities would be conducted between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., potential short‐term construction
noise impacts on sensitive receptors in the project vicinity would be reduced to less than significant.
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 expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No impact. The Proposed Project site is not within an airport land use plan and therefore will not
expose people residing/working in the area to excessive noise levels.
f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

No impact. The Proposed Project is located within a 1.5‐mile buffer of the Southern California
Edison Serrano Substation heliport. There are several other heliports located about 5 miles west of
the site. The Proposed Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and the
nearest municipal airport is more than 12 miles from the site. The Proposed Project would not
expose people residing/working in the area to excessive noise levels. No impact would occur.
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Environmental Issues

3.13.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Population and Housing
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial 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)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

No impact. The Proposed Project does not involve the removal of existing homes or the
construction of new homes. The project does not extend any roads. The Proposed Project will serve
as a trail connector to an existing trail system, and as a walk‐up neighborhood recreation
destination. The Proposed Project would not indirectly induce population growth in the area, since
it is intended to function as a resource for existing trails and neighborhoods. There would be no
direct or indirect impact.
b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

No impact. No residential uses are located on the project site. Therefore, implementation of the
Proposed Project would not displace any existing housing, and no change to the City’s housing stock
would result. There would be no impact.
c)

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

No impact. No residential uses are located on the project site. Therefore, implementation of the
Proposed Project would not displace any people, and no change to the City’s housing stock would be
required, nor would any persons require relocation. There would be no impact.
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3.14.

Environmental Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
a)

Fire protection?

No impact. The Proposed Project is an easement agreement for operations and maintenance of, and
improvements to an existing trail, neither of which would result in the need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities. Should fire protection services be needed in response to an
emergency, it will be provided to the project area by the local Anaheim Fire Department. According
to the City of Anaheim Fire Department, the Operation Division employs seven Battalion Chiefs, 200
Suppression Personnel, a Registered Nurse Emergency, a Medical Coordinator, one part‐time nurse
EMS Educator, and support staff. The Fire Suppression Section of the Operation Division handles
approximately 30,000 emergency incidents a year to include fire, rescue, medical aid, and other calls
for service with 10 engine companies and six truck companies in 11 fire stations (Anaheim Fire
Department 2015). The Proposed Project will improve an existing use and will not create a need for
fire protection beyond that which already exists in the community. There would be no impact.
b)

Police protection?

No impact. The Anaheim Police Department provides local police protection services within the City
of Anaheim. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in an increase for further
police protection. The Proposed Project would be served by the existing police station and would
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not increase demands on police services that would require the construction of new police facilities;
therefore, there would be no impact.
c)

Schools?

No impact. The Proposed Project consists of improvements to an existing section of trail and is an
uninhabitable structure. Improvement to the project will not result in an increased demand for
schools and would not create a need for new or expanded public school facilities. The Proposed
Project would have no adverse impact on public schools since it is not directly or indirectly
population growth inducing. There would be no impact.
d)

Parks?

No impact. The City, in cooperation with the HOAs, has agreed to improve and maintain a new trail
alignment that meets City standards and improves user safety, drainage, and site stability. Upon
completion of the proposed improvements to the trail, the City will record amendments to the
existing easements to reflect the realigned trail and assume maintenance obligations on both
parcels. The Proposed Project serves to provide safe continuity between existing recreational use
patterns, and completion of the trail will provide a critical link in the regional riding and hiking trail
system. There would be no impact to parks.
e)

Other public facilities?

No impact. The Proposed Project will improve an existing trail. No demand for other public facilities
will be generated by the Proposed Project. There would be no impact.
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Environmental Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Recreation
a) Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
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?

Environmental Evaluation
a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

No impact. Completion of the trail will provide a critical link in the regional riding and hiking trail
system. The Proposed Project serves to provide safe continuity between existing recreational use
patterns, and creates an easement exchange to ensure the long‐term maintenance of the improved
multi‐use riding and hiking trail. There would be no impact to parks.
b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

No impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project will not require the construction or expansion
of other recreational facilities. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in impacts to new
or expanded recreational facilities.

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\ISMND\00550049 Gramercy Trail ISMND.docx

83

City of Anaheim—Gramercy Trail Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Environmental Analysis

Environmental Issues

3.16

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
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No
Impact

Transportation/Traffic
Would the project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic, which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)?

Environmental Evaluation
Trip Generation Analysis
The City of Anaheim Criteria for Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (CACPTIS) indicates that written
analysis will be required if trip generation is expected to exceed 100 peak‐hour vehicle trips (51 or
more trips at Congestion Management Plan [CMP] locations), or for an increase of 2,400 vehicles per
day (1,600 vehicles per day on the CMP highway system).
Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that is both attracted to and produced by a
development. The Proposed Project is an improvement of the existing Gramercy Trail and an
exchange of existing easements between the City and the HOAs for the construction and
maintenance of the improved, multi‐use riding and hiking trail. Completion of the trail will provide a
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critical link in the regional riding and hiking trail system. The Proposed Project serves to provide safe
continuity between existing recreational use patterns as a trail connector and is not anticipated to be
a drive‐up destination. Traffic generation rates have been derived from the (Not So) Brief Guide of
Vehicular Traffic General Rates for the San Diego Region (April 2002) published by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) as rates are not readily available for the land use of
undeveloped park in the Institution of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual.
As shown on Table 9, the project is forecast to generate 10 daily trips, with no trips produced in the
AM or PM peak hours.

Table 9: Project Trip Generation
AM Peak Hour
Land Use

PM Peak Hour

Units

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

Daily

AC

0.10

0.10

0.20

0.20

0.20

0.40

5.00

2.0 AC

0

0

0

0

0

0

10

Project Trip Generation Rates

Neighborhood/County (undeveloped)
Project Trip Generation Summary

Neighborhood/County (undeveloped)

Note:
AC = acres
Source: (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation for San Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002)

Would the project:
a)

Cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate a total of 10 trips per
day with no AM or PM peak‐hour trips. Traffic related to ongoing trail activities does not meet the
minimum criteria for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for either daily or peak‐hour trip generation,
according to CACPTIS. As such, ongoing traffic for daily and typical peak hours of adjacent street
traffic is expected to contribute a less than significant amount of traffic (fewer than 2,400 daily and
51 peak‐hour trips) to any study area intersection, and no further analysis is required. Impacts
would be less than significant.
b)

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

Less than significant impact. Orange County CMP Traffic Impact Analysis methodology states that
project impacts of 3 percent or less can be mitigated by impact fees or other revenues. Projects with
a potential to create an impact of more than 3 percent of Level of Service (LOS) E capacity will
require TIAs. On this basis, it is recommended that all development projects that generate more
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than 2,400 daily trips be subject to a TIA for CMP evaluation. For projects that will directly access or
be in close proximity to a CMP Highway System link a reduced threshold of 1,600 trips/day would be
appropriate. The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 10 trip‐ends per day, of which there
are no trips anticipated to occur during the AM or PM peak hours. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s
contribution to CMP roadways and intersection is expected to be less than the 3 percent threshold
and is not considered significant.
c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No impact. The Proposed Project does not include any facilities that would impact air traffic
patterns. There would be no impact.
d)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. One primary safety issue is associated with the
operation of the Proposed Project. The trail is a connector to another section of trail across Camino
Grande, a double‐blind curved road with a speed limit of 25 miles per hour. Operationally, there is
the potential for conflict between the trail users and motorists on Camino Grande if trail users
decide to cross the road. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant before mitigation. To
reduce potential safety issues, the following mitigation measure is recommended.
MM TRANS‐1: Installation of signage on Camino Grande to minimize any potential issues
between motorized and non‐motorized vehicles.

Prior to operation of the trail segment, signage shall be installed on the double‐blind
curve of Camino Grande to alert motorists using the road that a trail crossing exists.
Appropriate signage will help to ensure safety at this street crossing.
e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

No impact. This facility will continue to be accessible to all emergency vehicles and there will be no
change to existing access. There would be no impact.
f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project is anticipated to be accessed by local residents.
Non‐residents will utilize the residential on‐street parking on Camino Grande. The project does not
designate parking. Because the Proposed Project is not anticipated to generate more than 10
vehicle trips per day, the on‐street parking appears to be sufficient for the Proposed Project.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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g)

Environmental Analysis

Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

No impact. The Proposed Project will not hinder alternative transportation policies/programs
because the project will not remove alternative transportation facilities. The Proposed Project is
intended to encourage alternative sources of transportation in the area, including walking and
biking. There would be no impact.
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Environmental Issues

3.17

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e) 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?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

Environmental Evaluation
Would the project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

No impact. The Proposed Project consists of improvements to an existing trail. The project would
not create wastewater, nor require wastewater treatment facilities. No wastewater treatment
requirements would be exceeded and there would be no impact.
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b)

Environmental Analysis

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project would use water for dust abatement during
construction. No drip irrigation would be used for the watering of native plant species during the
operation of the Proposed Project. The native vegetation installed on‐site will not be maintained
with irrigation, but with Dry Water technology that will be replaced on‐site every 3 months for up to
a year or until the vegetation is established. The Proposed Project’s uses would not generate
wastewater or require the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities because of
the nominal demand for water and because no wastewater would be generated. The Proposed
Project will incorporate native plant species that will not require irrigation. All improvements will be
designed in accordance with the requirements and standards of the City of Anaheim. Impacts would
be less than significant.
c)

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

No impact. The Proposed Project would not construct or expand stormwater drainage facilities, but
it would improve the existing stormwater drainage facilities on‐site. To reduce trail interaction with
the stormwater drainage infrastructure on‐site, five pedestrian footbridges will be installed over
terrace drains to avoid trail crossing through the drains when flowing. One bridge will be installed
over an existing 1.2‐inch PVC pipe on‐site to avoid erosion impacts from trail on the pipe. The same
pipe would be relocated and reinforced on‐site as part of the project activities. The Proposed
Project will remove sediment from existing terrace drains (v‐gutter) and dispose of it or reuse it on‐
site in accordance with jurisdictional requirements. During construction of the Proposed Project,
grading, excavation, and all other construction activities will be conducted in a manner that would
minimize the possibility of any silt being carried into the Santa Ana River by stormwater originating
from or flowing through this project. The Proposed Project improvements would not cause
significant environmental effects. There would be no impact.
d)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

No impact. As previously discussed, the Proposed Project would use water for dust abatement
during construction, and would not use water for operations. The project would not increase the
demand for water. There would be no impact.
e)

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?

No impact. As discussed in Impact 3.16a and Impact 3.16b above, the Proposed Project would not
increase the need for additional treatment of wastewater. The Proposed Project would result in no
impact on existing wastewater services.
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Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

No impact. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to increase the demand on the regional landfill.
The Proposed Project is not a destination, but a trail connector within the larger regional trail
system. Trash bins will not be provided on‐site. The long‐term operation of the Proposed Project is
not expected to significantly increase the demand for solid waste disposal. Implementation of the
Proposed Project is not expected to result in adverse impacts on the capacity of solid waste disposal
facilities serving the project area. There would be no impact.
g)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

No impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project is not expected to result in adverse impacts on
the capacity of solid waste disposal facilities serving the project area. Solid waste generated by
public parks are typically in compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. There
would be no impact.
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Environmental Issues

3.18

Environmental Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Mandatory Findings of Significance
a) Does the project have the potential to
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, 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?
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)?
c) Does the project have environmental
effects, which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Environmental Evaluation
a)

Does the project have the potential to 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, 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 with mitigation incorporated. Implementation of the Proposed Project could
impact vegetation that supports special‐status fish or wildlife species that have the potential to
occur on or adjacent to the project site. Project specific mitigation measures have also been
identified to minimize construction‐related impacts to sensitive plant and animal habitat and species
below a level of significance. Potential impacts to sensitive species population would be less than
significant and would not cause species population to drop below self‐sustaining levels. Cultural
resource record searches have determined that there are no known significant cultural resources on
the project site. However, previous records do indicate that there is a potential for unknown cultural
resources to occur on or near the project site. Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
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Proposed Project to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. No additional
mitigation measures are required.
b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project would result in potentially significant project‐
specific impacts to biological and cultural resources, noise impacts, and transportation and traffic
impacts. However, all mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce these impacts to
less than significant levels. Furthermore, the Air Quality and Transportation/Traffic analyses
presented in Section 3.3 and Section 3.17, respectively, of this document considered cumulative
impacts and determined that cumulative air and traffic impacts would be less than significant. No
additional mitigation measures would be required to reduce cumulative impacts to less than
significant levels.
c)

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

Less than significant impact. The Proposed Project would not have any substantial effects on
human beings. The Proposed Project will comply with local and regional planning programs,
applicable codes and ordinances, state and federal laws and regulations, and project‐specific
mitigation measures to ensure that long‐term operational activities and short‐term construction
activities of the project will not result in direct or indirect adverse impacts to human beings. No
additional mitigation measures are required.
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0055.0049 Gramercy Trail
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.18

Acre

0.18

7,840.80

0

City Park

0.08

Acre

0.08

3,698.24

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Climate Zone

8

Utility Company

Anaheim Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

1543.28

Wind Speed (m/s)

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

2.2

0.029

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2017

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics - Construction only run
Land Use - Representation of areas to be constructed.
Other non-asphalt surfaces used to represent equestrian trail.
Construction Phase - 3 months heavy equipment and 1 month landscaping.
Off-road Equipment - 3 months heavy equipment includes dumpers/tenders, off highway trucks, tractor/loader/backhoes.
Off-road Equipment - No heavy equipment expected during the landscaping phase.
Trips and VMT - Additional vendor trips added to both phases to account for delivery of material.
Additional worker trips added to the landscaping phase.
Grading - 140 cubic yards will be imported, none exported for fill
Vehicle Trips - Construction only run
Energy Use Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigated Emissions includes watering and unpaved road dust reductions to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403.

A-1

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

2.00

66.00

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

1.00

21.00

tblConstructionPhase

PhaseEndDate

9/29/2017

9/30/2017

tblGrading

MaterialImported

0.00

140.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

3,484.80

3,698.24

tblOffRoadEquipment

HorsePower

400.00

189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Landscaping

tblProjectCharacteristics

OperationalYear

2014

2017

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

8.00

13.00

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

1.59

0.00

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

1.59

0.00

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

1.59

0.00

A-2

2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Year

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

2017

0.0613

0.5468

0.4092

7.2000e004

0.0380

0.0323

0.0703

0.0163

0.0305

0.0468

0.0000

63.6065

63.6065

0.0132

0.0000

63.8830

Total

0.0613

0.5468

0.4092

7.2000e004

0.0380

0.0323

0.0703

0.0163

0.0305

0.0468

0.0000

63.6065

63.6065

0.0132

0.0000

63.8830

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction
ROG

NOx

Year

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

2017

0.0613

0.5468

0.4092

7.2000e004

0.0195

0.0323

0.0518

7.5900e003

0.0305

0.0381

0.0000

63.6064

63.6064

0.0132

0.0000

63.8830

Total

0.0613

0.5468

0.4092

7.2000e004

0.0195

0.0323

0.0518

7.5900e003

0.0305

0.0381

0.0000

63.6064

63.6064

0.0132

0.0000

63.8830

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

48.79

0.00

26.38

53.41

0.00

18.56

0.00

0.00

0.00

Percent
Reduction

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00
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3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase
Number

Phase Name

Phase Type

Start Date

End Date

Num Days Num Days
Week

Phase Description

1

Grading

Grading

6/1/2017

8/31/2017

5

66 3 months of heavy equipment

2

Landscaping

Site Preparation

9/1/2017

9/30/2017

5

21 1 month of landscaping

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

A-4

OffRoad Equipment
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

Horse Power

Load Factor

Grading

Concrete/Industrial Saws

1

8.00

81

0.73

Grading

Dumpers/Tenders

1

2.00

16

0.38

Grading

Off-Highway Trucks

1

8.00

189

0.38

Grading

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2

6.00

97

0.37

Landscaping

Pressure Washers

1

3.00

13

0.30

Grading

Rubber Tired Dozers

1

1.00

255

0.40

Trips and VMT
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip Hauling Trip
Number
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Worker Vehicle
Class

Vendor
Hauling
Vehicle Class Vehicle Class

Grading

6

15.00

2.00

18.00

14.70

6.90

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Landscaping

3

13.00

2.00

0.00

14.70

6.90

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
Water Unpaved Roads
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

0.0249

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0249

0.0320

0.0320

0.0137

0.0000

0.0137

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0303

0.0303

0.0000

54.6591

54.6591

0.0128

0.0000

54.9275

0.0000

54.6591

54.6591

0.0128

0.0000

54.9275

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

0.0578

0.5322

0.3586

6.1000e004

Total

0.0578

0.5322

0.3586

6.1000e004

0.0249

0.0320

0.0569

0.0137

0.0303

0.0439

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

1.6000e004

2.4400e003

1.9400e003

1.0000e005

1.5000e004

3.0000e005

1.9000e004

4.0000e005

3.0000e005

7.0000e005

0.0000

0.6040

0.6040

0.0000

0.0000

0.6041

Vendor

5.4000e004

5.5000e003

7.4200e003

1.0000e005

4.0000e004

8.0000e005

4.9000e004

1.2000e004

7.0000e005

1.9000e004

0.0000

1.2930

1.2930

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.2932

Worker

1.9400e003

2.8600e003

0.0297

7.0000e005

5.4200e003

5.0000e005

5.4700e003

1.4400e003

5.0000e005

1.4900e003

0.0000

5.0946

5.0946

2.8000e004

0.0000

5.1004

Total

2.6400e003

0.0108

0.0391

9.0000e005

5.9700e003

1.6000e004

6.1500e003

1.6000e003

1.5000e004

1.7500e003

0.0000

6.9915

6.9915

2.9000e004

0.0000

6.9976
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

9.6900e003

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

9.6900e003

0.0320

0.0320

5.3300e003

0.0000

5.3300e003

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0303

0.0303

0.0000

54.6590

54.6590

0.0128

0.0000

54.9274

0.0000

54.6590

54.6590

0.0128

0.0000

54.9274

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

0.0578

0.5322

0.3586

6.1000e004

Total

0.0578

0.5322

0.3586

6.1000e004

9.6900e003

0.0320

0.0417

5.3300e003

0.0303

0.0356

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

1.6000e004

2.4400e003

1.9400e003

1.0000e005

1.5000e004

3.0000e005

1.9000e004

4.0000e005

3.0000e005

7.0000e005

0.0000

0.6040

0.6040

0.0000

0.0000

0.6041

Vendor

5.4000e004

5.5000e003

7.4200e003

1.0000e005

4.0000e004

8.0000e005

4.9000e004

1.2000e004

7.0000e005

1.9000e004

0.0000

1.2930

1.2930

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.2932

Worker

1.9400e003

2.8600e003

0.0297

7.0000e005

5.4200e003

5.0000e005

5.4700e003

1.4400e003

5.0000e005

1.4900e003

0.0000

5.0946

5.0946

2.8000e004

0.0000

5.1004

Total

2.6400e003

0.0108

0.0391

9.0000e005

5.9700e003

1.6000e004

6.1500e003

1.6000e003

1.5000e004

1.7500e003

0.0000

6.9915

6.9915

2.9000e004

0.0000

6.9976
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3.3 Landscaping - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

5.5700e003

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

5.5700e003

7.0000e005

7.0000e005

6.0000e004

0.0000

6.0000e004

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

7.0000e005

7.0000e005

0.0000

0.1396

0.1396

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.1400

0.0000

0.1396

0.1396

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.1400

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

1.9000e004

1.3100e003

9.7000e004

0.0000

Total

1.9000e004

1.3100e003

9.7000e004

0.0000

5.5700e003

7.0000e005

5.6400e003

6.0000e004

7.0000e005

6.7000e004

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

1.7000e004

1.7500e003

2.3600e003

0.0000

1.3000e004

3.0000e005

1.5000e004

4.0000e005

2.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

0.4114

0.4114

0.0000

0.0000

0.4115

Worker

5.3000e004

7.9000e004

8.2000e003

2.0000e005

1.5000e003

1.0000e005

1.5100e003

4.0000e004

1.0000e005

4.1000e004

0.0000

1.4049

1.4049

8.0000e005

0.0000

1.4065

Total

7.0000e004

2.5400e003

0.0106

2.0000e005

1.6300e003

4.0000e005

1.6600e003

4.4000e004

3.0000e005

4.7000e004

0.0000

1.8163

1.8163

8.0000e005

0.0000

1.8179
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

2.1700e003

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

2.1700e003

7.0000e005

7.0000e005

2.3000e004

0.0000

2.3000e004

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

7.0000e005

7.0000e005

0.0000

0.1396

0.1396

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.1400

0.0000

0.1396

0.1396

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.1400

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

1.9000e004

1.3100e003

9.7000e004

0.0000

Total

1.9000e004

1.3100e003

9.7000e004

0.0000

2.1700e003

7.0000e005

2.2400e003

2.3000e004

7.0000e005

3.0000e004

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

1.7000e004

1.7500e003

2.3600e003

0.0000

1.3000e004

3.0000e005

1.5000e004

4.0000e005

2.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

0.4114

0.4114

0.0000

0.0000

0.4115

Worker

5.3000e004

7.9000e004

8.2000e003

2.0000e005

1.5000e003

1.0000e005

1.5100e003

4.0000e004

1.0000e005

4.1000e004

0.0000

1.4049

1.4049

8.0000e005

0.0000

1.4065

Total

7.0000e004

2.5400e003

0.0106

2.0000e005

1.6300e003

4.0000e005

1.6600e003

4.4000e004

3.0000e005

4.7000e004

0.0000

1.8163

1.8163

8.0000e005

0.0000

1.8179
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Date: 9/15/2016 7:09 AM

0055.0049 Gramercy Trail
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.18

Acre

0.18

7,840.80

0

City Park

0.08

Acre

0.08

3,698.24

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Climate Zone

8

Utility Company

Anaheim Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

1543.28

Wind Speed (m/s)

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

2.2

0.029

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2017

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics - Construction only run
Land Use - Representation of areas to be constructed.
Other non-asphalt surfaces used to represent equestrian trail.
Construction Phase - 3 months heavy equipment and 1 month landscaping.
Off-road Equipment - 3 months heavy equipment includes dumpers/tenders, off highway trucks, tractor/loader/backhoes.
Off-road Equipment - No heavy equipment expected during the landscaping phase.
Trips and VMT - Additional vendor trips added to both phases to account for delivery of material.
Additional worker trips added to the landscaping phase.
Grading - 140 cubic yards will be imported, none exported for fill
Vehicle Trips - Construction only run
Energy Use Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigated Emissions includes watering and unpaved road dust reductions to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403.
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Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

2.00

66.00

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

1.00

21.00

tblConstructionPhase

PhaseEndDate

9/29/2017

9/30/2017

tblGrading

MaterialImported

0.00

140.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

3,484.80

3,698.24

tblOffRoadEquipment

HorsePower

400.00

189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Landscaping

tblProjectCharacteristics

OperationalYear

2014

2017

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

8.00

13.00

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

1.59

0.00

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

1.59

0.00

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

1.59

0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Year

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

2017

1.8317

16.4315

12.0511

0.0212

0.9379

0.9752

1.9131

0.4631

0.9221

1.3852

0.0000

2,066.786 2,066.7866
6

0.4367

0.0000

2,075.9574

Total

1.8317

16.4315

12.0511

0.0212

0.9379

0.9752

1.9131

0.4631

0.9221

1.3852

0.0000

2,066.786 2,066.7866
6

0.4367

0.0000

2,075.9574

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction
ROG

NOx

Year

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

2017

1.8317

16.4315

12.0511

0.0212

0.4786

0.9752

1.4538

0.2107

0.9221

1.1328

0.0000

2,066.786 2,066.7866
6

0.4367

0.0000

2,075.9574

Total

1.8317

16.4315

12.0511

0.0212

0.4786

0.9752

1.4538

0.2107

0.9221

1.1328

0.0000

2,066.786 2,066.7866
6

0.4367

0.0000

2,075.9574

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

48.97

0.00

24.01

54.51

0.00

18.22

0.00

0.00

0.00

Percent
Reduction

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00
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3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase
Number

Phase Name

Phase Type

Start Date

End Date

Num Days Num Days
Week

Phase Description

1

Grading

Grading

6/1/2017

8/31/2017

5

66 3 months of heavy equipment

2

Landscaping

Site Preparation

9/1/2017

9/30/2017

5

21 1 month of landscaping

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)
OffRoad Equipment
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

Horse Power

Load Factor

Grading

Concrete/Industrial Saws

1

8.00

81

0.73

Grading

Dumpers/Tenders

1

2.00

16

0.38

Grading

Off-Highway Trucks

1

8.00

189

0.38

Grading

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2

6.00

97

0.37

Landscaping

Pressure Washers

1

3.00

13

0.30

Grading

Rubber Tired Dozers

1

1.00

255

0.40

Trips and VMT
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip Hauling Trip
Number
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Worker Vehicle
Class

Vendor
Hauling
Vehicle Class Vehicle Class

Grading

6

15.00

2.00

18.00

14.70

6.90

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Landscaping

3

13.00

2.00

0.00

14.70

6.90

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
Water Unpaved Roads
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.7530

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.7530

0.9702

0.9702

0.4138

0.0000

0.4138

0.0000

0.9175

0.9175

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

0.4270

1,834.7635

0.4270

1,834.7635

Off-Road

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

Total

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

0.7530

0.9702

1.7232

0.4138

0.9175

1.3313

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

4.5400e003

0.0702

0.0520

2.0000e004

4.7500e003

1.0300e003

5.7800e003

1.3000e003

9.5000e004

2.2500e003

20.1944

20.1944

1.5000e004

20.1976

Vendor

0.0154

0.1596

0.1909

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4400e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2400e003

5.7900e003

43.3408

43.3408

3.1000e004

43.3474

Worker

0.0600

0.0761

0.9428

2.1800e003

0.1677

1.5200e003

0.1692

0.0445

1.4000e003

0.0459

177.4541

177.4541

9.2800e003

177.6489

Total

0.0800

0.3058

1.1857

2.8200e003

0.1849

4.9900e003

0.1899

0.0493

4.5900e003

0.0539

240.9894

240.9894

9.7400e003

241.1938

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.2937

Off-Road

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

Total

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

0.2937

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.2937

0.9702

0.9702

0.9702

1.2639

0.1614

0.1614

0.0000

0.1614

0.0000

0.0000

0.9175

0.9175

0.0000

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

0.4270

1,834.7635

0.9175

1.0789

0.0000

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

0.4270

1,834.7635
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

4.5400e003

0.0702

0.0520

2.0000e004

4.7500e003

1.0300e003

5.7800e003

1.3000e003

9.5000e004

2.2500e003

20.1944

20.1944

1.5000e004

20.1976

Vendor

0.0154

0.1596

0.1909

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4400e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2400e003

5.7900e003

43.3408

43.3408

3.1000e004

43.3474

Worker

0.0600

0.0761

0.9428

2.1800e003

0.1677

1.5200e003

0.1692

0.0445

1.4000e003

0.0459

177.4541

177.4541

9.2800e003

177.6489

Total

0.0800

0.3058

1.1857

2.8200e003

0.1849

4.9900e003

0.1899

0.0493

4.5900e003

0.0539

240.9894

240.9894

9.7400e003

241.1938

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.3 Landscaping - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.5303

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.5303

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

0.0573

0.0000

0.0573

0.0000

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

14.6588

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

Off-Road

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

Total

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

0.5303

6.4500e003

0.5367

0.0573

6.4500e003

0.0637

14.6588

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.0154

0.1596

0.1909

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4400e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2400e003

5.7900e003

43.3408

43.3408

3.1000e004

43.3474

Worker

0.0520

0.0659

0.8171

1.8900e003

0.1453

1.3200e003

0.1466

0.0385

1.2100e003

0.0398

153.7936

153.7936

8.0400e003

153.9624

Total

0.0674

0.2255

1.0080

2.3300e003

0.1578

3.7600e003

0.1616

0.0421

3.4500e003

0.0455

197.1344

197.1344

8.3500e003

197.3098
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.2068

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.2068

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

0.0223

0.0000

0.0223

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

0.0000

14.6588

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

0.0000

14.6588

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

Off-Road

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

Total

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

0.2068

6.4500e003

0.2133

0.0223

6.4500e003

0.0288

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.0154

0.1596

0.1909

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4400e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2400e003

5.7900e003

43.3408

43.3408

3.1000e004

43.3474

Worker

0.0520

0.0659

0.8171

1.8900e003

0.1453

1.3200e003

0.1466

0.0385

1.2100e003

0.0398

153.7936

153.7936

8.0400e003

153.9624

Total

0.0674

0.2255

1.0080

2.3300e003

0.1578

3.7600e003

0.1616

0.0421

3.4500e003

0.0455

197.1344

197.1344

8.3500e003

197.3098
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Date: 9/15/2016 7:09 AM

0055.0049 Gramercy Trail
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.18

Acre

0.18

7,840.80

0

City Park

0.08

Acre

0.08

3,698.24

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Climate Zone

8

Utility Company

Anaheim Public Utilities

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

1543.28

Wind Speed (m/s)

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

2.2

0.029

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2017

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.006
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1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics - Construction only run
Land Use - Representation of areas to be constructed.
Other non-asphalt surfaces used to represent equestrian trail.
Construction Phase - 3 months heavy equipment and 1 month landscaping.
Off-road Equipment - 3 months heavy equipment includes dumpers/tenders, off highway trucks, tractor/loader/backhoes.
Off-road Equipment - No heavy equipment expected during the landscaping phase.
Trips and VMT - Additional vendor trips added to both phases to account for delivery of material.
Additional worker trips added to the landscaping phase.
Grading - 140 cubic yards will be imported, none exported for fill
Vehicle Trips - Construction only run
Energy Use Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigated Emissions includes watering and unpaved road dust reductions to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403.
Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

2.00

66.00

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

1.00

21.00

tblConstructionPhase

PhaseEndDate

9/29/2017

9/30/2017

tblGrading

MaterialImported

0.00

140.00

tblLandUse

LandUseSquareFeet

3,484.80

3,698.24

tblOffRoadEquipment

HorsePower

400.00

189.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

0.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Grading

tblOffRoadEquipment

PhaseName

Landscaping

tblProjectCharacteristics

OperationalYear

2014

2017

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

8.00

13.00

tblVehicleTrips

ST_TR

1.59

0.00

tblVehicleTrips

SU_TR

1.59

0.00

tblVehicleTrips

WD_TR

1.59

0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Year

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

2017

1.8358

16.4462

12.0426

0.0210

0.9379

0.9752

1.9131

0.4631

0.9221

1.3853

0.0000

2,056.404 2,056.4047
7

0.4367

0.0000

2,065.5757

Total

1.8358

16.4462

12.0426

0.0210

0.9379

0.9752

1.9131

0.4631

0.9221

1.3853

0.0000

2,056.404 2,056.4047
7

0.4367

0.0000

2,065.5757

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction
ROG

NOx

Year

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

2017

1.8358

16.4462

12.0426

0.0210

0.4786

0.9752

1.4538

0.2107

0.9221

1.1328

0.0000

2,056.404 2,056.4047
7

0.4367

0.0000

2,065.5757

Total

1.8358

16.4462

12.0426

0.0210

0.4786

0.9752

1.4538

0.2107

0.9221

1.1328

0.0000

2,056.404 2,056.4047
7

0.4367

0.0000

2,065.5757

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

48.97

0.00

24.01

54.51

0.00

18.22

0.00

0.00

0.00

Percent
Reduction

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00
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3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase
Number

Phase Name

Phase Type

Start Date

End Date

Num Days Num Days
Week

Phase Description

1

Grading

Grading

6/1/2017

8/31/2017

5

66 3 months of heavy equipment

2

Landscaping

Site Preparation

9/1/2017

9/30/2017

5

21 1 month of landscaping

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)
OffRoad Equipment
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

Horse Power

Load Factor

Grading

Concrete/Industrial Saws

1

8.00

81

0.73

Grading

Dumpers/Tenders

1

2.00

16

0.38

Grading

Off-Highway Trucks

1

8.00

189

0.38

Grading

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

2

6.00

97

0.37

Landscaping

Pressure Washers

1

3.00

13

0.30

Grading

Rubber Tired Dozers

1

1.00

255

0.40

Trips and VMT
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip Hauling Trip
Number
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Worker Vehicle
Class

Vendor
Hauling
Vehicle Class Vehicle Class

Grading

6

15.00

2.00

18.00

14.70

6.90

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Landscaping

3

13.00

2.00

0.00

14.70

6.90

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
Water Unpaved Roads
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.7530

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.7530

0.9702

0.9702

0.4138

0.0000

0.4138

0.0000

0.9175

0.9175

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

0.4270

1,834.7635

0.4270

1,834.7635

Off-Road

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

Total

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

0.7530

0.9702

1.7232

0.4138

0.9175

1.3313

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

4.7900e003

0.0727

0.0607

2.0000e004

4.7500e003

1.0400e003

5.7900e003

1.3000e003

9.5000e004

2.2500e003

20.1470

20.1470

1.5000e004

20.1502

Vendor

0.0169

0.1635

0.2348

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4600e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2600e003

5.8200e003

42.9801

42.9801

3.2000e004

42.9869

Worker

0.0623

0.0843

0.8817

2.0600e003

0.1677

1.5200e003

0.1692

0.0445

1.4000e003

0.0459

167.4803

167.4803

9.2800e003

167.6751

Total

0.0840

0.3205

1.1771

2.7000e003

0.1849

5.0200e003

0.1899

0.0493

4.6100e003

0.0539

230.6074

230.6074

9.7500e003

230.8122

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.2937

Off-Road

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

Total

1.7517

16.1257

10.8655

0.0184

0.2937

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.2937

0.9702

0.9702

0.9702

1.2639

0.1614

0.1614

0.0000

0.1614

0.0000

0.0000

0.9175

0.9175

0.0000

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

0.4270

1,834.7635

0.9175

1.0789

0.0000

1,825.797 1,825.7972
2

0.4270

1,834.7635
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Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

4.7900e003

0.0727

0.0607

2.0000e004

4.7500e003

1.0400e003

5.7900e003

1.3000e003

9.5000e004

2.2500e003

20.1470

20.1470

1.5000e004

20.1502

Vendor

0.0169

0.1635

0.2348

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4600e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2600e003

5.8200e003

42.9801

42.9801

3.2000e004

42.9869

Worker

0.0623

0.0843

0.8817

2.0600e003

0.1677

1.5200e003

0.1692

0.0445

1.4000e003

0.0459

167.4803

167.4803

9.2800e003

167.6751

Total

0.0840

0.3205

1.1771

2.7000e003

0.1849

5.0200e003

0.1899

0.0493

4.6100e003

0.0539

230.6074

230.6074

9.7500e003

230.8122

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

3.3 Landscaping - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.5303

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.5303

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

0.0573

0.0000

0.0573

0.0000

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

14.6588

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

Off-Road

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

Total

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

0.5303

6.4500e003

0.5367

0.0573

6.4500e003

0.0637

14.6588

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.0169

0.1635

0.2348

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4600e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2600e003

5.8200e003

42.9801

42.9801

3.2000e004

42.9869

Worker

0.0540

0.0731

0.7641

1.7800e003

0.1453

1.3200e003

0.1466

0.0385

1.2100e003

0.0398

145.1496

145.1496

8.0400e003

145.3184

Total

0.0709

0.2366

0.9989

2.2200e003

0.1578

3.7800e003

0.1616

0.0421

3.4700e003

0.0456

188.1297

188.1297

8.3600e003

188.3053
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Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.2068

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.2068

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

0.0223

0.0000

0.0223

6.4500e003

6.4500e003

0.0000

14.6588

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

0.0000

14.6588

14.6588

1.6300e003

14.6929

Off-Road

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

Total

0.0180

0.1250

0.0928

2.1000e004

0.2068

6.4500e003

0.2133

0.0223

6.4500e003

0.0288

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.0169

0.1635

0.2348

4.4000e004

0.0125

2.4600e003

0.0149

3.5500e003

2.2600e003

5.8200e003

42.9801

42.9801

3.2000e004

42.9869

Worker

0.0540

0.0731

0.7641

1.7800e003

0.1453

1.3200e003

0.1466

0.0385

1.2100e003

0.0398

145.1496

145.1496

8.0400e003

145.3184

Total

0.0709

0.2366

0.9989

2.2200e003

0.1578

3.7800e003

0.1616

0.0421

3.4700e003

0.0456

188.1297

188.1297

8.3600e003

188.3053

A-23

City of Anaheim—Gramercy Trail Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Appendix B:
Biological Resources Assessment

FirstCarbon Solutions
\\10.200.1.5\adec\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\ISMND\00550049 Gramercy Trail ISMND.docx

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Biiological R
Resourcees Assessm
ment Rep
port
G
Gramercyy Trail Pro
oject
City of Anaheeim, Oran
nge Countty, California

Prepareed for:

City of Anaheim
200 South A
Anaheim Boulevard
A
Anaheim, CA 9
92805
714.765
5.4465
Conta ct: Pamela Gaalera, Associaate Project Planner

Prepareed by:

FirstC
Carbon Solu
utions
250 Co
ommerce Suitte 250
Irvine, CA 9
92602
714.508
8.4100
Contact: V
Vanessa Welsh
h, Project Manager
Author: Christine Renfrew
w, Project Bio
ologist
Date: October 23,, 2015

NORTH
H AMERICA | EUROPE
E
| AFRICA | AUSTRALIA | ASIA
WWW.FIRSTCARBONSOLUTIONS.CO
OM

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

City of Anaheim ‐ Gramercy Trail Project
Biological Resources Assessment Report

Table of Contents

Table of Contents
Acronyms and Abbreviations ......................................................................................................... v
Section 1: Introduction and Background ........................................................................................ 1
1.1 ‐ Project Location ................................................................................................................. 1
1.2 ‐ Project Description ............................................................................................................ 1
Section 2: Methods ........................................................................................................................ 9
2.1 ‐ Literature Search ............................................................................................................... 9
2.2 ‐ Field Survey ..................................................................................................................... 10
Section 3: Regulatory Considerations ........................................................................................... 39
3.1 ‐ Federal Endangered Species Act ..................................................................................... 39
3.2 ‐ Migratory Bird Treaty Act ................................................................................................ 39
3.3 ‐ Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act ............................................................................. 39
3.4 ‐ Executive Order 13112—Invasive Species ....................................................................... 40
3.5 ‐ Clean Water Act Section 404 ........................................................................................... 40
3.6 ‐ Clean Water Act Section 401 ........................................................................................... 41
3.7 ‐ California Fish and Game Code ....................................................................................... 41
3.8 ‐ California Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act ..................................................... 42
3.9 ‐ City of Anaheim Plans and Ordinances ........................................................................... 42
3.10 ‐ Natural Community Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan, County of
Orange, Central and Coastal Subregion ...................................................................... 43
Section 4: Environmental Setting ................................................................................................. 45
4.1 ‐ Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types ............................................................. 45
4.1.1 ‐ Coastal Sage Scrub (3200) 0.48 Acre .................................................................... 45
4.1.2 ‐ Urban/Developed (12000) 0.54 Acre ................................................................... 46
4.1.3 ‐ Disturbed (11300) 0.06 Acre ................................................................................ 46
4.2 ‐ Soils ................................................................................................................................. 46
4.3 ‐ Field Survey ..................................................................................................................... 51
4.4 ‐ Potential Jurisdictional Features ..................................................................................... 51
4.5 ‐ Special‐status Species ...................................................................................................... 51
4.5.1 ‐ Special‐status Plants ............................................................................................. 51
4.5.2 ‐ Special‐status Wildlife .......................................................................................... 52
4.5.3 ‐ Sensitive Habitats ................................................................................................. 52
Section 5: Potential Constraints to Future Site Development and Recommendations ................... 53
5.1 ‐ Potential Constraints to Development from the Presence (or Possible Presence) of
Special‐status Species ................................................................................................. 53
5.1.1 ‐ Special‐status Plants ............................................................................................. 53
5.1.2 ‐ Special‐status Wildlife .......................................................................................... 53
5.1.3 ‐ Sensitive Habitats ................................................................................................. 54
5.2 ‐ Potential Constraints to Development from the Presence of Jurisdictional Waters ....... 55
5.3 ‐ Potential Constraints to Development due to Local Ordinances .................................... 55
Section 6: Certification ................................................................................................................. 57
Section 7: References ................................................................................................................... 59

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\BRA\00550049 Gramercy Bio Report.docx

iii

City of Anaheim ‐ Gramercy Trail Project
Biological Resources Assessment Report

Table of Contents

Appendix A: CNDDB, CNPS, and USFWS Inventory Results
Appendix B: Site Photographs
Appendix C: Species Observed within the Project Site
Appendix D: Orange County NCCP/HCP Covered Species List

List of Tables
Table 1: Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project .................................... 13
Table 2: Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project ................................ 22
Table 3: Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project .................................................... 32

List of Exhibits
Exhibit 1: Regional Location Map ............................................................................................................ 3
Exhibit 2: Local Vicinity Map, Aerial Base ............................................................................................... 5
Exhibit 3: Project Plan ............................................................................................................................. 7
Exhibit 4: CNDDB Recorded Occurrences of Special‐Status Species (1 mile) ........................................ 11
Exhibit 5: Vegetation Communities Map .............................................................................................. 47
Exhibit 6: Soils Map ............................................................................................................................... 49

iv

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\BRA\00550049 Gramercy Bio Report.docx

City of Anaheim ‐ Gramercy Trail Project
Biological Resources Assessment Report

Acronyms and Abbreviations

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

CESA

California Endangered Species Act

CNDDB

California Natural Diversity Database

CNPS

California Native Plant Society

CWA

Clean Water Act

EO

Executive Order

EPA

United States Environmental Protection Agency

FESA
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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Introduction and Background

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
At the request of the City of Anaheim, FirstCarbon Solutions conducted a biological resources
analysis for the Gramercy Trail Project (Project). The purpose of this Biological Resources Report is
to describe on‐site vegetation communities, identify potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., and
to assess the potential for occurrence of special‐status plant and wildlife species within the project.

1.1 ‐ Project Location
The project is generally located south of State Route 91(SR‐91), east of SR‐55, and west of SR‐241 in
the City of Anaheim, Orange County, California (Exhibit 1). The project can be found on the Orange,
California United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5‐minute topographic quadrangle map,
specifically located on an undeveloped hillside south of Camino Grande and west of S. Amber Lane
within Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 365‐491‐01 and 085‐641‐29 (Exhibit 2 and Exhibit 3). The project
is bordered by residential development to the east, west, and south, with undeveloped land across
the paved roadway of Camino Grande.

1.2 ‐ Project Description
The project consists of the development of an improved hiking trail pathway and installation of
erosion control measures (Exhibit 3). The proposed pathway will provide recreational opportunities
to the community, and connectivity to other regional hiking trails. Improvements to the trail include
realigning and grading the trail to a more appropriate slope through the use of switchbacks,
construction of retaining walls, improved storm drain infrastructure with foot bridge crossings,
removal of some non‐native vegetation, addition of native vegetation, and installation of a stabilized
trail surface that will vary between 3 and 6 feet wide.
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Methods

SECTION 2: METHODS
2.1 ‐ Literature Search
Special‐status species are commonly characterized as species that are at potential risk or actual risk
to their persistence in a given area or across their native habitat (locally, regionally, or nationally) and
are identified by a state and/or federal resource agency as such. These agencies include
governmental agencies such as California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or private organizations such as the California Native Plant Society
(CNPS). The degree to which a species is at risk of extinction is the limiting factor on a species status
designation. Risk factors to a species’ or population’s persistence include habitat loss, increased
mortality factors (take, electrocution, roadway hazards, etc.), invasive species, and environmental
toxins.
In context of environmental review, special‐status species are defined by the following codes:
 Species that are listed, proposed, or candidates for listing under the Federal Endangered

Species Act (FESA) (50 CFR 17.11‐listed; 61 FR 7591)
 Species that are listed or proposed for listing under the California Endangered Species Act

(CESA) (Fish and Game Code [FCG] 1992 Section 2050, et seq.; 14 California Code of
Regulations [CCR] Section 670.1, et seq.)
 Species that are designated as Species of Special Concern by CDFW
 Species that are designated as Fully Protected by CDFW (FCG Section 3511, Section 4700,

Section 5050, Section 5515)
 Species that meet the definition of rare or endangered under California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA) (14 CCR Section 15380)
Special‐status species also includes:
 Species designated as sensitive by city, county, or other regional planning documents
 Species given a status of 1A, 1B, or 2 by CNPS

The designated sensitive species listed by CNPS have no direct legal protection, but require an
analysis of the significance of potential impacts under CEQA guidelines.
Special‐status plant and wildlife species were determined from a nine‐USGS quadrangle search of
the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; CDFW 2015), CNPS electronic inventory (CNPS
2014), and the USFWS’s Information, Planning, and Conservation System (USFWS, 2011)list of
special‐status species that are known to occur in the vicinity of the project site. The results of the
database searches are included in Appendix A. Each special‐status species identified within the
database search has been addressed individually in Table 1 and Table 2. Sensitive habitats
potentially occurring within the project are addressed in Table 3. The potential for each special‐
FirstCarbon Solutions
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status species to occur within the project was assessed by known occurrences of the species within a
1‐mile radius of the project site (Exhibit 4) utilizing the CDFW Biogeographic Information and
Observation System online program (CDFW 2005), suitability of habitat within the project, and
professional expertise.
When the USFWS lists a species as threatened or endangered under FESA, areas of habitat
considered essential to its conservation and survival may be designated critical habitat. These areas
may require special consideration and/or protection because of their ecological importance.
Potential critical habitat designations within the general vicinity of the project site were checked
using the USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2011).

2.2 ‐ Field Survey
A pedestrian reconnaissance‐level survey was conducted by FCS biologist Christine Renfrew on
October 7, 2015 to evaluate the project for biological resources, including on‐site vegetation
communities, potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., and to assess the potential for occurrence
of special‐status plant and wildlife species within the project. Vegetation communities and other
biological resources were noted on an aerial photograph of the project. Photographs were taken
within the project during the reconnaissance‐level survey (Appendix B). All species observed within
and adjacent to the project were noted in a field notebook and are included in Appendix C. Special
attention was directed to portions of the project that may contain native vegetation, suitable habitat
for sensitive plant and wildlife species, and potential waters and wetlands subject to regulatory
agency jurisdiction. The undeveloped land surrounding the project was surveyed in order to confirm
the adjacent vegetation community/land cover types, and account for any potential indirect impacts
associated with the project. The undeveloped land in the vicinity of the project was assessed on a
local and regional level for its potential to function as a wildlife corridor or linkage for wildlife
movement.

10
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Table 1: Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

CNPS3

Abronia villosa var. aurita
chaparral sand‐verbena

—

—

1B.1

Dicot annual herb found in Chaparral,
coastal scrub, sandy areas.
Bloom period: January‐September
80‐1600m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 10 miles of the
project.

No

Aphanisma blitoides
aphanisma

—

—

1B.2

Dicot annual herb found in coastal bluff
scrub, coastal dunes, and coastal scrub on
bluffs and slopes near the ocean in sandy
or clay soils.
Bloom period: March‐June
1‐305m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Astragalus brauntonii
Braunton’s milk‐vetch

FE

—

1B.1

Dicot perennial herb found in closed‐cone
coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal scrub,
and valley and foothill grassland. Prefers
recent burns or disturbed areas, in saline,
somewhat alkaline soils high in Ca, Mg,
with some K. This species is a soils
specialist; it requires shallow soils to
defeat pocket gophers, and open areas,
preferably on hilltops, saddles, or bowls
between hills. Bloom period: January‐
August
200‐650m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Atriplex coulteri
Coulter’s saltbush

—

—

1B.2

Dicot perennial herb found in coastal bluff
scrub, coastal dunes, coastal scrub, and
valley and foothill grasslands. Prefers
ocean bluffs, ridgetops, as well as alkaline
low places.
Bloom period: March‐October
10‐440m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Methods

Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

CNPS3

Atriplex pacifica
south coast saltscale

—

—

1B.2

Dicot annual herb found in coastal bluff
scrub, coastal dunes, coastal scrub, and
playas.
Bloom period: March‐October
0‐140m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Atriplex parishii
Parish’s brittlescale

—

—

1B.1

Dicot annual herb found in alkali
meadows, vernal pools, chenopod scrub,
and playas. Usually on drying alkali flats
with fine soils.
Bloom period: June‐October
25‐1900m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii
Davidson’s saltscale

—

—

1B.2

Dicot annual herb found in coastal bluff
scrub, coastal scrub. Prefers alkaline soil.
Bloom period: April‐October
10‐200m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Baccharis malibuensis
Malibu baccharis

—

—

1B.1

Dicot shrub found in coastal scrub,
chaparral, and cismontane woodland.
Prefers conejo volcanic substrates, often
found on exposed roadcuts. This species
sometime occupies oak woodland habitat.
Blooming period: August
150‐260m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Calochortus plummerae
Plummer’s mariposa‐lily

—

—

4.2

Monocot perennial herb found in coastal
scrub, chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland, cismontane woodland, lower
montane coniferous forest.
Occurs on rocky and sandy sites, usually of
granatic alluvial material. Can be very
common after fire.
Bloom period: May‐July
100‐1,700m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

CNPS3

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius
intermediate mariposa‐lily

—

—

1B.2

Monocot perennial herb found in coastal
scrub, chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland.
Prefers dry, rocky open slopes and rock
outcrops.
Bloom period: May‐July
105‐855m.

Low Potential to Occur: semi‐suitable
coastal scrub habitat occurs within the
project, and there is a historical recorded
occurrence within 1 mile of the project
from 1977. However, the high density of
vegetation cover from sagebrush and lack
of rocky outcrops on‐site reduces its
potential to support this species.

No

Calystegia felix
lucky morning‐glory

—

—

3.1

Dicot annual herb found in meadows and
seeps and riparian scrub. Sometimes
found in alkaline, alluvial habitats.
Bloom period: March‐September
30‐215m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Centromadia parryi ssp.
australis
southern tarplant

—

—

1B.1

Dicot annual herb found in marshes and
swamps (margins), valley and foothill
grassland, and vernal pools. Often found
in disturbed sites near the coast at marsh
edges; also found in alkaline soils,
sometimes with saltgrass, and sometimes
in vernal pool margins.
Bloom period: May‐November
0‐975m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Centromadia pungens ssp.
laevis
smooth tarplant

—

—

1B.1

Dicot in valley and foothill grassland,
chenopod scrub, meadows, playas, and
riparian woodland.
Prefers alkali meadow, alkali scrub; also in
disturbed places.
Bloom period: April‐September
0‐640m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Chloropyron maritimum ssp.
maritimum
salt marsh bird’s beak

FE

SE

1B.2

Dicot annual herb found in coastal dunes,
marsh and swamp, salt marsh, and
wetlands habitats.
Limited to the higher zones of the salt
marsh habitat.
Bloom period: May‐October
0‐30m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Chorizanthe parryi var.
Fernandina
San Fernando Valley
spineflower

FC

SE

1B.1

Dicot annual herb found in coastal scrub
and valley and foothill grassland in sandy
soils.
Bloom period: April‐July
150‐1,220m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Chorizanthe polygonoides
var. longspina
long‐spined spineflower

—

—

1B.2

Dicot annual herb found in chaparral,
coastal scrub, meadows and seeps, valley
and foothill grassland, vernal pools.
Prefers gabbroic clay.
Bloom period: April‐July
30‐1,530m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Dudleya multicaulis
many‐stemmed dudleya

—

—

1B.1

Dicot perennial herb found in chaparral,
coastal scrub, and valley and foothill
grassland. Prefers heavy clay soils or
grassy slopes.
Bloom period: April‐July
15‐790m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum
Santa Ana River woolystar

FE

SE

1B.1

Dicot perennial herb found in chaparral
and coastal scrub habitat.
Prefers sandy soils on river floodplains or
terraced fluvial deposits.
Bloom period: May‐September
180‐700m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

CNPS3

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum
Santa Ana River woolystar

FE

SE

1B.1

Dicot perennial herb found in chaparral
and coastal scrub habitat.
Prefers sandy soils on river floodplains or
terraced fluvial deposits.
Bloom period: May‐September
180‐700m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii
San Diego button‐celery

FE

SE

1B.1

Diccot annual or perennial herb found in
vernal pools, coastal scrub, and valley and
foothill grassland. Prefers San Diego mesa
hardpans, claypan vernal pools, and
southern interior basalt flow vernal pools;
usually surrounded by scrub.
Blooming period: April‐June
15‐880m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Helianthus nuttallii ssp.
parishii
Los Angeles sunflower

—

—

1A

Dicot perennial (rhizomatous) herb found
in marshes and swamps, including coastal
salt and freshwater.
Bloom period: August‐October
10‐1,675m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Hesperocyparis forbesii
Tecate cypress

—

—

1B.1

Gymnosperm tree found in closed‐cone
coniferous forest and chaparral, primarily on
north‐facing slopes; groves are often
associated with chaparral on clay or gabbro.
Blooming period: —
80‐1,500m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Isocoma menziesii var.
decumbens
decumbent goldenbush

—

—

1B.2

Dicot shrub found in coastal scrub and
chaparral on sandy soils; often found in
disturbed sites.
Blooming period: April‐November
10‐135m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri
Coulter’s goldfields

—

—

1B.1

Dicot annual herb found in coastal salt
marshes, playas, and vernal pools. Usually
found on alkaline soils in playas, sinks, and
grasslands.
Bloom period: February‐July
1‐1,200m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Lepechinia cardiophylla
heart‐leaved pitcher sage

—

—

1B.2

Dicot shrub found in closed‐cone
coniferous forest, chaparral, and
cismontane woodland.
Bloom period: April‐July
520‐1,370m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Lepidium virginicum var.
robinsonii
Robinson’s pepper‐grass

—

—

4.3

Dicot annual herb found in chaparral,
coastal scrub. Prefers dry soils and
shrubland.
Bloom period: January‐July
1‐855m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Monardella australis ssp.
jokerstii
Jokerst’s monardella

—

—

1B.1

Dicot perennial herb found in lower
montane coniferous forest and chaparral.
Prefers steep scree or talus slopes
between breccia and secondary alluvial
benches along drainages and washes.
Bloom period: July‐September
1350‐1,750m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Monardella hypoleuca ssp.
intermedia
intermediate monardella

—

—

1B.3

Dicot perennial herb found in chaparral,
cismontane woodland, and lower
montane coniferous forest. Often found
in steep, brushy areas.
Bloom period: June‐August
400‐1,250m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
USFWS1

CDFW2

Nama stenocarpa
mud nama

—

—

Nemacaulis denudata var.
denudate
coast woolly‐heads

—

—

Nolina cismontane
chaparral nolina

—

Penstemon californicus
California beardtongue

Pentachaeta aurea ssp.
allenii
Allen’s pentachaeta

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

Found in marshes and swamps, and along
lake shores, river banks, and
intermittently wet areas.
Blooming period:
5‐500m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

1B.2

Dicot annual herb found in coastal dunes.
Blooming period: April‐September
0‐100m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

—

1B.2

Monocot shrub found in chaparral and
coastal scrub. Primarily found on
sandstone and shale substrates.
Bloom period: May‐July
140‐1,275m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

—

—

1B.2

Dicot perennial herb found in chaparral,
lower montane coniferous forest, and
pinyon and juniper woodland. Prefers
stony slopes and shrubby openings with
sandy or granitic soils.
Blooming period: May‐June
1,170‐2,300m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

—

—

1B.1

Dicot annual herb found in valley and
foothill grasslands and coastal scrub.
Prefers openings in scrub or grassland.
Blooming period: March‐June
75‐520m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Pseudognaphalium
leucocephalum
white rabbit‐tobacco

—

—

2B.2

Dicot perennial herb found in riparian
woodland, cismontane woodland, coastal
scrub, and chaparral. Prefers sandy,
gravelly sites.
Blooming period: August‐November
0‐2,100m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Senecio aphanactis
chaparral ragwort

—

—

2B.2

Dicot annual herb found in chaparral,
cismontane woodland, and coastal scrub
habitat.
Prefers drying alkaline flats.
Bloom period: January‐April
15‐800m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Sidalcea neomexicana
Salt Spring checkerbloom

—

—

2B.2

Dicot perennial herb found in playas,
chaparral, coastal scrub, lower montane
coniferous forest, Mojave desert scrub.
Alkali springs and marshes.
Bloom period: March‐June
0‐1,530m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Suaeda esteroa
estuary seablite

—

—

1B.2

Dicot perennial herb found in marshes
and swamps. Prefers coastal salt marshes
in clay, silt, and sand substrates.
Blooming period: May–October
0‐5m.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Symphyotrichum defoliatum
San Bernardino aster

—

—

1B.2

Dicot perennial herb found in meadows
and seeps, marshes and swamps, coastal
scrub, cismontane woodland, lower
montane coniferous forest, grassland.
Prefers vernally mesic grassland or near
ditches, streams, and springs; especially
disturbed areas.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 1 (cont.): Special‐status Plant Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

Bloom period: July‐November
2‐2,040m.
Code Designations
1

Federal Status: 2015 USFWS Listing

FE = Listed as endangered under the Endangered Species
Act
FT = Listed as threatened under the Endangered Species
Act
FC = Candidate for listing (threatened or endangered)
under Endangered Species Act
FD = Delisted in accordance with the Endangered Species
Act
— = Not federally listed
4

2

State Status: 2015 CDFW Listing

SE = Listed as endangered under the California Endangered
Species Act
ST = Listed as threatened under the California Endangered
Species Act
SSC = Species of Special Concern as identified by CDFW
CFP = Listed as fully protected under FGC
CR = Species identified as rare by CDFW
— = Not state listed

3

CNPS: 2015 CNPS Listing

1A = Plants species that presumed extinct in California.
1B = Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in
California and elsewhere.
List 2 = Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in
California, but more common elsewhere.
Blooming period: Months in parentheses are uncommon.

Habitat description: Habitat description adapted from CNDDB (CDFW 2015) and CNPS online inventory (CNPS 2015)

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\BRA\00550049 Gramercy Bio Report.docx

21

City of Anaheim ‐ Gramercy Trail Project
Biological Resources Assessment Report

Methods

Table 2: Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
Habitat Description4

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

CDFW2

Branchinecta
sandiegonensis
San Diego fairy shrimp

FE

—

Endemic to San Diego and Orange County mesas.
Found in vernal pools.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Cicindela gabbii
western tidal‐flat beetle

—

—

Inhabits estuaries and mudflats along the coast of
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
Southern California. Generally is found on dark‐
present within the project. No recorded
colored mud in the lower zone; occasionally found on occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
dry saline flats of estuaries.

No

Cicindela latesignata
latesignata
western beach tiger beetle

—

—

Inhabits mudflats and beaches in coastal Southern
California.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Coelus globosus
globose dune beetle

—

—

Inhabits coastal sand dune habitat; is erratically
distributed from Ten Mile Creek, in Mendocino
County, south to Ensenada, Mexico.
Found primarily in foredunes and sand hummocks.
This species burrows beneath the sand surface, and
is most common beneath dune vegetation.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Panoquina errans
wandering (saltmarsh)
skipper

—

—

Found in Southern California coastal salt marshes.
Requires moist saltgrass for larval development.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Tryonia imitator
mimic tryonia
(California brackishwater
snail)

—

—

Inhabits coastal lagoons, estuaries, and salt marshes
from Sonoma County south to San Diego County.
Found only in permanently submerged areas in a
variety of sediment types. This species is able to
withstand a wide range of salinity.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Invertebrates
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

CDFW2

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

—

—

Endemic to Los Angeles basin south coastal streams.
Are habitat generalists, but prefer sand‐rubble‐
boulder bottoms, cool, clear water, and algae.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. One recorded
occurrence within 1 mile of the project dated
2000. There are no streams or rivers present
within the project to support this species.

Spea hammondii
western spadefoot

—

SSC

Occurs primarily in grassland habitats, but can be
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
found in valley‐foothill hardwood woodlands. Vernal present within the project. No recorded
pools are essential for breeding and egg‐laying.
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Lithobates pipiens
northern leopard frog

—

SSC

Species’ native range is east of Sierra Nevada‐
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
Cascade Crest, near permanent or semi‐permanent
present within the project. No recorded
water in a variety of habitats.
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
A highly aquatic species, found in shoreline cover
within submerged and emergent aquatic vegetation.

No

Taricha torosa
Coast Range newt

—

SSC

Inhabits coastal drainages from Mendocino County
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
to San Diego County. Lives in terrestrial habitats and present within the project. No recorded
will migrate over 1 km to breed in ponds, reservoirs, occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
or slow‐moving streams.

No

Aspidoscelis hyperythra
orangethroat whiptail

—

SSC

Inhabits low‐elevation coastal scrub, chaparral, and Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
valley‐foothill hardwood habitats.
present within the project. No recorded
Prefers washes and other sandy areas with patches
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
of brush and rocks. Perennial plants necessary for its
primary food: termites.

No

Aspidoscelis tigris
stejnegeri
coastal whiptail

—

—

Found in deserts and semiarid areas with sparse
vegetation and open areas. Also found in woodland
and riparian areas.
Ground may be firm soil, sandy, or rocky.

No

Fish

Catostomus santaanae
Santa Ana sucker

No

Amphibians

Reptiles
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

Charina trivirgata
rosy boa

—

—

Desert and chaparral from the coast to the Mojave
and Colorado deserts. Prefers moderate‐to‐dense
vegetation and rocky cover.
Found in habitats with a mix of brushy cover and
rocky soil, such as coastal canyons and hillsides,
desert canyons, washes, and mountains.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Crotalus ruber
red‐diamond rattlesnake

—

SSC

Found in chaparral, woodland, grassland, and desert
areas from coastal San Diego County to the eastern
slopes of the mountains.
Occurs in rocky areas with dense vegetation.
Requires rodent burrows, cracks in rocks, or surface
cover objects. Often found in disturbed areas.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Phrynosoma blainvillii
coast horned lizard

—

SSC

Frequents a wide variety of habitats, most common
in lowlands along sandy washes with scattered low
bushes.
Requires open areas for sunning, bushes for cover,
patches of loose soil for burial, and abundant supply
of ants and other insects.

Low Potential to Occur: marginal suitable
habitat is present within the project and
there is a historical recorded occurrence
within 1 mile of the project dated 1990.
However, the high density of vegetation
cover from sagebrush and lack of sandy
washes on‐site reduces its potential to
support this species.

No

Emys marmorata
western pond turtle

—

SSC

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
This species is a thoroughly aquatic turtle found in
present within the project. No recorded
ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation
ditches, usually with aquatic vegetation below 6000 occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
feet elevation.
Requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat
(sandy banks or grassy open fields) up to 0.5 km from
water for egg‐laying.

No

Salvadora hexalepis
virgultea
coast patch‐nosed snake

—

SSC

Found in brushy or shrubby vegetation in coastal
Southern California. Species requires small mammal
burrows for refuge and overwintering sites.

No
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Potential to Occur and Rationale

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

—

SSC

Inhabits coastal California from the vicinity of Salinas Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
to northwest Baja California.
present within the project. No recorded
Species is highly aquatic, found in or near permanent occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
fresh water. Often found along streams with rocky
beds and riparian growth.

No

Accipiter cooperii
Cooper’s hawk

—
MBTA

—
FGC

Found in woodlands, chiefly of the open, interrupted, Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
or marginal types.
present within the project. No recorded
Nest sites are mainly in riparian growths of
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
deciduous trees, such as in canyon bottoms on river
plains; also, in live oaks.

No

Agelaius tricolor
tricolored blackbird

—
MBTA

SSC

Highly colonial species, most numerous in Central
Valley and its vicinity.
Requires open water, protected nesting substrate,
and foraging area with insect prey in the vicinity of
the colony.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Aimophila ruficeps
canescens
Southern California
rufous‐crowned sparrow

—
MBTA

—

Resident in southern California coastal sage scrub
and sparse mixed chaparral.
Frequents relatively steep, often rocky hillsides with
grass and forb patches.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Ammodramus
savannarum
grasshopper sparrow

—
MBTA

SSC

Found in dense grasslands on rolling hills, lowland
plains, in valleys, and on hillsides on lower mountain
slopes.
Favors native grasslands with a mix of grasses, forbs,
and scattered shrubs. A loosely colonial species
when nesting.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Aquila chrysaetos
golden eagle

—
MBTA

FP
FGC

Found in rolling foothills, mountain areas, sage‐
juniper flats, and desert.
Prefers cliff‐walled canyons to provide nesting
habitat as well as large trees in open areas.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Thamnophis hammondii
two‐striped garter snake

Habitat Description4

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Birds
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
USFWS1

CDFW2

Ardea Herodias
great blue heron

—
MBTA

—

Asio otus
long‐eared owl

—
MBTA

Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

A colonial nester in tall trees, cliffsides, and
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
sequestered spots in marshes. Rookery sites are
present within the project. No recorded
often close to foraging areas—marshes, lake margins, occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
tide‐flats, rivers, streams, and wet meadows.

No

SSC
FGC

Found in riparian bottomlands with tall willows and
cottonwoods; also, belts of live oak paralleling
stream courses.
Require adjacent open land with mice for foraging
and the presence of old nests of crows, hawks, or
magpies for breeding.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

—
MBTA

SSC
FGC

Found in open, dry annual or perennial grasslands,
deserts, and scrublands characterized by low‐
growing vegetation.
A subterranean nester, dependent upon burrowing
mammals, most notably the California ground
squirrel.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Buteo swainsoni
Swainson’s hawk

—
MBTA

ST
FGC

Breeds in grasslands with scattered trees, juniper‐
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
sage flats, riparian areas, savannahs, and agricultural present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
or ranch lands with groves or lines of trees.
Requires adjacent suitable foraging areas such as
grasslands, or alfalfa or grain fields supporting rodent
populations.

No

Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus
sandiegensis
coastal cactus wren

—
MBTA

SSC

Found in southern California coastal sage scrub
habitat. Require tall prickly pear (Opuntia spp.)
cactus for nesting and roosting.
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus
western snowy plover

FT
MBTA

SSC

Found in sandy beaches, salt pond levees, and shores Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
of large alkali lakes. Requires sandy, gravelly, or
present within the project. No recorded
friable soils for nesting.
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis
western yellow‐billed
cuckoo

FT
MBTA

SE

Nests in riparian forest along the broad lower flood‐ Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
bottoms of larger river systems.
present within the project. No recorded
Found in riparian jungles of willow, often mixed with occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
cottonwoods; understory consists of blackberry,
nettles, and wild grape.

No

Elanus leucurus
white‐tailed kite

—
MBTA

FP
FGC

Found in rolling foothills and valley margins with
scattered oaks and river bottomlands or marshes
next to deciduous woodland.
Requires open grasslands, meadows, or marshes for
foraging close to the isolated, dense‐topped trees for
nesting and perching.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project: no river
bottomlands or marshes present in the
vicinity to support this species. One
recorded occurrence within 1 mile of the
project dated 2009.

No

Empidonax traillii extimus
southwestern willow
flycatcher

FE
MBTA

SE

Occurs in riparian woodlands in Southern California.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Eremophila alpestris actia
California horned lark

—
MBTA

—

Occurs in coastal regions, primarily from Sonoma
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
County to San Diego County, as well as the main part of present within the project. No recorded
the San Joaquin Valley and eastward to the foothills.
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
Found in short‐grass prairie, “bald” hills, mountain
meadows, open coastal plains, fallow grain fields, and
alkali flats.

No

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle

FD
MBTA

SE
FP
FGC

Occurs along ocean shoreline, lake margins, and
rivers for nesting and wintering. Most nests are
within one mile of water.
Nest in large, old‐growth or dominant live tree with
open branches, especially ponderosa pine. Roosts
communally in winter.

No
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
CDFW2

Icteria virens
yellow‐breasted chat

—

SSC

A summer resident; inhabits riparian thickets of
willow and other bushy tangles near watercourses.
Nests in low, dense riparian habitat consisting of
willow, blackberry, and wild grape. Forages and
nests within 10 feet of ground level.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus
California black rail

—
MBTA

ST
FP

Inhabits freshwater marshes, wet meadows, and
shallow margins of saltwater marshes bordering
larger bays. Requires water depth of about 1 inch
that does not fluctuate during the year, and dense
vegetation for nesting.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Pandion haliaetus
osprey

—
MBTA

FP
FGC

Inhabits ocean shore, bays, freshwater lakes, and
larger streams. Builds large nests in tree tops within
15 miles of a good fish‐producing body of water.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Passerculus sandwichensis
beldingi
Belding’s savannah
sparrow

—
MBTA

SE

Inhabits coastal salt marshes from Santa Barbara
County south through San Diego County.
Nests in saltwort (Salicornia spp.) on and around
margins of tidal flats.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Polioptila californica
californica
coastal California
gnatcatcher

FT

SSC

An obligate, permanent resident of coastal sage
scrub below 2500 ft. in southern California. Requires
low, coastal sage scrub in arid washes, on mesas, and
slopes. Not all areas classified as coastal sage scrub
are occupied.

High Potential to Occur: suitable habitat
occurs within the project, and there are
numerous recorded occurrences within 1
mile of the project. One recorded
occurrence dated 2003 is within the project
and immediate vicinity.

Yes

Rallus longirostris levipes
light‐footed clapper rail

FE

SE
FP

Found in salt marshes traversed by tidal sloughs,
where cordgrass (Spartina spp.) and pickleweed
(Salicornia spp.) are the dominant vegetation.
Requires dense vegetation growth for nesting and
escape cover. Feeds on mollusks and crustaceans.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Riparia riparia

—

ST

A colonial nester, nests primarily in riparian and

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is

No
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
USFWS1

CDFW2

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

bank swallow

MBTA

Sternula antillarum browni
California least tern

FE
MBTA

SE
FP

Nests along the coast from San Francisco Bay south
Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
to northern Baja California.
present within the project. No recorded
A colonial breeder on bare or sparsely vegetated, flat occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
substrates, sand beaches, alkali flats, landfills, or
paved areas.

No

FE

SE

A summer resident of Southern California in low
riparian habitat in the vicinity of water or in dry river
bottoms.
Nests placed along margins of bushes or in twigs
projecting into pathways, usually willows, coyote
bush, mule fat, or mesquite.
Occurs below 2,000 feet.

Low Potential to Occur: no suitable riparian
habitat is present within the project. There
is one recorded occurrence within 1 mile of
the project dated 2011.

No

Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat

—

SSC

Found in deserts, grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
and forests. Most common in open, dry habitats
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
with rocky areas for roosting.
Roosts must protect bats from high temperatures.
Species is very sensitive to disturbance of roosting
sites.

No

Choeronycteris mexicana
Mexican long‐tongued bat

—

SSC

Feeds on nectar and pollen of night‐blooming
succulents. Roosts in relatively well‐lit caves, and in
and around buildings.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Eumops perotis
californicus
western mastiff bat

—

SSC

Found in many open, semi‐arid to arid habitats,
including conifer and deciduous woodlands, coastal
scrub, grasslands, chaparral.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Vireo bellii pusillus
least Bell’s vireo

other lowland habitats west of the desert.
present within the project. No recorded
Requires vertical banks/cliffs with fine‐textured or
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
sandy soils near streams, rivers, lakes, or ocean to dig
nesting hole.

Mammals
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Scientific Name
Common Name

Status
USFWS1

CDFW2

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

Roosts in crevices in cliff faces, high buildings, trees,
and tunnels.
Lasiurus cinereus
hoary bat

—

—

Prefers open habitats or habitat mosaics, with access Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
to trees for cover, and open areas or habitat edges
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
for feeding.
Roosts in dense foliage of medium‐to‐large trees.
Feeds primarily on moths. Requires a water source
nearby.

No

Myotis yumanensis
Yuma myotis

—

—

Found in open forests and woodlands with sources of Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
water for foraging. Distribution is closely tied to
present within the project. No recorded
bodies of water. Maternity colonies roost in caves,
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
mines, buildings, or crevices.

No

Nyctinomops
femorosaccus
pocketed free‐tailed bat

—

SSC

Found in a variety of arid areas in southern
California; pine‐juniper woodlands, desert scrub,
palm oasis, desert wash, or desert riparian habitat.
Prefers rocky areas with high cliffs.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Nyctinomops macrotis
big free‐tailed bat

—

SSC

Found in low‐lying arid areas in Southern California.
Requires high cliffs or rocky outcrops for roosting
sites, Feeds primarily on large moths.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.

No

Perognathus longimembris
pacificus
Pacific pocket mouse

FE

SSC

Inhabits the narrow coastal plains from the Mexican Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
border to El Segundo, Los Angeles County.
present within the project. No recorded
Seems to prefer soils of alluvial sands near the ocean, occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
but unconfirmed.

No

Sorex ornatus salicornicus
southern California
saltmarsh shrew

—

SSC

Found in coastal marshes in Los Angeles, Orange, and Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
Ventura Counties.
present within the project. No recorded
Requires dense vegetation and woody debris for
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
cover.

No
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Table 2 (cont.): Special‐status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status

Scientific Name
Common Name

Taxidea taxus
American badger

USFWS1

CDFW2

—

SSC

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Found in drier open stages of most shrub, forest, and Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
herbaceous habitats with friable soils.
present within the project. No recorded
Requires sufficient food sources (rodents), friable
occurrences are within 1 mile of the project.
soils, and open, uncultivated ground. Digs large
burrows.

Included in Impact
Analysis

No

Code Designations
1

Federal Status: 2015 USFWS Listing

ESU = Evolutionary Significant Unit is a distinctive population.
FE = Listed as endangered under the FESA.
FT = Listed as threatened under the FESA.
FC = Candidate for listing (threatened or endangered) under FESA.
FD = Delisted in accordance with the FESA.
FPD = Federally Proposed to be Delisted.
MBTA= protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
— = Not federally listed
4

2

State Status: 2015 CDFW Listing

SE = Listed as endangered under the CESA.
ST = Listed as threatened under the CESA.
SSC = Species of Special Concern as identified by the CDFW.
FP = Listed as fully protected under FGC.
FGC =protected by FGC 3503.5
CR = Rare in California.
— = Not state listed

Habitat description: Habitat description adapted from CNDDB (CDFW 2015a).
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Table 3: Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Southern California Arroyo
Chub/Santa Ana Sucker
Stream

—

—

—

Occurs within the Santa Ana River and
tributaries within San Bernardino,
Riverside, and Orange Counties from
Mount Rubidoux downstream to
northeastern Anaheim, including
tributaries Chino, Aliso, and Sunnyslope
Creeks.
Best habitat is found below Riverside
Narrows where ground water is forced to
the surface and flows become more
perennial and stable. Santa Ana suckers
and arroyo chub are the last remaining
native fish species.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Southern Coast Live Oak
Riparian Forest

—

—

—

Open to locally dense evergreen
sclerophyllous riparian woodlands
dominated by California live oak (Quercus
agrifolia). Likely to be richer in herbs and
poorer in understory shrubs than other
riparian communities. Similar to Central
Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, but
regionally distinct.
Found in bottomlands and outer
floodplains along larger streams on fine‐
grained, rich alluvium throughout canyons
and valleys of coastal Southern California.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. One historic
recorded occurrence within 1 mile of the
project dated 1988.

No

Sensitive Habitat Type
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Table 3 (cont.): Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

Sensitive Habitat Type

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh

—

—

—

A highly productive habitat containing
herbaceous and suffrutescent salt‐
tolerant hydrophytes that form a dense
cover. Most species are active in summer
and dormant in winter.
Found in bays, lagoons, and estuaries
along the coast from Santa Barbara south
to the Mexican border. Often occurs
along the upper, drier margins of
marshes.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Southern Cottonwood
Willow Riparian Forest

—

—

—

Tall, open, broad‐leafed winter‐deciduous
riparian forest dominated by cottonwoods
(Populus spp.), and several tree willows.
Understory is typically shrubby willows.
Similar to Central Coast Cottonwood
Sycamore Riparian Forest, but with a
lower California live oak and white alder
(Alnus rhombifolia) composition.
Found in sub‐irrigated and frequently
overflowed lands along rivers and streams
of the Tranverse and Peninsular ranges,
from Santa Barbara County south to Baja
California Norte and east to the deserts.
Requires moist, bare mineral soil.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Southern Dune Scrub

—

—

—

A dense coastal scrub community of
scattered shrubs, subshrubs, and herbs,
generally no more than 1m tall.
Diagnostic species include California
goldenbush (Ericameria ericoides),
California croton (Croton californicus), and
saltbush species.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 3 (cont.): Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status
Sensitive Habitat Type

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

Found just beyond areas of sand
accumulation along the coast from Santa
Barbara to the Mexican border. The
majority of this community has been
eliminated from southern California due
to coastal development.
Southern Foredunes

—

—

—

A variable community that is dominated
by succulent perennial herbs and
subshrubs. It lacks perennial grasses—
distinguishing it from Northern
Foredunes—and coverage varies from
scattered to nearly complete.
Typically found in foredunes, but
integrates with upper beaches in some
areas at areas of sand accumulation along
the coast from Santa Barbara south to the
Mexican border. The majority of this
community has been eliminated from
southern California due to coastal
development.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Southern Interior Cypress
Forest

—

—

—

A fairly dense, fire‐maintained low forest
dominated by cypress (Cupressus spp.).
This community often occurs as isolated
groves within a Chaparral/Pinon‐Juniper
Woodland. Most often found on northern
exposures in the southern Sierra Nevada
and Peninsular Ranges south into Baja
California.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Southern Riparian Scrub

—

—

—

Riparian zones dominated by shrubs and
smaller trees, lacking taller riparian trees

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded

No
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Table 3 (cont.): Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status
Sensitive Habitat Type

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

found in riparian forests that form a
streamside scrubby thicket. Habitat is
found primarily in major river systems
where flood scour occurs or locations of
urban and agricultural runoff.

occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

Included in Impact
Analysis

Southern Sycamore Alder
Riparian Woodland

—

—

—

Tall, open, broad‐leafed winter‐deciduous
streamside woodland dominated by
California sycamore (Platanus racemosa)
and often also white alder (Alnus
rhombifolia). Stands seldom form closed
canopy forests, and may appear as trees
scattered in a dense shrubby thicket of
sclerophyllous and deciduous species.
Found along very rocky streambeds
subject to seasonal high‐intensity
flooding.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

Southern Willow Scrub

—

—

—

Dense broadleafed winter‐deciduous
riparian thickets dominated by several
willow species, with scattered emergent
cottonwood and sycamore species. Most
stands are too thick to allow for significant
understory growth. Found near stream
channels on loose, sandy or fine gravelly
alluvium deposited during flood flows.
Repeated flooding prevents succession to
Southern Cottonwood‐Sycamore Riparian
Forest. Historically occurs along major
river systems of southern California, but
now reduced by urban expansion and
flood control measures.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No
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Table 3 (cont.): Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status

Included in Impact
Analysis

Sensitive Habitat Type

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

—

—

—

A community similar to Riversidean Sage
Scrub, but with the addition of some
riparian species. Typically found in arid
locations with severely drained or clay
soils that release stored moisture slowly.
Dominated by California sagebrush
(Artemisia californica), California
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and
California broomsage (Lepidospartum
squamatum).
Found along the coastal base of the
Transverse and Peninsular Ranges from
central Los Angeles County south to Baja
California.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project.

No

California Walnut Woodland

—

—

—

An open tree canopy community locally
dominated by California black walnut
(Juglans californica). A grassy understory
is typical, with presence of introduced
winter‐active annuals.
Found primarily on relatively moist fine‐
textured soils of valley slopes and
bottoms and encircling outcrops.
Southern California distribution includes
the south side of the San Gabriel
Mountains to the Santa Ana Mountains,
between 500 and 3,000 feet elevation.

Unlikely to Occur: no suitable habitat is
present within the project. No recorded
occurrences are within 1 mile of the
project. One historic recorded occurrence
within 1 mile of the project dated 1988.

No
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Table 3 (cont.): Sensitive Habitats Potentially Occurring within the Project
Status
Sensitive Habitat Type

USFWS1

CDFW2

CNPS3

Habitat Description4

Potential to Occur and Rationale

Included in Impact
Analysis

Code Designations
1

Federal Status: 2015 USFWS Listing

FE = Listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act
FT = Listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act
FC = Candidate for listing (threatened or endangered) under
Endangered Species Act
FD = Delisted in accordance with the Endangered Species
Act
— = Not federally listed
4

2

State Status: 2015 CDFW Listing

SE = Listed as endangered under the California Endangered
Species Act
ST = Listed as threatened under the California Endangered
Species Act
SSC = Species of Special Concern as identified by CDFW
CFP = Listed as fully protected under FGC
CR = Species identified as rare by CDFW
— = Not state listed

3

CNPS: 2015 CNPS Listing

1A = Plants species that presumed extinct in California.
1B = Plant species that are rare, threatened, or endangered
in California and elsewhere.
List 2 = Plant species that are rare, threatened, or
endangered in California, but more common elsewhere.
Blooming period: Months in parentheses are uncommon.

Habitat description: Habitat description adapted from CNDDB (CDFW 2015), CNPS online inventory (CNPS 2015), and Holland (1986) and Oberbauer (1996)
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SECTION 3: REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS
This section provides an overview of the laws and regulations that influence biological resources.
Many of these regulations will not apply to the project if sensitive biological resources are avoided.
As of January 1, 2013, the agency formerly known as the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) changed its name to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Some
publications written prior to the change refer to the CDFG; therefore, this document refers to CDFG
and the CDFW, as appropriate, referring to the same state agency.

3.1 ‐ Federal Endangered Species Act
The USFWS has jurisdiction over species listed as threatened or endangered under the FESA. Section
9 of FESA protects listed species from “take,” which is broadly defined as actions taken to “harass,
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such
conduct.” FESA protects threatened and endangered plants and animals and their critical habitat.
Candidate species are those proposed for listing; these species are usually treated by resource
agencies as if they were actually listed during the environmental review process. Procedures for
addressing impacts to federally listed species follow two principal pathways, both of which require
consultation with the USFWS, which administers the FESA for all terrestrial species. The first
pathway, Section 10(a) incidental take permit, applies to situations where a non‐federal government
entity must resolve potential adverse impacts to species protected under the FESA. The second
pathway, Section 7 consultation, applies to projects directly undertaken by a federal agency or
private projects requiring a federal permit or approval.

3.2 ‐ Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) implements international treaties between the U.S. and other
nations devised to protect migratory birds, their parts, eggs, and nests from activities such as
hunting, pursuing, capturing, killing, selling, and shipping, unless expressly authorized in the
regulations or by permit. The State of California has incorporated the protection of birds of prey in
Sections 3800, 3513, and 3503.5 of the FGC.
All raptors and their nests are protected from take or disturbance under the MBTA (16 United States
Code [USC], Section 703, et seq.) and California statute (FGC Section 3503.5). The golden eagle
(Aquila chrysaetos) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) are also afforded additional protection
under the Eagle Protection Act, amended in 1973 (16USC, Section 669, et seq.).

3.3 ‐ Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
With few exceptions, this act (16 USC 668–668d) prohibits take of bald eagles and golden eagles.
Unlike the MBTA, which defines “take” to mean only direct killing or taking of birds or their body
parts, eggs, and nests, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) defines take in a manner
similar to FESA as including “pursuing, shooting, shooting at, poisoning, wounding, killing, capturing,
trapping, collecting, molesting, and disturbing,” with “disturb” further defined (50 CFR 22.3) as ‘‘to
FirstCarbon Solutions
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agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the
best scientific information available, (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest
abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.’’
Therefore, the requirements for guarding against impacts to eagles generally are far more stringent
than those required by the MBTA alone.

3.4 ‐ Executive Order 13112—Invasive Species
Executive Order (EO) 13112 directs all federal agencies to refrain from authorizing, funding, or
carrying out actions or projects that may spread invasive species. The order further directs federal
agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species, control and monitor existing invasive
species populations, restore native species to invaded ecosystems, research and develop prevention
and control methods for invasive species, and promote public education on invasive species. As part
of the proposed action, the USFWS and United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would issue
permits and therefore would be responsible for ensuring that the proposed action complies with EO
13112 and does not contribute to the spread of invasive species.

3.5 ‐ Clean Water Act Section 404
The USACE and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulate the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (CWA). Waters of the U.S. include wetlands, lakes, and rivers, streams, and their
tributaries. Wetlands that fall under the jurisdiction of the USACE (referred to as jurisdictional
wetlands) are defined as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” Areas not considered jurisdictional
waters include, for example, non‐tidal drainage and irrigation ditches excavated on dry land;
artificially irrigated or created bodies such as small ponds, lakes or swimming pools; and water‐filled
depressions (33 CFR 328.3; 40 CFR 230.3).
Project proponents must obtain a permit from USACE for all discharges of fill material into waters of
the U.S., including jurisdictional wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed action. If wetlands are
jurisdictional and could be filled as part of the project, USACE may issue either an individual permit
or a general permit. Individual permits are prepared on a project‐specific basis for projects that are
expected to have adverse effects on the aquatic environment. General permits are pre‐authorized
permits issued to cover similar activities that are expected to cause only minimal individual and
cumulative adverse environmental effects.
A Section 404 permit may not be required if the project avoids the discharge of any fill material into
waters of the U.S., including wetlands. If the project cannot be designed to avoid the discharge of fill
or excavating in waters of the U.S., including wetlands, a Section 404 permit must be obtained.

40
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3.6 ‐ Clean Water Act Section 401
The CWA requires any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity that may result
in a discharge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S. to obtain a certification that the discharge will
comply with the applicable effluent limitations and water quality standards. The appropriate
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates Section 401 requirements.

3.7 ‐ California Fish and Game Code
Under the CESA, the CDFW has the responsibility for maintaining a list of endangered and
threatened species (FGC 2070). Sections 2050 through 2098 of the FGC outline the protection
provided to California’s rare, endangered, and threatened species. Section 2080 of the FGC prohibits
the taking of plants and animals listed under the CESA. Section 2081 established an incidental take
permit program for state‐listed species. CDFW maintains a list of “candidate species,” which it
formally notices as being under review for addition to the list of endangered or threatened species.
In addition, the Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (FGC Section 1900, et seq.) prohibits the taking,
possessing, or sale within the State of any plants with a state designation of rare, threatened, or
endangered (as defined by CDFW). An exception to this prohibition in the Native Plant Protection
Act allows landowners, under specified circumstances, to take listed plant species, provided that the
owners first notify CDFW and give that state agency at least 10 days to come and retrieve (and
presumably replant) the plants before they are plowed under or otherwise destroyed. (FGC Section
1913 exempts from “take” prohibition “the removal of endangered or rare native plants from a
canal, lateral ditch, building site, or road, or other right of way.”) Project impacts to these species
are not considered significant unless the species are known to have a high potential to occur within
the area of disturbance associated with construction of the proposed project.
CDFW also maintains lists of “Species of Special Concern” that serve as species “watch lists.” The
CDFW has identified many Species of Special Concern. Species with this status have limited
distribution or the extent of their habitats has been reduced substantially, such that their
populations may be threatened. Thus, their populations are monitored, and they may receive
special attention during environmental review. While they do not have statutory protection, they
may be considered rare under CEQA and thereby warrant specific protection measures.
Sensitive species that would qualify for listing but are not currently listed are afforded protection under
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance) requires that a substantial
reduction in numbers of a rare or endangered species be considered a significant effect. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380 (Rare or Endangered Species) provides for assessment of unlisted species as
rare or endangered under CEQA if the species can be shown to meet the criteria for listing. Unlisted
plant species on the CNPS’s Lists 1A, 1B, and 2 would typically be considered under CEQA.
Sections 3500 to 5500 of the FGC outline protection for fully protected species of mammals, birds,
reptiles, amphibians, and fish. Species that are fully protected by these sections may not be taken or
possessed at any time. The CDFW cannot issue permits or licenses that authorize the take of any
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fully protected species, except under certain circumstances such as scientific research and live
capture and relocation of such species pursuant to a permit for the protection of livestock.
Under Section 3503.5 of the FGC, it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders of
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any
such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto. To
comply with the requirements of CESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its
jurisdiction must determine whether any state‐listed endangered or threatened species may be
present in the project study area and determine whether the proposed project will have a
potentially significant impact on such species. In addition, CDFW encourages informal consultation
on any proposed project that may impact a candidate species.
Project‐related impacts to species on the CESA endangered or threatened list would be considered
significant. State‐listed species are fully protected under the mandates of the CESA. “Take” of
protected species incidental to otherwise lawful management activities may be authorized under
FGC Section 206.591. Authorization from CDFW would be in the form of an Incidental Take Permit.
Section 1602 of the FGC requires any entity to notify CDFW before beginning any activity that “may
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake” or “deposit debris, waste, or other materials
that could pass into any river, stream, or lake.” “River, stream, or lake” includes waters that are
episodic and perennial; and ephemeral streams, desert washes, and watercourses with a subsurface
flow. A Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required if CDFW determines that project
activities may substantially adversely affect fish or wildlife resources through alterations to a covered
body of water.

3.8 ‐ California Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The RWQCB has regulatory authority over wetlands and waterways under both the CWA and the
State of California’s Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7).
Under the CWA, the RWQCB has regulatory authority over actions in waters of the U.S., through the
issuance of water quality certifications under Section 401 of the CWA in conjunction with permits
issued by the USACE under Section 404 of the CWA. When the RWQCB issues Section 401
certifications, it simultaneously issues general Waste Discharge Requirements for the project under
the Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Activities in areas that are outside of the jurisdiction
of the USACE (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, seasonal streams, intermittent streams, channels
that lack a nexus to navigable waters, or stream banks above the ordinary high water mark) are
regulated by the RWQCB under the authority of the Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act.
Activities that lie outside of USACE jurisdiction may require the issuance of either individual or
general waste discharge requirements.

3.9 ‐ City of Anaheim Plans and Ordinances
The City of Anaheim’s General Plan includes a Green Element that is intended to add and enhance
green space and resources within the City through development of local parks, trail networks, and
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landscaping (City of Anaheim 2004). This Element integrates Conservation, Open Space, Parks, and
Recreation and Community Services to help meet City goals for natural resource conservation and
land use. These goals include standards set for hillside development and grading (Section 3.2.1) and
for the improvement and addition of equestrian, riding, and hiking trails within the City (Section 5).
The City of Anaheim’s Municipal Code Section 18.18.040 Tree Preservation defines Specimen Trees
that are meant to be preserved within the City. Specimen Trees, as defined by the City of Anaheim,
include:
. . . any tree of the Eucalyptus varieties (Eucalyptus), Quercus varieties (oak), Schinus
varieties (Pepper), or Platanus varieties (Sycamore), with a trunk measuring eight (8)
inches or greater In diameter, measured at a point four (4) feet above ground level,
or in the case of Eucalyptus varieties, twenty (20) inches or greater in diameter,
measured at a point four (4) feet above ground level (City of Anaheim 1993).
Removal of Specimen Trees requires a permit submitted and approved by the City Planning
Department, and may require Planning Commission or City Council determination.

3.10 ‐ Natural Community Conservation Plan and Habitat Conservation Plan,
County of Orange, Central and Coastal Subregion
The project is within the Orange County Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan
and Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) boundaries and the City of Anaheim is a signatory of the
NCCP/HCP. The NCCP/HCP is a 208,000‐acre area that incorporates the central portion of the County
of Orange, from the coastline inland to the Riverside County boundary. The NCCP/HCP was enacted
with the focus of “creating a multiple‐species, multiple‐habitat subregional Reserve System and
implementing a long‐term ‘adaptive management’ program that will protect coastal sage scrub (CSS)
and other habitats and species located within the CSS habitat mosaic, while providing for economic
uses that will meet the social and economic needs of the people of the subregion” (County of
Orange 1996). As a result, the project must comply with conservation measures set by the
NCCP/HCP, including mitigating for any direct/indirect impacts to target natural communities and
complying to survey requirements and any mitigation for Covered Species of the NCCP/HCP. Target
natural communities (“Covered Habitats”) include: CSS, oak woodlands, Tecate cypress, cliff and
rock, and chaparral (within the Coastal Subarea only). A list of all Covered Species is provided in
Appendix D. The project is not within an NCCP/HCP Reserve area.
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SECTION 4: ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The project site is situated within a former broad drainage course that was filled and modified as
manufactured fill slopes during the 1980s for construction of the adjacent residential and roadway
improvements. The slopes that encompass the trail are currently inclined at gradients of
approximately 2:1 (h:v) or flatter and have been improved with concrete terrace drains and down
drains for stormwater conveyance. Locally, erosion scars are present where uncontrolled runoff
from previous horse trail alignments have scoured the ground surface. Much of the manufactured
fill slope on‐site is covered with a moderate to heavy growth of low lying shrubs and local
concentrations of mature trees with the exception of the existing trail improvement areas.

4.1 ‐ Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types
A search of the USFWS Critical Habitat Portal revealed that the project site is not designated critical
habitat for any federally listed species (USFWS 2011). The nearest designated critical habitat occurs
0.5 mile north of the project, and is designated for coastal California gnatcatcher.
The project site occurs within portions of three vegetation community and land cover types: coastal
sage scrub, disturbed, and urban/developed areas (Exhibit 5). The plant material on‐site was
installed on the manufactured slopes over the last 30 years to stabilize the hillslope, and as such the
biodiversity on the site is minimal. The biodiversity of the area is minimal on this manufactured
slope. The majority of the species on‐site is California sagebrush (Artemesia californica), a
representative of the coastal sage scrub community. From the same slope‐stabilization seed mix are
low boy (Acacia redolens), and a few California live oak (Quercus agrifolia). The project has been
designed to avoid impacts to the California live oak.
A complete description of the community or land cover type is based on Holland (1986) and
Oberbauer (1996), and the extent to which it occurs on and within the project site is provided below.
The respective Holland code for the community or land cover type is provided in parenthesis below
following the community section name.

4.1.1 ‐ Coastal Sage Scrub (3200) 0.48 Acre
Coastal scrub is a series of classifications that include areas of fairly open cover dominated by
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat (Erigonum fasciculatum), and red
brome (Bromus rubens); classifications vary by geographic location, however, species composition is
typically similar. Coastal sage scrub has a dominance of California sagebrush and is found in coastal
regions of Southern California. It is typically found on upland sites such as steep slopes, with shallow
and rocky soils. Distribution includes along the coastal base of the Transverse and Peninsular ranges
from central Los Angeles County south to beyond the Mexican border.
The project contains approximately 0.62 acre of coastal sage scrub habitat, characterized by a dense
vegetation cover of California sagebrush and California buckwheat, with examples of California
brittlebush (Encelia californica), black sage (Salvia mellifera), bush monkeyflower (Mimulus
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aurantiacus), lemonade berry ((Rhus integrifolia), and scattered scrub oaks (Quercus dumosa).
However, the site is predominately covered with California sagebrush.

4.1.2 ‐ Urban/Developed (12000) 0.54 Acre
Urban/Developed habitat is classified as areas that have been constructed upon or otherwise
physically altered to an extent that native vegetation is no longer supported and retains no soil
substrate. Developed land is characterized by permanent or semi‐permanent structures, pavement,
or hardscape, and landscaped areas that often require irrigation. Areas where no natural land is
evident because a large amount of debris or other materials have been placed upon it may also be
considered urban/developed (e.g., car recycling plant, quarry). Characteristic vegetation includes
unvegetated or landscaped with a variety of ornamental (usually non‐native) plants.
The project contains sections of landscaped areas maintained by vicinity homeowners associations
that are vegetated with ornamental landscape species, manicured lawn, and a few scattered scrub
oaks. This area is at the bottom (north) of the trail where it will meet Camino Grande.

4.1.3 ‐ Disturbed (11300) 0.06 Acre
Disturbed areas include those that have been physically disturbed (by previous legal human activity)
and are no longer recognizable as a native or naturalized vegetation association, but continue to
retain a soil substrate. Typically vegetation, if present, is nearly exclusively composed of non‐native
plant species such as ornamentals or ruderal exotic species that take advantage of disturbance, or
shows signs of past or present animal usage that removes any capability of providing viable natural
habitat for uses other than dispersal. Examples of disturbed land include areas that have been
graded, repeatedly cleared for fuel management purposes and/or experienced repeated use that
prevents natural revegetation (e.g., dirt parking lots, trails that have been present for several
decades), recently graded firebreaks, graded construction pads, construction staging areas, off‐road
vehicle trails, and old homesites. Common species observed include Russian thistle (Salsola tragus),
telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora), sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), common horseweed
(Conyza canadensis), Tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), and a sub‐dominance of non‐native grasses.
The disturbed land is characterized by the existing primitive hiking trail and the area adjacent to
residential developments at the southern edge of the project. These areas are mostly bare ground
with few examples of ruderal species, including starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis), common
horehound (Marrubium vulgare), Tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), black mustard (Brassica negra),
and shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana).

4.2 ‐ Soils
The project is mapped as containing one soil series (Exhibit 6). A soil series is a group of soils with
similar profiles. These profiles include major horizons with similar thickness, arrangement, and
other important characteristics, which may promote favorable conditions for certain biological
resources. The soil map unit present within the project includes 128—Bosanko Clay.
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128—Bosanko Clay, 30 to 50 percent slopes: This slightly acid to moderately alkaline clay occurs
over weathered rock in upland areas up to 2,500 feet elevation. It is typically clay and sandy clay
loam near the surface, with surface cracks during dry seasons. The parent material is residuum
weathered from igneous rocks of a granitic nature. This soil is not on the hydric soil list (Soil Survey
Staff 2015).

4.3 ‐ Field Survey
Weather conditions during the survey were clear skies, temperatures ranging from 80 to 83 degrees
Fahrenheit, and winds of 5 to 8 miles per hour. No precipitation occurred within the region in the 48
hours prior to the survey.
Wildlife activity was low during the survey. Common avian species observed include rock dove
(Columbia livia), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), western
scrub jay (Aphelecoma californica), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house sparrow (Passer
domesticus), and common raven (Corvus corax). No birds exhibiting nesting behavior were observed
within the survey area.

4.4 ‐ Potential Jurisdictional Features
The project site was evaluated for the presence of potential wetland features under both state and
federal jurisdiction. A search of the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory revealed no potential
jurisdictional features (Appendix A). There is an existing seasonal drainage within the project that
receives flow from nuisance runoff of irrigation and the residential developments south (uphill) of the
project and storm events; however, this existing drainage is most likely a result of poor maintenance of
existing concrete‐lined drainage channels within the project and its vicinity, and is therefore not
considered jurisdictional.

4.5 ‐ Special‐status Species
Special‐status plant and wildlife species were determined as described in Section 2. Each special‐
status species identified within the database search has been addressed individually in Table 1 and
Table 2 of this report. Assessment of the potential for each special‐status species to occur within the
project was based on known occurrences of the species within a 1‐mile radius of the project (CDFW
2005), suitability of habitat within the project, and professional expertise. As discussed in Tables 1
and 2 and Section 4.1, the project is an improvement and expansion of a previously disturbed
primitive hiking trail that passes through coastal sage scrub and non‐native vegetation communities
and land cover types, and has the potential to support one special‐status wildlife species. In
addition, the removal of vegetation during construction activities could potentially impact birds
protected by the MBTA.

4.5.1 ‐ Special‐status Plants
The project is not expected to support any special‐status plant species. Table 1 summarizes the
potential for occurrence and rationale for each special‐status plant species occurring in the vicinity
of the project site, based on the database search (Appendix A). The project site supports three
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vegetation communities or land cover types, consisting of coastal sage scrub, disturbed, and
urban/developed areas.

4.5.2 ‐ Special‐status Wildlife
The project has the potential to support one special‐status wildlife species: coastal California
gnatcatcher. Table 2 summarizes the potential for occurrence and rationale for each special‐status
wildlife species occurring in the vicinity of the project, based on the database search (Appendix A).
The project is primarily disturbed land, but is neighbored by coastal sage scrub habitat that has the
potential to support special‐status and native wildlife species.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
Coastal California gnatcatcher is a federal threatened species and California Species of Special
Concern, listed in 1993 under FESA (CDFW 2015b). Coastal California gnatcatcher is a small blue‐
gray songbird and resident species of scrub‐dominated vegetation communities—strongly associated
with sage scrub communities—from southern Ventura Count to Baja, Mexico. The breeding season
for the coastal California gnatcatcher is from approximately February 15 through August 30, with
peak nesting activity occurring mid‐March through mid‐May (USFWS 2014).
Under FESA Section 10(a)(1)(A), a permitted biologist is required to perform presence/absence
surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher if proposed projects are located within the historic range of
the species and the project contains sage scrub communities (USFWS 1997).

Nesting Raptors and Migratory Birds
The project and its vicinity contain a high density of native coastal sage scrub habitat, and scattered
scrub oak and landscape trees and shrubs that may provide suitable nesting habitat for birds
protected under the MBTA and other special‐status and resident bird species, including raptors
protected under Section 3503.5 of the FGC.

4.5.3 ‐ Sensitive Habitats
The project is not expected to support any sensitive habitat types. Table 3 summarizes the potential
for occurrence and rationale for each sensitive habitat type occurring in the vicinity of the project,
based on the database searches (Appendix A). The project supports three vegetation communities
or land cover types, consisting of coastal sage scrub, disturbed, and urban/developed areas. Two
sensitive habitat types occur within 1 mile of the project (Exhibit 4)—California Walnut Woodland
and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest—but are unlikely to occur within the project.
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SECTION 5: POTENTIAL CONSTRAINTS TO FUTURE SITE DEVELOPMENT
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Complete avoidance of special‐status plant and animal species and the habitats that support them is
the ecologically preferred method for preservation of these resources. However, to meet project
goals, avoidance is not always possible. Therefore, to reduce impacts to natural resources,
minimization and compensation measures must often be employed. The following discussion looks
at the potential constraints and offers recommendations on avoidance, minimization, and
compensation measures, all of which are in compliance with the various laws that regulate natural
resources and land use. This information is offered to help the applicant design a development that
meets both financial and ecological objectives to the extent possible.

5.1 ‐ Potential Constraints to Development from the Presence (or Possible
Presence) of Special‐status Species
As noted in the discussion above, the project has the potential to support one special‐status wildlife
species. It also has the potential to support nesting birds and raptors protected under the MBTA and
FGC.

5.1.1 ‐ Special‐status Plants
The project is not expected to support any special‐status plant species.

5.1.2 ‐ Special‐status Wildlife
The discussions below detail the extent of suitable habitat within the project site, potential impacts
to these species from the development of the proposed project, and recommended measures to
avoid, minimize, and mitigate for project‐related impacts.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
The majority of the project and its vicinity contain suitable coastal sage scrub habitat that has the
potential to support coastal California gnatcatcher. Numerous recorded occurrences are within
1 mile of the project, with one recorded occurrence within project boundaries and its vicinity. A
permitted biologist will be required to survey the proposed project to determine presence/absence
of coastal California gnatcatcher according to USFWS coastal California gnatcatcher survey protocol;
any required mitigation will be coordinated with USFWS following survey completion (USFWS 1997).

Nesting Raptors and other Birds
Suitable habitat for raptors and other birds protected by the MBTA occurs within and adjacent to the
project. Most native, breeding birds are protected under Section 3503 of the FGC, and raptors
specifically are protected under Section 3503.5 of the FGC. Additionally, both Section 3513 of the
FGC and the federal MBTA prohibit the killing, possession, or trading of migratory birds. Section
3800 of the FGC prohibits the taking of nongame birds and fully protected species.
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Most raptors nest in mature, large coniferous or deciduous trees and use twigs and branches as
nesting material. Smaller raptors may nest in cavities in anthropogenic structures and trees. The
nesting period for raptors generally occurs between February 15 and August 31.
Potential impacts could occur to resident and migratory species during project construction, which
would render the project site temporarily unsuitable for birds due to the noise, vibrations, and
increased activity levels associated with various construction activities. These activities could
potentially subject birds to risk of death or injury, and they are likely to avoid using the area until
such construction activities have dissipated or ceased. Relocation, in turn, could cause hunger or
stress among individual birds by displacing them into adjacent territories belonging to other
individuals.
Construction activities that occur during the nesting season (generally February 15 to August 31)
would disturb nesting sites for birds protected by the MBTA and FGC. No action is necessary if no
active nests are found or if construction will occur during the non‐breeding season (generally
September 1 through February 14).
Implementation of the following avoidance and minimization measures would reduce impacts to
raptors and other nesting birds.
 To prevent impacts to MBTA‐protected birds and their nests removal of trees will be limited to

only those necessary to construct the proposed project.
 If any tree removal is necessary, then it will occur outside the nesting season between

September 1 and February 14. If trees cannot be removed outside the nesting season, pre‐
construction surveys will be conducted three days prior to tree removal to verify the absence
of active nests.
 If an active nest is located during pre‐construction surveys, USFWS and/or CDFW (as

appropriate) shall be notified regarding the status of the nest. Construction activities shall be
restricted as necessary to avoid disturbance of the nest until it is abandoned or the agencies
deem disturbance potential to be minimal. Restrictions may include establishment of
exclusion zones (no ingress of personnel or equipment at a minimum radius of 100 feet
around an active raptor nest and a 50‐foot radius around an active migratory bird nest) or
alteration of the construction schedule.
 A qualified biologist will delineate the buffer using Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing, pin

flags, and/or yellow caution tape. The buffer zone will be maintained around the active nest
site(s) until the young have fledged and are foraging independently.

5.1.3 ‐ Sensitive Habitats
The project does not contain any sensitive habitats.
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5.2 ‐ Potential Constraints to Development from the Presence of
Jurisdictional Waters
The project does not contain any jurisdictional waters; therefore, no constraints or impacts are
expected.

5.3 ‐ Potential Constraints to Development due to Local Ordinances
The City of Anaheim Specimen Tree Removal Ordinance requires a permit for the removal of any
specimen trees within the project. This includes scrub oak trees that are within the proposed trail
development area. If possible, specimen trees should be avoided and allowed to remain in place. If
Project impacts are unavoidable, trees will require the appropriate permit and inspection by a
qualified biologist, to ensure minimization measures discussed for nesting raptors and other birds
are implemented.
The project is within the Orange County Coastal Subregion Natural Community Conservation Plan
and Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP) boundaries and the City of Anaheim is a signatory of the
NCCP/HCP. As a result, the project must comply with conservation measures set by the NCCP/HCP,
including mitigating for any direct/indirect impacts to target natural communities and complying to
survey requirements and any mitigation for Covered Species of the NCCP/HCP. Target natural
communities (“Covered Habitats”) include: CSS, oak woodlands, Tecate cypress, cliff and rock, and
chaparral (within the Coastal Subarea only).
The project contains CSS habitat, a “Covered Habitat,” that will be removed, requiring mitigation
through coordination with the NCCP/HCP and a project application approval.
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database
Query Criteria:

Quad is (Anaheim (3311778) or Black Star Canyon (3311776) or La Habra (3311788) or Newport Beach (3311768) or Orange (3311777)
or Prado Dam (3311786) or Tustin (3311767) or Yorba Linda (3311787))

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Abronia villosa var. aurita

PDNYC010P1

None

None

G5T2T3

S2

1B.1

ABNKC12040

None

None

G5

S4

WL

ABPBXB0020

None

None

G2G3

S1S2

SSC

ABPBX91091

None

None

G5T3

S2S3

WL

ABPBXA0020

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

AMACC10010

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

PDCHE02010

None

None

G3G4

S2

1B.2

ABNKC22010

None

None

G5

S3

FP

ABNGA04010

None

None

G5

S4

ABNSB13010

None

None

G5

S3?

SSC

ARACJ02060

None

None

G5

S2

SSC

ARACJ02143

None

None

G5T3T4

S2S3

PDFAB0F1G0

Endangered

None

G2

S2

1B.1

ABNSB10010

None

None

G4

S3

SSC

PDCHE040E0

None

None

G2

S2

1B.2

PDCHE041C0

None

None

G3G4

S2

1B.2

PDCHE041D0

None

None

G1G2

S1

1B.1

PDCHE041T1

None

None

G5T1

S1

1B.2

PDAST0W0W0

None

None

G1

S1

1B.1

chaparral sand-verbena
Accipiter cooperii
Cooper's hawk
Agelaius tricolor
tricolored blackbird
Aimophila ruficeps canescens
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
Ammodramus savannarum
grasshopper sparrow
Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat
Aphanisma blitoides
aphanisma
Aquila chrysaetos
golden eagle
Ardea herodias
great blue heron
Asio otus
long-eared owl
Aspidoscelis hyperythra
orangethroat whiptail
Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri
coastal whiptail
Astragalus brauntonii
Braunton's milk-vetch
Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl
Atriplex coulteri
Coulter's saltbush
Atriplex pacifica
south coast saltscale
Atriplex parishii
Parish's brittlescale
Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
Davidson's saltscale
Baccharis malibuensis
Malibu baccharis

Commercial Version -- Dated October, 6 2015 -- Biogeographic Data Branch
Report Printed on Tuesday, October 06, 2015

Page 1 of 6
Information Expires 4/6/2016

Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database
Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Branchinecta sandiegonensis

ICBRA03060

Endangered

None

G2

S2

ABNKC19070

None

Threatened

G5

S3

CTT71210CA

None

None

G2

S2.1

PMLIL0D150

None

None

G4

S4

4.2

PMLIL0D1J1

None

None

G3G4T2

S2

1B.2

PDCON040P0

None

None

GHQ

SH

3.1

ABPBG02095

None

None

G5T3Q

S3

SSC

AFCJC02190

Threatened

None

G1

S1

SSC

PDAST4R0P4

None

None

G3T2

S2

1B.1

PDAST4R0R4

None

None

G3G4T2

S2

1B.1

ABNNB03031

Threatened

None

G3T3

S2

SSC

ARADA01020

None

None

G4G5

S3S4

PDSCR0J0C2

Endangered

Endangered

G4?T1

S1

1B.2

AMACB02010

None

None

G4

S1

SSC

PDPGN040J1

Candidate

Endangered

G2T1

S1

1B.1

PDPGN040K1

None

None

G5T3

S3

1B.2

IICOL02080

None

None

G2G4

S1

IICOL02101

None

None

G5T2

S1

IICOL02113

None

None

G2G4T1T2

S1

ABNRB02022

Threatened

Endangered

G5T2T3

S1

IICOL4A010

None

None

G1G2

S1S2

San Diego fairy shrimp
Buteo swainsoni
Swainson's hawk
California Walnut Woodland
California Walnut Woodland
Calochortus plummerae
Plummer's mariposa-lily
Calochortus weedii var. intermedius
intermediate mariposa-lily
Calystegia felix
lucky morning-glory
Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis
coastal cactus wren
Catostomus santaanae
Santa Ana sucker
Centromadia parryi ssp. australis
southern tarplant
Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis
smooth tarplant
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
western snowy plover
Charina trivirgata
rosy boa
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. maritimum
salt marsh bird's-beak
Choeronycteris mexicana
Mexican long-tongued bat
Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina
San Fernando Valley spineflower
Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina
long-spined spineflower
Cicindela gabbii
western tidal-flat tiger beetle
Cicindela hirticollis gravida
sandy beach tiger beetle
Cicindela latesignata latesignata
western beach tiger beetle
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
western yellow-billed cuckoo
Coelus globosus
globose dune beetle
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Crotalus ruber

ARADE02090

None

None

G4

S3

SSC

IILEPP2012

None

None

G4T2T3

S2S3

PDCRA040H0

None

None

G2

S2

1B.2

ABNKC06010

None

None

G5

S3S4

FP

ABPAE33043

Endangered

Endangered

G5T2

S1

ARAAD02030

None

None

G3G4

S3

SSC

ABPAT02011

None

None

G5T3Q

S3

WL

PDPLM03035

Endangered

Endangered

G4T1

S1

1B.1

PDAPI0Z042

Endangered

Endangered

G5T1

S1

1B.1

AMACD02011

None

None

G5T4

S3S4

SSC

ABNKC10010

Delisted

Endangered

G5

S2

FP

PDAST4N102

None

None

G5TH

SH

1A

PGCUP040C0

None

None

G2

S2

1B.1

ABPBX24010

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

PDAST57091

None

None

G3G5T2T3

S2

1B.2

AMACC05030

None

None

G5

S4

PDAST5L0A1

None

None

G4T2

S2

1B.1

ABNME03041

None

Threatened

G3G4T1

S1

FP

PDLAM0V020

None

None

G3?

S2S3

1B.2

PDBRA1M114

None

None

G5T3

S3

4.3

AAABH01170

None

None

G5

S2

SSC

red-diamond rattlesnake
Danaus plexippus pop. 1
monarch - California overwintering population
Dudleya multicaulis
many-stemmed dudleya
Elanus leucurus
white-tailed kite
Empidonax traillii extimus
southwestern willow flycatcher
Emys marmorata
western pond turtle
Eremophila alpestris actia
California horned lark
Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum
Santa Ana River woollystar
Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii
San Diego button-celery
Eumops perotis californicus
western mastiff bat
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle
Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii
Los Angeles sunflower
Hesperocyparis forbesii
Tecate cypress
Icteria virens
yellow-breasted chat
Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens
decumbent goldenbush
Lasiurus cinereus
hoary bat
Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
Coulter's goldfields
Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus
California black rail
Lepechinia cardiophylla
heart-leaved pitcher sage
Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii
Robinson's pepper-grass
Lithobates pipiens
northern leopard frog
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Monardella australis ssp. jokerstii

PDLAM18112

None

None

G4T1

S1

1B.1

PDLAM180A4

None

None

G4T2T3

S2S3

1B.3

AMACC01020

None

None

G5

S4

PDHYD0A0H0

None

None

G4G5

S1S2

2B.2

PDBRA270V0

Endangered

Threatened

G1

S1

1B.1

PDPLM0C0Q0

None

None

G2

S2

1B.1

PDPGN0G011

None

None

G3G4T2

S2

1B.2

PMAGA080E0

None

None

G3

S3

1B.2

AMACD04010

None

None

G4

S3

SSC

AMACD04020

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

ABNKC01010

None

None

G5

S4

WL

IILEP84030

None

None

G4G5

S2

ABPBX99015

None

Endangered

G5T3

S3

PDSCR1L110

None

None

G3

S2

1B.2

PDAST6X021

None

None

G4T1

S1

1B.1

AMAFD01042

Endangered

None

G5T1

S1

SSC

ARACF12100

None

None

G3G4

S3S4

SSC

ABPBJ08081

Threatened

None

G3T2

S2

SSC

PDAST440C0

None

None

G4

S2

2B.2

ABNME05014

Endangered

Endangered

G5T1T2

S1

FP

ABPAU08010

None

Threatened

G5

S2

Jokerst's monardella
Monardella hypoleuca ssp. intermedia
intermediate monardella
Myotis yumanensis
Yuma myotis
Nama stenocarpa
mud nama
Nasturtium gambelii
Gambel's water cress
Navarretia prostrata
prostrate vernal pool navarretia
Nemacaulis denudata var. denudata
coast woolly-heads
Nolina cismontana
chaparral nolina
Nyctinomops femorosaccus
pocketed free-tailed bat
Nyctinomops macrotis
big free-tailed bat
Pandion haliaetus
osprey
Panoquina errans
wandering (=saltmarsh) skipper
Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi
Belding's savannah sparrow
Penstemon californicus
California beardtongue
Pentachaeta aurea ssp. allenii
Allen's pentachaeta
Perognathus longimembris pacificus
Pacific pocket mouse
Phrynosoma blainvillii
coast horned lizard
Polioptila californica californica
coastal California gnatcatcher
Pseudognaphalium leucocephalum
white rabbit-tobacco
Rallus longirostris levipes
light-footed clapper rail
Riparia riparia
bank swallow
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database
Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

CTT32720CA

None

None

G1

S1.1

ARADB30033

None

None

G5T4

S2S3

SSC

PDAST8H060

None

None

G3?

S2

2B.2

PDMAL110J0

None

None

G4

S2

2B.2

AMABA01104

None

None

G5T1?

S1

SSC

Southern California Arroyo Chub/Santa Ana Sucker
Stream
Southern California Arroyo Chub/Santa Ana Sucker
Stream

CARE2330CA

None

None

GNR

SNR

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest

CTT61310CA

None

None

G4

S4

CTT52120CA

None

None

G2

S2.1

CTT61330CA

None

None

G3

S3.2

CTT21330CA

None

None

G1

S1.1

CTT21230CA

None

None

G2

S2.1

CTT83230CA

None

None

G2

S2.1

CTT63300CA

None

None

G3

S3.2

CTT62400CA

None

None

G4

S4

CTT63320CA

None

None

G3

S2.1

AAABF02020

None

None

G3

S3

SSC

ABNNM08103

Endangered

Endangered

G4T2T3Q

S2

FP

PDCHE0P0D0

None

None

G3

S2

1B.2

PDASTE80C0

None

None

G2

S2

1B.2

AAAAF02032

None

None

G4

S4

SSC

AMAJF04010

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Salvadora hexalepis virgultea
coast patch-nosed snake
Senecio aphanactis
chaparral ragwort
Sidalcea neomexicana
Salt Spring checkerbloom
Sorex ornatus salicornicus
southern California saltmarsh shrew

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Foredunes
Southern Foredunes
Southern Interior Cypress Forest
Southern Interior Cypress Forest
Southern Riparian Scrub
Southern Riparian Scrub
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Willow Scrub
Southern Willow Scrub
Spea hammondii
western spadefoot
Sternula antillarum browni
California least tern
Suaeda esteroa
estuary seablite
Symphyotrichum defoliatum
San Bernardino aster
Taricha torosa
Coast Range newt
Taxidea taxus
American badger
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Thamnophis hammondii

ARADB36160

None

None

G4

S3S4

SSC

IMGASJ7040

None

None

G2

S2

ABPBW01114

Endangered

Endangered

G5T2

S2

two-striped garter snake
Tryonia imitator
mimic tryonia (=California brackishwater snail)
Vireo bellii pusillus
least Bell's vireo
Record Count: 106
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CNPS Inventory Results

Plant List
59 matches found. Click on scientific name for details
Search Criteria

Found in 9 Quads around 33117G7
Scientific Name

Common Name

Family

Abronia maritima

red sandverbena

Nyctaginaceae

Abronia villosa var. aurita

chaparral sandverbena Nyctaginaceae

Aphanisma blitoides

Lifeform
perennial herb

Rare Plant State Global
Rank
Rank Rank
4.2
S3S4 G4

annual herb

1B.1

S2

G5T2T3

aphanisma

Chenopodiaceae annual herb

1B.2

S2

G3G4

Astragalus brauntonii

Braunton's milkvetch

Fabaceae

perennial herb

1B.1

S2

G2

Atriplex coulteri

Coulter's saltbush

Chenopodiaceae perennial herb

1B.2

S2

G2

Atriplex pacifica

South Coast saltscale

Chenopodiaceae annual herb

1B.2

S2

G3G4

Atriplex parishii

Parish's brittlescale

Chenopodiaceae annual herb

1B.1

S1

G1G2

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson's saltscale

Chenopodiaceae annual herb

1B.2

S1

G5T1

Baccharis malibuensis

Malibu baccharis

Asteraceae

perennial
deciduous shrub

1B.1

S1

G1

Brodiaea filifolia

threadleaved brodiaea

Themidaceae

perennial
bulbiferous herb

1B.1

S2

G2

Calandrinia breweri

Brewer's calandrinia

Montiaceae

annual herb

4.2

S34

G4

Calochortus catalinae

Catalina mariposa lily

Liliaceae

perennial
bulbiferous herb

4.2

S4

G4

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer's mariposa lily

Liliaceae

perennial
bulbiferous herb

4.2

S4

G4

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa
lily

Liliaceae

perennial
bulbiferous herb

1B.2

S2

G3G4T2

Calystegia felix

lucky morningglory

Convolvulaceae

annual
rhizomatous herb

3.1

SH

GHQ

Camissoniopsis lewisii

Lewis' eveningprimrose Onagraceae

annual herb

3

S4

G4

Centromadia parryi ssp.
australis

southern tarplant

Asteraceae

annual herb

1B.1

S2

G3T2

Centromadia pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Asteraceae

annual herb

1B.1

S2

G3G4T2

Chloropyron maritimum ssp.
maritimum

salt marsh bird'sbeak

Orobanchaceae

annual herb
(hemiparasitic)

1B.2

S1

G4?T1

Chorizanthe parryi var.
fernandina

San Fernando Valley
spineflower

Polygonaceae

annual herb

1B.1

S1

G2T1

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longspined spineflower Polygonaceae
longispina

annual herb

1B.2

S3

G5T3

annual herb

4.2

S4

G4

smallflowered morning
Convolvulus
simulans
glory
Convolvulaceae
http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/result.html?adv=t&quad=33117G7:9
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Convolvulus simulans

glory

Convolvulaceae

annual herb

4.2

S4

G4

Deinandra paniculata

paniculate tarplant

Asteraceae

annual herb

4.2

S4

G4

Dodecahema leptoceras

slenderhorned
spineflower

Polygonaceae

annual herb

1B.1

S1

G1

Dudleya multicaulis

manystemmed dudleya Crassulaceae

perennial herb

1B.2

S2

G2

Dudleya stolonifera

Laguna Beach dudleya

Crassulaceae

perennial
stoloniferous herb

1B.1

S1

G1

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River
woollystar

Polemoniaceae

perennial herb

1B.1

S1

G4T1

Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

San Diego buttoncelery Apiaceae

annual / perennial
herb

1B.1

S1

G5T1

Harpagonella palmeri

Palmer's grapplinghook

Boraginaceae

annual herb

4.2

S3

G4

Helianthus nuttallii ssp.
parishii

Los Angeles sunflower

Asteraceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1A

SH

G5TH

Hesperocyparis forbesii

Tecate cypress

Cupressaceae

perennial
evergreen tree

1B.1

S2

G2

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

Poaceae

annual herb

3.2

S3S4

G3G4

Juglans californica

Southern California
black walnut

Juglandaceae

perennial
deciduous tree

4.2

S3

G3

Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii

southwestern spiny rush Juncaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

4.2

S4

G5T5

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri

Coulter's goldfields

Asteraceae

annual herb

1B.1

S2

G4T2

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heartleaved pitcher
sage

Lamiaceae

perennial shrub

1B.2

S2S3

G3?

Lepidium virginicum var.
robinsonii

Robinson's pepper
grass

Brassicaceae

annual herb

4.3

S3

G5T3

Lilium humboldtii ssp.
ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

Liliaceae

perennial
bulbiferous herb

4.2

S3

G4T3

Monardella australis ssp.
jokerstii

Jokerst’s monardella

Lamiaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1B.1

S1

G4T1

Monardella hypoleuca ssp.
intermedia

intermediate monardella Lamiaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1B.3

S2S3

G4T2T3

Nama stenocarpa

mud nama

Boraginaceae

annual / perennial
herb

2B.2

S1S2

G4G5

Nasturtium gambelii

Gambel's water cress

Brassicaceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1B.1

S1

G1

Navarretia prostrata

prostrate vernal pool
navarretia

Polemoniaceae

annual herb

1B.1

S2

G2

Nemacaulis denudata var.
denudata

coast woollyheads

Polygonaceae

annual herb

1B.2

S2

G3G4T2

Nolina cismontana

chaparral nolina

Ruscaceae

perennial
evergreen shrub

1B.2

S3

G3

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

Plantaginaceae

perennial herb

1B.2

S2

G3

Pentachaeta aurea ssp. allenii Allen's pentachaeta

Asteraceae

annual herb

1B.1

S1

G4T1

Phacelia hubbyi

Hubby's phacelia

Boraginaceae

annual herb

4.2

S4

G4

Phacelia ramosissima var.
austrolitoralis

south coast branching
phacelia

Boraginaceae

perennial herb

3.2

S3

G5?T3

Pickeringia montana var.
http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/result.html?adv=t&quad=33117G7:9
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Pickeringia montana var.
tomentosa

woolly chaparralpea

Fabaceae

evergreen shrub

4.3

S3S4

G5T3T4

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish's milkwort

Polygalaceae

perennial
deciduous shrub

4.3

S4

G5T4

Pseudognaphalium
leucocephalum

white rabbittobacco

Asteraceae

perennial herb

2B.2

S2

G4

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

Fagaceae

perennial
deciduous tree

4.2

S3

G3

Romneya coulteri

Coulter's matilija poppy

Papaveraceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

4.2

S4

G4

Sagittaria sanfordii

Sanford's arrowhead

Alismataceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb

1B.2

S3

G3

Senecio aphanactis

chaparral ragwort

Asteraceae

annual herb

2B.2

S2

G3?

Sidalcea neomexicana

salt spring
checkerbloom

Malvaceae

perennial herb

2B.2

S2

G4

Suaeda esteroa

estuary seablite

Chenopodiaceae perennial herb

1B.2

S2

G3

Symphyotrichum defoliatum

San Bernardino aster

Asteraceae

1B.2

S2

G2

perennial
rhizomatous herb

Suggested Citation

CNPS, Rare Plant Program. 2015. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v802).
California Native Plant Society, Sacramento, CA. Website http://www.rareplants.cnps.org [accessed 21
October 2015].
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NAME
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LOCATION
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DESCRIPTION
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installation and site improvement
project in the City of Anaheim.
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Species in this report are managed by:
Carlsbad Fish And Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue - Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7385
(760) 431-9440
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Endangered Species
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species that are managed by the
Endangered Species Program and should be considered as part of an effect analysis
for this project.
This unofficial species list is for informational purposes only and does not fulfill the
requirements under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, which states that Federal
agencies are required to "request of the Secretary of Interior information whether any
species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a
proposed action." This requirement applies to projects which are conducted, permitted
or licensed by any Federal agency.
A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can be
obtained by returning to this project on the IPaC website and requesting an official
species list on the Regulatory Documents page.

Birds
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B08X

Least Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus

Endangered

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B067

Fishes
Santa Ana Sucker Catostomus santaanae

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E07W

Critical Habitats
Potential effects to critical habitat(s) within the project area must be analyzed along with
the endangered species themselves.
There is no critical habitat within this project area
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Migratory Birds
Birds are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act.
Any activity which results in the take of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unless
authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1). There are no provisions for
allowing the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured.
You are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations for the protection of
birds as part of this project. This involves analyzing potential impacts and implementing
appropriate conservation measures for all project activities.
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008

Brewer's Sparrow Spizella breweri

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HA

Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round

Cactus Wren Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FZ

California Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis occidentalis

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B08L

Cassin's Finch Carpodacus cassinii

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round

Costa's Hummingbird Calypte costae

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding

Flammulated Owl Otus flammeolus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DK

Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering

Green-tailed Towhee Pipilo chlorurus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0IO

Lawrence's Goldfinch Carduelis lawrencei

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0J8

Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
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Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering

Lewis's Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY

Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06S

Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JL

Mountain Plover Charadrius montanus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B078

Nuttall's Woodpecker Picoides nuttallii

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round

Oak Titmouse Baeolophus inornatus

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AN

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FU

Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HD

Tricolored Blackbird Agelaius tricolor

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06P

Red Knot Calidris canutus ssp. roselaari

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0G6
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Refuges
Any activity proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. If your project overlaps or otherwise impacts a
Refuge, please contact that Refuge to discuss the authorization process.
There are no refuges within this project area
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Wetlands
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes.
Project proponents should discuss the relationship of these requirements to their project
with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District.
DATA LIMITATIONS

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.
The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.
Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the
actual conditions on site.
DATA EXCLUSIONS

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.
DATA PRECAUTIONS

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such
activities.

There are no wetlands identified in this project area
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This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.
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SPECIES OBSERVED WITHIN THE PROJECT
Fauna
Birds

Columbidae

Pigeons and Doves

Zenaida macroura

mourning dove

Fringillidae

Finches

Haemorhous mexicanus

house finch

Spinus psaltria

lesser goldfinch

Trochilidae

Hummingbirds

Calypte anna

Anna’s hummingbird

Tyrannidae

Tyrant Flycatchers

Sayornis nigricans

black phoebe

Tyrannus verticalis

western kingbird

Corvidae

Corvids

Corvus corax

common raven

Aphelocoma californica

western scrub jay

Passeridae

Old World Sparrows

Passer domesticus

house sparrow

Accipiteridae

Hawks and Eagles

Buteo jamaicensis

red‐tailed hawk

Cathartidae

New world Vultures

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture

Anatidae

Ducks, Geese, and Swans

Anas platyrhynchos

mallard duck

Aegithalidae

Bushtits and Long‐tailed Tits

Psaltriparus minimus

American bushtit

Emberizidae

New World Sparrows

Pipilo maculatus

spotted towhee

Spizella pusilla

field sparrow

Poliotilidae

Gnatcatchers

Polioptila caerulea

blue‐gray gnatcatcher

Falconidae

Falcons and Caracaras

Falco sparverius

American kestrel
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Reptiles

Phrynosomatidae

Iguanian Lizards

Sceloporus occidentalis

western fence lizard

Mammals

Leporidae

Rabbits and Hares

Sylvilagus audubonii

desert cottontail

Sciuridae

Tree Squirrels, Ground Squirrels, and Flying
Squirrels

Otospermophilus beecheyi

California ground squirrel

Flora
Plants
Asteraceae

Sunflower Family

Baccharis salicifolia

mulefat
California sagebrush
yellow starthistle

Artemisia californica
Centaurea solstitialis
Brassicaceae

Cabbage Family

Hirschfeldia incana

short‐podded mustard

Fagaceae

Beech or Oak Family

Quercus dumosa

coastal scrub oak

Lamiaceae

Mint Family

Salvia mellifera

black sage
common horehound

Marrubium vulgare
Phrymaceae

Lopseed Family

Mimulus aurantiacus

orange bush monkeyflower
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Management Summary

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
At the request of the City of Anaheim (Client), FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS) conducted a Cultural
Resource Assessment (Assessment) for the proposed project located within Orange County,
California (Exhibit 1). The proposed project area totals approximately 1 acre and consists of an
existing, multi‐use pedestrian and equestrian trail that has become degraded by use and erosion and
requires restoration and realignment.
The purpose of this assessment is to identify the presence or absence of potentially significant
cultural resources within the project area and, if impacted by the proposed development, propose
recommendations for mitigation. Completion of this investigation fulfills the requirements
associated with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This report follows the California
Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) procedures for cultural resource surveys.
On November 11, 2015, Coral A. Eginton, MA, RPA conducted a records search at the South Central
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. The results
indicated that five resources are on file with the SCCIC as having been previously recorded within the
search radius, all of which were prehistoric resources. In addition, 24 reports are on file with the
SCCIC for the 1‐mile search radius. One of these reports included the entire project area, indicating
that the project area has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. Confidential records
search results can be found in Appendix A.
FCS Project Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, M.A., RPA surveyed the project area on December 2,
2015. Approximately 85 percent of the project area consists of existing trail, while the remaining 15
percent includes the proposed redirection of the existing eroded trail along the current landscaped
hillside through the cutting of three short switchbacks. In these areas of proposed impact, the slope
was approximately 2:1 and ground visibility ranged from 0 to 15 percent, due to dense vegetation
coverage. No prehistoric or historic resources were recorded during the course of the pedestrian
survey. A complete photographic record of the results of the pedestrian survey can be found in
Appendix B.
On December 16, 2015, FCS sent a request to Dr. Kenneth Finger, PhD, to conduct a records search of
the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) database in order to determine if any
of the underlying geologic formations held the potential to yield fossilized remains. The results of
the records search indicated that the project area is in a region characterized by Miocene rocks,
often overlain by Quaternary landslide deposits. The trail lies over the Soquel Canyon Member
(Tpsq) and the Yorba Member (Tpy) of the Puente Formation. Dr. Finger concluded that while a
paleontological site survey and paleontological monitoring are not warranted at this time, the
Puente Formation is considered highly sensitive in other surrounding regions. Therefore, he
recommended that mitigation measures be followed in the event of any inadvertent finds. These
mitigation measures will be detailed in the Proposed Mitigation Measures section of this report. A
copy of this Paleontological Records Search can be found in Appendix C.
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On October 26, 2015, FCS sent a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in an
effort to determine whether any sacred sites are listed on its Sacred Lands File for the project area.
A second request was sent to the NAHC on November 9, 2015. A response from the NAHC was
received on November 10, 2015, and it noted that the Sacred Lands File search was returned with
negative results. A list of five Native American tribal members who may have additional knowledge
regarding the presence of cultural resources within the project area was included with the results.
Copies of NAHC correspondences can be found in Appendix D.
FCS assisted the City of Anaheim in conducting AB 52 consultations to determine the potential for
the presence of Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) within or near the project area. The City utilized the
listing provided by the NAHC and combined this roster with the information from additional tribal
entities that had officially requested to be consulted under AB 52. As a result, on March 2, 2016
letters were sent to seven individuals inviting them to consult on the presence of TCR within the
project area. On March 5, 2016, a response was received from Andrew Salas of the Gabrieleno Band
of Mission Indians‐Kizh Nation requesting that he, the tribe’s appointed archaeologist, and the tribal
botanist be allowed to survey the project area for TCR prior to development. No additional
responses were received. Copies of tribal correspondences can be found in Appendix D.
On April 5, 2016, City of Anaheim staff organized a site visit as requested by Andrew Salas.
Attendees walked the trail alignment while discussing proposed improvements and areas of
disturbance. During the field walk it was concluded that, because of the engineered nature of the
surrounding hillslopes, there was a low potential to impact TCR during project implementation. A
specific request was made to salvage and donate any native vegetation removed during construction
operations to the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians‐Kizh Nation, to which the City of Anaheim
agreed. A list of parties in attendance and additional project area photographs can be found in
Appendix D.
Based on the analysis of the records search results, the findings of the pedestrian survey, the NAHC
Sacred Lands File search, the results of AB 52 consultations, and the additional site visit with
planning staff and tribal representatives, the proposed project area has been determined to have a
low sensitivity for prehistoric resources.
Based on the analysis of the records search results, the pedestrian survey, and the historic aerial
photography review, the proposed project area has been determined to have a low sensitivity for
unique or significant historic resources.
Based on the analysis of the Paleontological Records Search, the proposed project area has been
determined to have a low to moderate sensitivity for paleontologic resources.
Construction‐related monitoring for cultural resources is not recommended at this time.
Construction‐related monitoring for paleontological resources is not recommended at this time.
Mitigation measures intended to be implemented in the event of the inadvertent discovery of
prehistoric resources, historic resources, paleontologic resources, and human remains are detailed in
the Proposed Mitigation Measures section of this report.
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Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 ‐ Project Description
The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small, multi‐purpose pedestrian
and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills. The existing trail is a popular dirt trail
that has become degraded by continual use and natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will
include stabilization of immediately adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite
base foundation along the trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the path along the
adjacent hillside where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The redirection
will be achieved through the cutting of three short switchbacks into the landscaped hillside on either
side of the existing trail. The proposed realignment also includes the establishment of a street
crossing perpendicular to Camino Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other
existing trails and equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include
utilizing fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to a
new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the installation of
two‐rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing concrete culvert crossings
for equestrian and rider safety.

1.2 ‐ Project Area
The project area is located in the City of Anaheim, within Orange County, California (Exhibit 1). It is
located within an unsectioned portion of the Santiago De Santa Ana Land Grant on the Orange,
California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5‐minute topographic quadrangle (Exhibit 2). Gramercy
Trail is generally located north of Interstate 5 (I‐5), south of State Route 91 (SR‐91), east of SR‐55,
and west of SR‐241 (Exhibit 3). The site occurs on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 224‐199‐3 and
224‐387‐2.
The project area has been defined as the existing trail and the proposed redirection, with an
additional buffer of 5 feet on either side of the proposed stabilization and improvements. It extends
from the northern trailhead location at Camino Grande, up the current Gramercy Trail and along the
proposed switchbacks, to the southern trail termination at an Orange County Water District access
road servicing a nearby water tower.

1.3 ‐ Assessment Team
FCS Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, MA, RPA conducted the pedestrian survey and authored this
report. Professional qualifications for the assessment team can be found in Appendix E.
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Cultural Setting

SECTION 2: CULTURAL SETTING
Following is a brief overview of the prehistory, ethnography, and historic background, providing a
context in which to understand the background and relevance of sites found in the general APE. This
section is not intended to be a comprehensive review of the current resources available; rather, it
serves as a general overview.
Further details can be found in ethnographic studies, mission records, and major published sources,
including Beardsley (1948), Bennyhoff (1950), Fredrickson (1973), Kroeber (1925), Chartkoff and
Chartkoff (1984), and Moratto (1984).

2.1 ‐ Prehistoric Background
Fagan (2003), Moratto (1984) and Chartkoff and Chartkoff (1984) provide recent overviews of
California archaeology and historical reviews of the inland southern California coast, among other
locales. The most accepted regional chronology for coastal and inland southern California is from
Wallace’s four‐part Horizon format (1955), which was later updated and revised by Warren (1968),
and most recently by Chartkoff and Chartkoff (1984). The latter modified the term “Period” to
“Horizon,” a term more common among researchers today.

2.1.1 ‐ Early Man
Spanning the period from approximately 17000 to 9500 Before Present (BP), archaeological
assemblages attributed to the Early Man Period are characterized by large projectile points and scrapers.
The limited data available suggests that prehistoric populations focused on hunting and gathering,
moving about the region in small nomadic groups. Technologies associated with ocean resource
gathering would have likely been utilized, but the sea level during this period was lower than it is today,
meaning that sites on the coast are inundated and unavailable for study. Californians of this period are
viewed as populations of big game hunters that were mobile enough to pursue herds. The entirety of
California may have been occupied near the beginning of the Holocene epoch, about 11,750 years ago.
During the Holocene, sea levels rose about 60 meters between 11750 and 7000 years BP, due to melting
of the Pleistocene ice sheet in the higher latitudes. Although the sea level was about 120 meters lower
off the coast of California roughly 22,000 years ago (Milne et al. 2005), sea level stabilization began
about 7,000 years ago and only a slight rise has occurred since then.
Pleistocene flora and fauna are regularly uncovered from sediments at the La Brea tar pits, deep
construction‐related excavations in coastal Orange County and in the Santa Ana watershed. Such
studies reinforce the idea that much of southern California exhibited a climate similar to that of
Monterey or the San Francisco Bay area during this period (Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984), with
slightly drier conditions away from the coast.

2.1.2 ‐ Millingstone
As part of the slow restabilization effect of the melting continental ice sheet, rising sea levels and
other environmental changes up to the end of the Early Man Period, the southern California climate
FirstCarbon Solutions
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became warmer and drier. Known as the Altithermal, Fagan (2003) notes that after 8500 BP, the
climate of most of California became warmer and much drier, and remained so for 4,000 years.
Native groups altered their subsistence characteristics to compensate. Characterized by the
appearance of handstones and millingstones that would have been used to grind seeds, the
Millingstone Period tentatively dates to between 9500 and 3000 BP. Artifact assemblages in early
Millingstone sites reflect an emphasis on foraging subsistence systems. Because shrubby vegetative
communities replaced the temperate forest, native populations would likely have shifted to seasonal
rounds to take advantage of new patterns of seed ripening. Little is known about the types of
cultural changes that would be needed, but the types of artifacts seen during this period can infer
the subsistence systems.
Artifact assemblages typically included choppers and scraper planes, but there is a general lack of
projectile points. Large projectile points began to appear in the late portion of the Millingstone
Period, which suggests the development of a more diverse economy. The distribution of
Millingstone sites reflects the theory that aboriginal groups may have followed a modified central‐
based wandering settlement pattern. In this semi‐sedentary pattern, a base camp would have been
occupied for a portion of the year, but small population groups seasonally occupied subsidiary camps
in order to exploit resources not generally available near the base camp. Sedentism apparently
increased in areas possessing an abundance of resources that were available for longer periods. Arid
inland regions would have provided a more dispersed and sporadic resource base, further restricting
sedentary occupations to locations near permanent water. The duration and intensity of
encampment occupations increased, especially in the latter half of the period in the coastal areas.
Huge shellmounds near coastal habitats indicated more intensive sedentism after 5000 BP (Fagan
2003), suggesting an increase in population.

2.1.3 ‐ Intermediate
Dating between 3000 and 1250 BP, the Intermediate Period represents a transitional period.
Excavated assemblages retain many attributes of the Millingstone Period but with more elaborate
and diverse artifact types in these deposits. Additionally, Intermediate Period sites can contain
large‐stemmed or notched, small projectile points suggestive of bow and arrow use, especially near
the end of the period, and the use of portable grinding tools continues. Intensive use of mortar and
pestles signaled processing of acorns as the primary vegetative staple rather than a mixed diet of
seeds and acorns. Because of a general lack of data, neither the settlement and subsistence systems
nor the cultural evolution of this period are well understood, but it is very likely that the nomadic
ways continued. It has been proposed that sedentism increased with the exploitation of storable
food resources, such as acorns, but coastal sites from the period exhibit higher fishing activity than
in previous periods. The first permanently occupied villages make their appearance (Chartkoff and
Chartkoff 1984).

2.1.4 ‐ Late Prehistoric
Extending from 1250 BP to Spanish Contact in 1769, the Late Prehistoric Period reflects a slight
increase in technological sophistication and diversity. Exploitation of marine resources continued to
intensify. Assemblages characteristically contain projectile points, and toward the end of the period
12
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the size of the points decrease and notched and stemmed bases appear, which imply the use of the
bow and arrow. Use of personal ornaments, such as shell beads, is widely distributed east of the
coast suggesting well‐organized and codified trade networks. In addition, assemblages include
steatite bowls, asphaltum, grave goods, and elaborate shell ornaments. Use of bedrock milling
stations was widespread during this horizon. Increased hunting efficiency and widespread
exploitation of acorns provided reliable and storable food resources. Village size increases, and
some of these villages may hold 1,500 persons or more (Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984). Analyses of
skeletons show that the first signs of malnutrition appear in this period, signaling greater
competition for food resources (Fagan 2003).
The earliest part of this period may have seen an incursion of Cupan‐Takic speakers from the Great
Basin country (the so‐called “Shoshonean wedge” of Kroeber 1925), who may have replaced the
Hokan speakers in the area. At the time of Spanish conquest, Cupan‐Takic speakers were located in
Orange County, western Riverside County, and the Los Angeles Basin (Gabrielino, Juaneño and
Cahuilla peoples). Serran‐Takic speakers are now represented by the Serranos in the San Bernardino
Mountains. Recent work (O’Neil 2002) has concluded that the “Shoshonean wedge” is misnamed:
the original Los Angeles inhabitants replaced by the incoming Takic‐speakers may have actually been
Yuman speakers (similar to those in the California Delta region of the Colorado River) and not Hokan
Salinan‐Seri (Chumash) speakers as was suggested by Kroeber.
At the time of Spanish conquest, local Indian groups were composed of constantly moving and
shifting clans and cultures. Early ethnographers applied the concept of territorial boundaries to local
Indian groups purely as a conceptualization device, and the data was based on fragmented
information provided to them from secondhand sources.

2.2 ‐ Native American Background
The project lies in the northeastern region of an area currently mapped to have been utilized by the
Juaneño. However, historic sources (Bean and Smith 1978) depict the region as a “crossroads”
associated with three indigenous cultures: The Juaneño, the Gabrielino, and the Luiseño. This
statement appears to be a relatively accurate description of the state of affairs prior to the incursion
of the Spanish, Mexican, and Americans in the 1700s and 1800s.

2.2.1 ‐ Juaneño
The APE lies within the northeastern portion of the traditional use area of the Juaneño people of the
Acjachemen Nation. Named by the Spanish for their association with Mission San Juan Capistrano in
what is now southern Orange County, the Juaneño are believe dot be closely related to their
southerly neighbors, the Luiseño (Bean and Smith 1978; Bean and Shipek 1978). Historically, the
Juaneño spoke a language that belongs to the Cupan group of the Takic subfamily of the Uto‐Aztecan
language family (a language family that includes the Shoshoean groups of the Great Basin).
Juaneño settlement and subsistence systems may extend back in time to the beginning of the Late
Prehistoric Period about A.D. 650. The Juaneño were semi‐sedentary hunters and gatherers. One of the
most important food resources for inland groups was acorns gathered from oak groves in canyons,
drainages, and foothills. Acorns were ground into flour using mortars and pestles. Seeds from sage and
FirstCarbon Solutions
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grasses, goosefoot, and California buckwheat were collected and ground into meal with manos and
metates. Protein was supplied through the meat of deer, rabbits, and other animals, hunted with the
bow and arrow or trapped using snares, nets, and deadfalls. Coastal dwellers collected shellfish and
used carved shell hooks for fishing in bay/estuary, near shore, and kelp bed zones. Dried fish and
shellfish were probably traded for inland products such as acorns and deer meat.
The Juaneño lived in villages of up to 250 people located near permanent water and a variety of food
sources. Each village was typically located at the center of an established territory from which
resources for the group were gathered. Small groups left the village for short periods of time to
hunt, fish, and gather plant foods. While away from the village, they established temporary camps
and created locations where food and other materials were processed. Archaeologically, such
locations are evidenced by manos and metates for seed grinding, bedrock mortars for acorn
pulverizing, and lithic scatters indicating manufacturing or maintenance of stone tools used in
hunting or butchering. Overnight stays in field camps are evidenced by fire‐affected rock used in
hearths (Kroeber 1925; White 1963; O’Neil 1988).
The San Juan Basin was densely populated and villages were closely spaced because of the year‐round
availability of fresh water in San Juan Creek and its tributaries. Juaneño territory has been reported to
have ranged from the mouth of the Santa Ana River in the north to the San Onofre and Las Pulgas areas
in the south, and from the Pacific coast in the west to the upper reaches of the Santa Ana Mountains in
the east, where the Luiseno territory began (Kroeber 1925; Koerper and Mason 1998).
Archaeological excavations throughout Orange County attribute multiple complex village sites to the
Acjachemen Nation. The village of Acjacheme was located just east of the present location of
Mission San Juan Capistrano. The village of Putuidem was located at the confluence of Oso and
Trabuco Creeks and is represented by archaeological site ORA‐855 (Koerper and Mason 1998) and
may also be represented by other adjacent sites. The village of Tobna was located on the east bank
of San Juan Creek near its mouth and may be represented by archaeological site ORA‐21. The village
of Sajavit was located at the original mission site (O’Neil 1988).
Initial contact with Europeans occurred as a result of the Portolá expedition in 1969, but the Juaneño
were not officially taken under the Catholic system until later. In 1775, the original Mission San Juan
Capistrano was established but was almost immediately abandoned when the Spanish fathers and
soldiers were forced to rush south in order to assist with a Native American uprising in San Diego.
The initial mission site was reported to be halfway between the mouth of Cañada Gobernadora and
the present mission location somewhere on the LaCoaugue Ranch (CA‐ORA‐243) (Geiger 1967;
Meadows 1967). The new mission was officially established in 1776 at a different location and was
moved again in 1778 to its present location nearer to the dependable water source of Arroyo
Trabuco (Hallan‐Gibson 1986).

2.2.2 ‐ Gabrielino
The APE lies at the southwestern boundary of the Gabrielino cultural area as defined by Kroeber (1925)
and Bean and Smith (1978). Historically, the Gabrielino spoke a language that belongs to the Cupan
group of the Takic subfamily of the Uto‐Aztecan language family (a language family that includes the
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Shoshoean groups of the Great Basin). The total Gabrielino population 350 years ago was roughly 5,000
persons, based on an estimate of 100 small villages of 50 to 200 people each (Goldberg and Arnold
1988). Their range is generally thought to have been located on the Pacific coast from Malibu to San
Pedro Bay and south to Aliso Creek, then east to Temescal Canyon and the San Bernardino area, and
north to the headwaters of the San Gabriel River. This large area encompasses the City of Los Angeles,
and much of Rancho Cucamonga, Corona, Glendale, and Long Beach. In general, Gabrielino peoples
occupied most of the fertile bottomlands in the Los Angeles basin. Some of the Gabrielino people
prefer to be referred to as Tongva, an endonym of their original language and tribal name before
Europeanized names were assigned to them by Spanish explorers.
The first modern social analyses of Gabrielino culture took place in the early part of the 20th century
(Kroeber 1925), but by that time acculturation and disease had taken their toll. The population
studied at that time was a remnant of their cultural form prior to contact with the Spanish
Missionaries. During his analysis of the Gabrielino people, Kroeber regards them as the most
advanced and wealthiest group south of the Tehachapi, except for the Chumash. The Gabrielino
were recorded as a chief‐oriented society of semi‐sedentary hunter‐gatherers. Technology was
sophisticated and reflected seasonal resource exploitation originating from village‐centered
territories. Influenced by the wide variety of coastal and interior environmental settings, their
material culture was quite elaborate and consisted of well‐made wood, bone, stone, and shell items.
Located in an area of extreme environmental diversity, large villages may have been permanent, such
as that found on or near Red Hill in Alta Loma, with satellite villages utilized seasonally. Village
populations ranged from 10 to 50 inhabitants and practiced exogamy. Multiple settlements were
united under the leadership of a tomyaar, or chief, whose position of leadership was inherited
patrilineally. The tomyaar served as a religious leader, a military leader, a civil administrator,
presided as judge over village disputes, and acted as the distributor of village wealth. Village living
structures were large, domed, and circular thatched rooms that may have housed multiple families.
The society exhibited ranked individuals, possibly chiefs, who possessed a much higher level of
economic power than unranked persons did (Kroeber 1925).
Because of its size and wealth, the Gabrielino culture may have held a position of cultural influence over
other groups (Kroeber 1925). Kroeber (1925) records an event in which the hallucinogenic plant Datura
meteloides, or Jimson weed, is ingested prior to dancing and singing in a ritual dedicated to the deity
Chinigchinch. He believed that this religious practice originated with the Gabrielino culture and was
adopted by neighboring bands of Juaneño, Luiseño, Cupeño, and Diegeño peoples.
The Gabrielino relied on both inland and coastal resources for subsistence. They hunted small and
large game, predominately rabbit and deer, and gathered a number of plant products, including
buckwheat, chía, acorns, yucca, berries, and fruits. Seasonal camps along the coast and near
estuaries reflect fishing practices, the gathering of shellfish, and the hunting of waterfowl (McCawley
1996). The Gabrielino people living on Catalina Island would have relied on many of the same
resources, with less variety and abundance of plant and seed resources. This was likely
supplemented by increased reliance on and consumption of various marine sources.
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2.2.3 ‐ Luiseño
The study area is also located at the northwestern boundary of the territory associated with the
Luiseño, a tribe once associated with the San Luis Rey Mission at Oceanside, California. Historically,
the Luiseño spoke a language that belongs to the Cupan group of the Takic subfamily of the Uto‐
Aztecan language family (a language family that includes the Shoshoean groups of the Great Basin).
In addition, the study area is close to the ethnic boundaries of the Juaneño group. These groups
spoke languages closely related to the Luiseño (also part of the Cupan group) and once shared many
common cultural traits.
The Luiseño were characterized by the occupation of sedentary autonomous village groups in
subsistence territories that permitted them to reach the majority of their resources within a day’s
walk. Villages were commonly located along valley bottoms, streams, or coastal strands. Inland
populations had access to fishing and gathering sites on the coast, which they used during the winter
months. Luiseño subsistence was centered around the gathering of acorns, seeds, greens, bulbs,
roots, berries, and other vegetal foods. This was supplemented with hunting mammals such as deer,
antelope, rabbit, woodrat, ground squirrels, and mice, as well as quail, doves, ducks, and other birds.
Bands along the coast also exploited marine resources, such as sea mammals, fish, crustaceans, and
mollusks. Inland, trout and other fish were taken from mountain streams (Bean and Shipek 1978).
In comparison with the Gabrieleño to the north and the Cahuilla of the inland deserts, the Luiseño
appear to have had a higher population density and a more rigid social structure. Villages had
hereditary chiefs who controlled religious, economic, and territorial activities (Bean and Shipek
1978; Boscana 1933). An advisory council of ritual specialists and shamans was consulted for
environmental and other knowledge. Large villages located along the coast or in inland valleys may
have had more complex social and political structures than settlements controlling smaller territories
(Bean and Shipek 1978; Strong 1929).
Because of their strong social infrastructure, the Luiseño patterns may have been relatively stable
until late in the mission secularization period. Although initial contact with Europeans occurred as a
result of the Portolá expedition in 1969, the Luiseño were not taken into the Catholic system until
1798 when Mission San Luis Rey was established. The policy of the Catholic Mission fathers or
padres to maintain imported European traditional style settlement and economic patterns
eventually suppressed traditional Luiseño subsistence methods and cultural traditions. However, the
Luiseño were successful at retaining their language and certain rituals and ceremonies. Starting in
the 1970s, there was a revival of interest in the Luiseño language and classes were organized in
order to pass this knowledge on. Since then, traditional games, songs, and dances have been
performed, traditional foods have been gathered and prepared, and traditional medicines and curing
procedures have been practiced (Bean and Shipek 1978). Today, many Luiseño bands offer
educational outreach programs and even organize annual traditional foods and crafts festivals.
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2.3 ‐ Historic Background
2.3.1 ‐ The Spanish Period (1769–1821)
Father Junipero Serra was sent to Alta California to create a chain of Missions and Mission outposts
to bring Christianity to the indigenous population and create a foundation for Spanish colonization of
the region. Located between the previously established presidios in Monterey and San Diego, Serra
had military assistance in his quest and the coastal region of California came under early control.
The arrival of the Portolá Expedition in 1769 marked the first efforts at extending Spanish control
into Alta California through the establishment of Catholic missions. This move by the Spanish King
Carlos III was intended to protect Pacific Coast shipping against Russian or English occupation of the
area. Beginning in San Diego, the padres surveyed the lands as far north as Monterey Bay and
secured them for the Spanish Crown. Mission sites were selected on the way north by Fathers Crespi
and Gomez (Hallan‐Gibson 1986).
In 1775 the original Mission San Juan Capistrano was established but was almost immediately
abandoned when the Spanish fathers and soldiers were forced to rush south in order to assist with a
Native American uprising in San Diego. The initial mission site was reported to be halfway between
the mouth of Cañada Gobernadora and the present mission location somewhere on the LaCoaugue
Ranch (CA‐ORA‐243) (Geiger 1967; Meadows 1967). The new mission was officially established in
1776 at a different location and was moved again in 1778 to its present location nearer to the
dependable water source of Arroyo Trabuco (Hallan‐Gibson 1986). The Native inhabitants were
brought under control of the mission system and converted to Catholicism. They were formed into
villages near the mission and put to work in the various farming, herding, candle and soap making,
iron smelting, and weaving and tanning operations. In its first year, 1,649 baptisms were recorded at
mission San Juan Capistrano and its successes was measured by the fact that nearly one thousand
neophytes lived on or near the large mission compound. An increasing population led to the
building of numerous adobe homes for the native and intermarried families with ties to the Mission.
In 1807, 34 adobes were built or remodeled. Records from 1811 reveal a prosperous year, with the
Mission producing many tons of wheat, barley, corn, and beans, and thousands of head of cattle,
sheep, and horses (Edgar and Edgar 2002).

2.3.2 ‐ The Mexican Period (1821–1848)
After years of internal fighting, Mexico achieved its independence from Spain in 1821 and Alta
California became the northern frontier of the State of Mexico. The Mission padres were forced to
swear allegiance to Mexico in 1822. Secularization of the missions took place over the next decade
and the former mission lands were transferred to Mexican elites that had laid claim to them.
Administration of the southern California ranchos shifted to Mexican hands about 1824, but
effective control did not occur until the early 1830s. Once the ranchos were secularized, the
Mexican administrators began granting vast tracts of the original Mission properties to members of
prominent families whom had helped cut ties from the Spanish system. The Mission padres were
forced to swear allegiance to Mexico in 1822. Secularization of the missions took place over the next
decade and the former mission lands were transferred to the large Mexican families that had settled
in the area. The Secularization Act went into legal effect in 1834 and mission San Juan Capistrano
was the first mission to undergo the process.
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Near the end of the mission period, lands across southern California were sold and resold many
times over, and the Rancho of Orange County was no exception. The first land grant in Orange
County included the land between the Santa Ana and San Gabriel rivers, which was given to Manuel
Nieto in 1784. The Rancho Santiago de Santa Ana, went to Juan Grijalva, who passed it to his son‐in‐
law, who eventually passed it to his grandson. There followed a period of growth and development
as rancheros built adobe homes, ran large herds of cattle and sheep, engaged in foreign trade, and
dabbled in politics (Hallan‐Gibson 1986).

2.3.3 ‐ Historic Anaheim
California was drawn into the Mexican‐American War in 1846, and Governor Pico fled the oncoming
American Army. After the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the war in 1848, Alta California
entered the Union. The land claims of the rancheros were scheduled to be upheld, but subsequent
laws required the landowners to prove their claims, requiring considerable time and expense. The
ownership and resource rights or previously established Spanish and Mexican land grants were in a
state of uncertainty. While some larger Ranchos remained in family hands, even more lands were
seized by the United States Land Commission.
Although California shifted into American hands, development of much of the inland coastal regions
was slow, while the coastal lands were quickly turned over. During the 1850s, much of modern
Riverside County and Orange County was still simple cattle and sheep ranches. The Anaheim area
was purchased from the family of Juan Pacifoca Ontiveros, the owners of the Rancho San Juan Cajon
de Santa Ana, and was settled by German immigrants in 1857. Led by George Hansen representing
the Los Angeles Vineyard Society, the colony of German farmers and vintners settled on 200 acres in
the area now utilized as Anaheim’s downtown area. The group purchased the land for
approximately $2300 and soon laid out a town of 50‐acre plots and 64 city lots. Soon roads were
laid out, irrigation ditches were dug and homes were built. The word “Anaheim” is composed of the
name of the Santa Ana River and the German word for home—“heim.” The first settlers included
farmers, writers, artists, and musicians and soon an opera house and a school were built within the
Colony area (Armor 1921; Faessel 2006).
The newcomers planted 400,000 grape vines, but a disease wiped out the vines in the 1870s and the
land was replanted with citrus groves. The first commercially grown oranges in Orange County were
grown in Anaheim and the growers attributed their success to the mild climate and protective hills.
Walnuts and chili peppers were also important crops.
The City was incorporated in 1876 with a population of 881. By 1887, the Santa Fe Railroad came to
the City, creating a link to the East Coast markets for the products grown in the area. This vital
system allowed the agricultural products to be shipped to other points and creating a solid
foundation for the City’s growth. The City grew slowly, but steadily and by 1920, the population was
over 5,500 people. The City acquired all the elements of a developing city with schools, churches,
small family owned businesses, parks, and cultural centers (Armor 1921; Faessel 2006; City of
Anaheim 2015).
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By 1950, the town’s population had grown to over 14,000 people but the City was poised on the
edge of major changes. World War II was over in 1945, and the post‐war era brought increased
prosperity across the United States. A “baby boom” had increased the population dramatically, and
California underwent an economic and industrial boom period. Thousands of soldiers had passed
through California on the way to the Pacific war theaters and many returned with their memories of
palm trees, sunny climate and lots of opportunity. Soon cities across Southern California found their
populations expanding rapidly, suburban tract homes were under construction across the valleys,
and soon the infrastructure systems had to be upgraded to meet the new demands for schools,
roads, electrical and utility services. The construction of I‐5 began in the mid‐1950s and soon the
cities of Southern California began to expand along the freeway corridor (Faessel 2007; City of
Anaheim 2015).
At this critical time, Walt Disney began to implement his dream of building a family‐centered park.
Seeking a suitable site for his park, Disney chose Anaheim and after much negotiation and planning,
he entered into a contract with ABC television to produce a television show. In addition, ABC
produced the money to build his theme park, which has become a world‐famous attraction. The
grand opening took place in July 1955. By the 7th week, the one millionth guest had entered its gates
and it was deemed a success (Faessel 2007; City of Anaheim 2015).
The success of Disneyland greatly affected the growth of Anaheim with the steady influx of tourists,
the overall rising population of Southern California, and the industrial boom of the surrounding area.
Everything had to be expanded—police and fire departments, utilities, housing, a new library,
schools, and the number of motels for Disneyland guests. A major hotel industry with restaurants,
shops, and infrastructure services all became central to the City’s development. The City of Anaheim
took a big gamble in 1967 with the construction of the Anaheim Convention Center but it succeeded
and soon it was filled to capacity, greatly increasing the City’s revenue. Plans were also underway to
build the Anaheim Stadium as a home for the Los Angeles Angels baseball team (Faessel 2007; City
of Anaheim 2015).
During the 1970s, the Stadium began hosting all types of musical and sporting events, bringing major
revenue to the City’s coffers. The old orange groves gave way to new commercial shopping centers,
business parks, and office complexes over the years from the 1970s to the present time. The pace of
growth has continued steadily as Anaheim has proven to be a major tourist and business center. In
the late 1980s, ground was broken for a new Pacific Bell facility that would bring 1,000 employees
back to downtown, energizing the local economy. A new city hall was built in the 1990s,
redevelopment and revitalization projects gave new life to older areas of the City, producing more
jobs and growth potential. The City has expanded greatly from its early beginnings as a small
agricultural colony into an important and vital Southern California city.

2.3.4 ‐ Anaheim Hills
As the population and entertainment center of Anaheim proper continued to grow, new
communities were developed in the eastern portions of the City to meet the demands of the
housing market. The APE is located within Anaheim Hills, a planned sub‐community of Anaheim still
located within the city limits. Anaheim Hills is bordered in the west by SR‐55, in the north by SR‐91
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and in the east by the Riverside County line. Prior to the 1970s, the area of modern Anaheim Hills
was largely undeveloped with a low density of small communities such as Peralta Hills and Mohler
Loop, divided by large ranch and grazing lands elsewhere. The largest ranch, owned by Louis Nohl,
was sold in 1970 to the corporation of Texaco Industries, which announced its plans to create a
massive master planned community of townhomes, homes, and large estates fully equipped with
recreational man‐made lakes and resort amenities. While the land was eventually determined to be
unable to support the water features of the original plan, the remaining community elements were
under construction by 1971. Development continued steadily into the 1990s when the easternmost
parts of Anaheim, near Weir Canyon Road, were developed into two new communities. In 2007, the
Irvine Company was approved to develop a parcel of land they had owned for over 50 years, but
instead decided to donate the land to the County to be preserved as open space (City of Anaheim
2015).
The appeal of Anaheim Hills was that it stood out against the dense civic center and boasted a more
rural feel by incorporating undeveloped hills in its “landform grading” approach. This led to the
establishment of numerous natural parks and trails hidden amidst the housing tracts. Gramercy
Trail, the site of the project area, is one of these.
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SECTION 3: RESULTS
3.1 ‐ Records Searches
3.1.1 ‐ South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC)
On November 11, 2015, FCS Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, MA, RPA, received records search results
from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) located at California State University,
Fullerton. The records search included the project area and a 1‐mile search radius beyond the
proposed project boundaries. To identify any resources within the study area or search radius,
current inventories of the National Register of Historic Places (NR), the California Register for
Historical Resources (CR), the California Historical Landmarks (CHL), and the California Points of
Historical Interest (CPHI) were examined. The California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) for
Orange County was also reviewed to determine any local resources that have been previously
evaluated for historic significance.
The results of the records search indicated that five resources are on file with the SCCIC as having been
previously recorded within the search radius, none of which are located within the proposed project
area (Table 1). All of these previously recorded resources were prehistoric and included five lithic
scatters, some with associated groundstone fragments. The closest known resource to the project area
is located approximately 3,062 feet to the southwest near the Santiago Creek embankments. In
addition, 24 cultural resource studies are on file with the SCCIC as having been conducted within the
search radius (Table 2). One of these reports included the candidate location, indicating that the
project area has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. There were no listed or potentially
eligible resources or properties within the search radius on the Orange County HRI, NR, CR, CHL or
CHPI inventories (Table 3). Confidential records search results can be found in Appendix A.

Table 1: Known Cultural Resources within a 1‐mile Radius of the Project Area
Site Number

Distance from Project Area

P‐30‐001017
CA‐ORA‐001017

4,065 feet south

Prehistoric; lithic scatter (AP02) of quartzite and felsite
flakes, hammerstones, a chopper, metate fragment,
quartzite core, and two debitage flakes. Recorded 1982.

P‐30‐001018
CA‐ORA‐001018

3,273 feet south

Prehistoric; lithic scatter (AP02) of multiple manos and
metates, hammerstone, and possible game ball (AP16) with
numerous debitage flakes. Recorded 1982.

P‐30‐001019
CA‐ORA‐001019

3,115 feet south‐
southwest

Prehistoric; lithic scatter (AP02) with a complete metate,
three metate fragments, two hammerstones, a core and
multiple flakes. Recorded 1982.

P‐30‐001020
CA‐ORA‐001020

4,752 feet south‐
southeast

Prehistoric; lithic scatter (AP02) including 10‐15 quartzite
debitage flakes. Recorded 1982.
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Table 1 (cont.): Known Cultural Resources within a 1‐mile Radius of the Project Area
Site Number

Distance from Project Area

Resource Description

P‐30‐001273
CA‐ORA‐001273

3,062 feet southwest

Prehistoric; lithic scatter (AP02) including a dense scatter of
lithic debitage and some chipped tools. Rock feature
(AP08) composed of a ring‐shaped grouping of utilized
granitic/schist/sandstone groundstones including five
metate fragments, nine manos, and numerous cored with
flakes. Recorded 1991.

Table 2: Cultural Resources Reports within a 1‐mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Number

Additional Details

OR‐00123

Roger J. Desaultes; 1976

Archaeological Survey Report on 7.5 Acres of Land
Located in the Orange Park Acres Area of the County
of Orange.

OR‐00386

Nancy A. Whitney; 1977

Archaeological Survey Report on a Three (+) Acre
Parcel of Land in the Orange Park Acres Area of the
County of Orange.

OR‐00594

Roberta S. Greenwood; 1980

Cultural Resources Overview of the Serrano
Substation to Mira Loma Substation Transmission
Route Alternatives Corridor Right‐of‐Way.

OR‐00640

Roger J. Desaultes; 1981

Cultural Resources Report on Tract 11600 Located in
the Santa Ana Canyon Area of the County of Orange.

OR‐00651

Marie G. Cottrell; 1983

Archaeological Resources Survey Conducted for
Santiago Oaks Regional Park, County of Orange, Ca.

OR‐00778

Christopher E. Drover; 1976

Archaeological Reconnaissance of the Santiago Creek
Specific Plan Property.

OR‐00788

Stephen Bouscaren; 1985

An Archaeological Assessment of the Proposed
Valley‐Serrano 500 Kv Transmission Line Corridor,
Orange and Riverside Counties, California.

OR‐00801

Paul E. Langenwalter and James
Brock; 1985

Phase II Archaeological Studies Prado Basin and the
Lower Santa Ana River.

OR‐00812

Kathleen Del Chario and Marie
G. Cottrell; 1985

Cultural Resources Assessment for the Villa Park Site,
Orange County, California.

OR‐00949

Robert S. Brown and Marie G.
Cottrell; 1988

Tentative Tract 13125: 195.3 Acre Parcel Located in
the Peralta Hills, Orange County, California.

OR‐01116

Ronald M. Bissell; 1991

Excavation of Archaeological Site CA‐ORA‐1273,
Anaheim Hills/Santiago Creek Area, Orange County,
California

Patricia R. Jertberg; 1997

Phase I Historic Property Survey Report Serrano
Heights, City of Orange, Orange County, California.

OR‐01635
(Addresses
Project Area)
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Table 2 (cont.): Cultural Resources Reports within a 1‐mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Number

Author/Date

Additional Details

OR‐01740

Brant A. Brechbiel; 1998

Cultural Resource Records Search and Literature
Review Report for Pacific Bell Mobile Services
Telecommunications Facility: Cm 388‐11 in the City
of Orange, California.

OR‐02143

Christopher E. Drover; 1985

Cultural Resources Assessment for the Walnut
Canyon EIR, Anaheim.

OR‐02146

Curt Duke; 1999

Cultural Resources Assessment for NEPA Expiration
for Pacific Bell Mobile Services Telecommunications
Facility Cm 318‐04, County of Orange.

OR‐02147

Philippe Lapin; 2000

Cultural Resource Assessment for Pacific Bell
Wireless Facility Cm 102‐01, County of Orange.

OR‐03109

Caprice D. Harper; 2004

Cultural Resource Assessment for Cingular Wireless
Facility no. Sc 177‐01, City and County of Orange,
California.

OR‐03274

Sherri Gust; 2003

Archaeological and Paleontological Evaluation
Report and Mitigation Plan for the Robbers Peak
Subdivision Project, Anaheim, Orange County,
California.

OR‐03528

Robert J. Wlodarski; 2009

Records Search and Field Reconnaissance for Bechtel
Wireless Site OC0199A.

OR‐03827

Phil Fulton; 2009

Cultural Resource Assessment Verizon Wireless
Services Santiago Oaks Facility City of Orange,
Orange County, California.

OR‐03989

Mark Deering and Roger D.
Mason; 2011

Cultural Resources Documentation and Monitoring
of Southern California Edison Access Roads During
Maintenance by the Orange County Fire Authority,
2010, Orange County, California.

OR‐04029

Mark Deering and Roger D.
Mason; 2010

Cultural Resources Monitoring of Southern California
Edison Access Roads Maintained by the Orange
County Fire Authority, Orange County, California
(JPA E6088‐0031; I.O. 305869).

OR‐04098

Robert J. Wlodarski and Diane
Bonner; 2010

Cultural Resources Records Search and
Archaeological Survey Results for the Proposed
Royal Street Communications California LLC, Site
LA28563E (Eaton Portico) Located at Eaton Court
and Portico Terrace, Orange, Orange County,
California.
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Table 3: Resources within a 1‐mile Radius of the Study Area with Listed or Eligible Status
on the Orange County HRI, NR, CR, CHL, and/or CHPI Inventories
Site Primary Number/Address

Distance from Project Area

Resource Description

None

None

None

There has been an abundance of surveys and previous cultural resource assessments conducted
within the 1‐mile search radius and resulting in approximately 50 percent coverage. The center of
the search radius, including the proposed project area, has been thoroughly investigated. There
have been a number of intensive pedestrian surveys within the southern portion of the search
radius, focusing on the alignment of Santiago Creek. The northern portion of the search radius has
received very little investigative coverage. All five previously recorded prehistoric resources exist
near the far southern boundary of the search radius, near Santiago Greek. This indicates that
despite thorough survey coverage and recent development, prehistoric resources have not been
found in the areas adjacent to the proposed project. Interpretation of the available data indicates
that prehistoric resources are more likely to be encountered south of the project area, closer to the
natural freshwater source of Santiago Creek.

3.1.2 ‐ Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search
On October 26, 2015, FCS sent a letter to the NAHC in an effort to determine whether any sacred
sites are listed on its Sacred Lands File for the project area. A second request was sent to the NAHC
on November 9, 2015. A response from the NAHC was received on November 10, 2015, and it noted
that the Sacred Lands File search was returned with negative results. A list of five Native American
tribal members who may have additional knowledge regarding the presence of cultural resources
within the project area was included with the results. Copies of NAHC correspondences can be
found in Appendix D.

3.1.3 ‐ Historic Aerial Photographs Review
FCS reviewed historic aerial photographs for the project area, obtained from the National
Environmental Title Research (NETR) database, dating back to 1942. The imagery indicated that
there were some unpaved roads present in the vicinity of the project area by 1952, but that no
development of any kind occurred in the nearby region until 1980. On the 1980 photograph, mass
grading efforts can be clearly seen to the north of the project area. By 1994, the area having been
previously graded has been completely developed into residential tracts. Residential development
to the south of the project area does not appear until the 2002 aerial photograph, which illustrates
many unoccupied yet fully graded housing pads awaiting residential construction. By the 2003 aerial
photograph, all of the previously unoccupied housing pads have been developed and contain single‐
family residences. The immediate region surrounding the project area has remained largely
unaltered since the last large development phase in 2002/2003.
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3.1.4 ‐ University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) Records Search
On December 16, 2015, FCS sent a request to Dr. Kenneth Finger, PhD, to conduct a records search
of the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) database in order to determine if
any of the underlying geologic formations held the potential to yield fossilized remains. The results
of the records search indicated that the project area is in a region characterized by Miocene rocks,
often overlain by Quaternary landslide deposits. The trail lies over the Soquel Canyon Member
(Tpsq) and the Yorba Member (Tpy) of the Puente Formation. The Puente Formation is considered
highly sensitive and has yielded significant marine vertebrates, including fossilized fish and whales.
The UCMP database search revealed no known vertebrate localities within the 1‐mile search radius.
For the Puente Formation as a whole, the database lists only two vertebrate localities, one in Los
Angeles County (no fossils recorded) and the other along Aliso Creek in southern Orange County,
which yield remnants of an operculum (bony gill cover) of a fish.
The closest known locality to the project area is approximately 3 miles south. This locality (1056)
was found in the Miocene Topanga Formation (Tt) and yielded elements of the extinct marine
mammal Desmostylus hesperus and shark’s teeth from Isurus tumulus and Carcharodon tembloris.
Dr. Finger concludes that while a paleontological site survey and paleontological monitoring are not
warranted at this time, the Puente Formation is considered highly sensitive in other regions.
Therefore, he recommends mitigation measures be followed in the event of any inadvertent finds.
These mitigation measures will be detailed in the Proposed Mitigation Measures section of this
report. A copy of this Paleontological Records Search can be found in Appendix C.

3.1.5 ‐ Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File Search
On October 26, 2015, FCS sent a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in an
effort to determine whether any sacred sites are listed on its Sacred Lands File for the project area.
A second request was sent to the NAHC on November 9, 2015. A response from the NAHC was
received on November 10, 2015, and it noted that the Sacred Lands File search was returned with
negative results. A list of five Native American tribal members who may have additional knowledge
regarding the presence of cultural resources within the project area was included with the results.
Copies of NAHC correspondences can be found in Appendix D.

3.2 ‐ Pedestrian Survey
FCS Project Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, M.A., RPA surveyed the project area on December 2, 2015.
Approximately 85 percent of the project area consists of existing trail, while the remaining 15 percent
includes the proposed redirection of the existing eroded trail along the current landscaped hillside
through the cutting of three short switchbacks. In these areas of proposed impact, the slope was
approximately 2:1 and ground visibility ranged from 0 to 15 percent, due to dense vegetation coverage.
The northern (lower elevation) portion of the trail has been cut through an engineered slope atop
which rests a residential development. This was evidenced by exposed soil that was clearly locally
sourced, but that retains no intact stratigraphy and has been mixed and compacted for stability. In
this area, roughly 75 percent of the vegetative cover was composed of non‐native, landscaped
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foliage largely employed as erosion control. This was evidenced by the presence of an extensive
sprinkler and irrigation system throughout the northern portion of the project area. Evidence of
previous disturbances can also be seen through the installation of a system of concrete V‐ditches
that direct residential and landscaping runoff to the base of the slope.
The southern (higher elevation) portion of the project area is surrounded by residences to the east,
but an unaltered native hillslope to the west. The landscaping vegetation in this area becomes much
more sparse and the irrigation system does not extend this far up the hillslope. The adjacent, bare,
native hillside is outside the proposed project area, and it is expected that no impacts will be made
to these soils.
No prehistoric or historic resources were recorded during the course of the pedestrian survey. A
complete photographic record of the results of the pedestrian survey can be found in Appendix B.

3.3 ‐ AB 52 Consultations
FCS assisted the City of Anaheim in conducting AB 52 consultations to determine the potential for
the presence of TCR within or near the project area. The City utilized the listing provided by the
NAHC and combined this roster with the information from additional tribal entities that had officially
requested to be consulted under AB 52. As a result, on March 2, 2016 letters were sent to seven
individuals inviting them to consult on the presence of TCR within the project area. On March 5,
2016, a response was received from Andrew Salas of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians‐Kizh
Nation requesting that he, the tribe’s appointed archaeologist, and the tribal botanist be allowed to
survey the project area for TCR prior to development. No additional responses were received.
Copies of all tribal correspondences can be found in Appendix D.
On April 5, 2016, City of Anaheim staff organized a site visit as requested by Andrew Salas.
Attendees included Naomi Gruental, Christine Saunders, and Pamela Galera of the City of Anaheim
Planning Department; Project Archaeologist Coral A. Eginton, MA, RPA, of FCS; and Andrew Salas,
Tim Miguel, Gary Stickel, and Matthew Teutimez of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians‐Kizh
Nation. During the field walk the attendees discussed the need for realignment and safety concerns,
proposed areas of disturbance, depths and widths of disturbances, and the potential for the
presence of subsurface archaeological materials. After brief discussions, Coral A. Eginton and tribal
archaeologist Gary Stickel concluded that, because of the engineered nature of the surrounding
hillslopes and the grade of the slope constituting the project area, there was a low potential to
impact archaeological materials or subsurface TCR during project implementation.
Matthew Teutimez, tribal botanist, educated attendees on the presence of certain native plants
within the project area. As traditionally used biological resources are considered TCR, Mr. Teutimez
requested that any plants of native use removed during project development be donated to the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians‐Kizh Nation for continued traditional use and education. Naomi
Gruenthal, Pamela Galera, and Matthew Teutimez also discussed the potential to develop and install
signage along the trail educating the public on plant species used by native peoples. This idea was a
preliminary proposal and no formal agreements or plans were made for its implementation during
the site visit. A list of parties in attendance and additional project area photographs can be found in
Appendix D.
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SECTION 4: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
4.1 ‐ Discussion
In accordance with CEQA regulations, FCS has assessed the effects of development for the project
area:
Results from the SCCIC indicate that while five previously recorded prehistoric resources are on file
for the 1‐mile search radius, all are located over 0.50 mile outside the current project area to the
south near Santiago Creek. Despite having been intensively surveyed at least twice, no previously
recorded prehistoric or historic resources are located within the project area and none were
observed during the course of the pedestrian survey or the additional AB 52 site walk. Results from
the NAHC correspondences indicated there are no known Sacred Lands or Tribal Cultural Resources
within or near the project area. The additional site walk conducted in conjunction with the City of
Anaheim and members of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians‐Kizh Nation determined there to
be a low potential to encounter subsurface archaeological materials or TCR during project
development.
There are no previously recorded historic resources on file with the SCCIC for the 1‐mile search
radius. The results of the historic aerial photography review from the NETR database indicate that
the project area itself has never been developed and that development of adjacent housing tracts
occurred very recently, throughout the 1980s and early 2000s.
The results of the UCMP Paleontological Records Search indicated that although the Puente
Formation underlying the project are is generally considered sensitive for paleontological resources,
survey and monitoring for paleontological materials is not currently recommended because of the
minimal disturbances proposed by project implementation. However, procedures for inadvertent
finds should be implemented.

4.2 ‐ Recommendations
4.2.1 ‐ Cultural Resources Sensitivity Determinations
Based on the analysis of the records search results, the findings of the pedestrian survey, the NAHC
Sacred Lands File search, the results of AB 52 consultations, and the additional site visit with
planning staff and tribal representatives, the proposed project area has been determined to have a
low sensitivity for prehistoric resources.
Based on the analysis of the records search results, the pedestrian survey, and the historic aerial
photography review, the proposed project area has been determined to have a low sensitivity for
unique or significant historic resources.
Based on the analysis of the Paleontological Records Search, the proposed project area has been
determined to have a low to moderate sensitivity for paleontologic resources.
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4.2.2 ‐ Recommendations
Construction‐related monitoring for cultural resources is not recommended at this time.
Construction‐related monitoring for paleontological resources is not recommended at this time.
Mitigation measures intended to be implemented in the event of the inadvertent discovery of
prehistoric resources, historic resources, paleontologic resources, and human remains are detailed in
the Proposed Mitigation Measures section of this report.

28

FirstCarbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\00550049 Gramercy Trail PI CRA.docx

City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

Inadvertent Discovery Procedures

SECTION 5: PROPOSED MITIGATON MEASURES
5.1 ‐ Accidental Discovery of Cultural Resources
It is always possible that ground‐disturbing activities during construction may uncover previously
unknown, buried cultural resources regardless of sensitivity determinations. The following
mitigation measures should be observed to ensure a less than significant impact:

5.1.1 ‐ Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures
MM CUL‐1

In the event that buried cultural resources are discovered during construction,
operations shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and a qualified
archaeologist shall be consulted to determine whether the resource requires further
study. The qualified archeologist and shall make recommendations to the Lead
Agency on the measures that shall be implemented to protect the discovered
resources, including but not limited to excavation of the finds and evaluation of the
finds in accordance with Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Potentially
significant cultural resources consist of but are not limited to stone, bone, fossils,
wood, or shell artifacts or features, including hearths, structural remains, or historic
dumpsites. Any previously undiscovered resources found during construction within
the project area should be recorded on appropriate Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) forms and evaluated for significance in terms of CEQA criteria.

MM CUL‐2

If the resources are determined to be unique historic resources as defined under
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures shall be identified by
the monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency. Appropriate mitigation
measures for significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation
of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the
finds.

MM CUL‐3

No further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency
approves the measures to protect these resources. Any archaeological artifacts
recovered as a result of mitigation shall be donated to a qualified scientific
institution approved by the Lead Agency where they would be afforded long‐term
preservation to allow future scientific study.

5.2 ‐ Tribal Cultural Resources
MM CUL‐4

In accordance with discussions held as part of AB 52 consultation, traditionally used
native vegetation intended to be removed from the project area during trail
realignment will be carefully harvested and repatriated to the Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians‐Kizh Nation for continued traditional use and education.
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5.3 ‐ Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resources
The results of the Vertebrate Paleontology Records Check indicated that no previously recorded
paleontological resource localities are present within the boundaries of the proposed development
property. However, the underlying formation is considered highly sensitive for vertebrate marine
fossils. Therefore, while construction‐related monitoring for paleontological resources is not
recommended at this time, there is a higher potential to encounter such resources during
construction‐related earthmoving activities. The following mitigation measures should be observed
to ensure a less than significant impact.

5.3.1 ‐ Paleontological Resources Mitigation Measures
MM CUL‐5

In the event that fossils or fossil‐bearing deposits are discovered during construction
activities, excavations within a 50‐foot radius of the find shall be temporarily halted
or diverted. The project contractor shall notify a qualified paleontologist, approved
by the County of Orange, to examine the discovery. The paleontologist shall
document the discovery as needed (in accordance with Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology [1995] standards), evaluate the potential resource, and assess the
significance of the find under the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5.

MM CUL‐6

The paleontologist shall notify the appropriate agencies to determine procedures
that would be followed before construction activities are allowed to resume at the
location of the find. If the Applicant determines that avoidance is not feasible, and
the paleontologist cannot easily jacket and/or remove the specimen(s), the
paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the effect of
construction activities on the discovery. The plan shall be submitted to the County
of Orange for review and approval prior to implementation, and the Applicant shall
adhere to the recommendations in the plan.

5.4 ‐ Accidental Discovery of Human Remains
There is always the possibility that ground‐disturbing activities during construction may uncover
previously unknown buried human remains. Should this occur, Section 7050.5 of the California
Health and Safety Code applies, and the following procedures shall be followed and the following
mitigation measures should be observed to ensure a less than significant impact.

5.4.1 ‐ Human Remains Mitigation Measures
MM CUL‐7

In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, Public
Resource Code (PRC) Section 5097.98 must be followed. In this instance, once project‐
related earthmoving begins and if there is accidental discovery or recognition of any
human remains, the following steps shall be taken:
1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the County
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Coroner is contacted to determine if the remains are Native American and if an
investigation of the cause of death is required. If the coroner determines the
remains to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24
hours, and the NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the
“most likely descendant” of the deceased Native American. The most likely
descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the person
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as
provided in PRC Section 5097.98, or
2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his/her authorized
representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated
grave goods with appropriate dignity either in accordance with the
recommendations of the most likely descendent or on the project area in a
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance:
 The NAHC is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the most likely
descendent failed to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being
notified by the commission;
 The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or
 The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation
of the descendent, and the mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures
acceptable to the landowner.
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Appendix B

Photograph 1: Northern trail head at Camino Grande; facing north. View of connecting trail immediately
across the street.

Photograph 2: Northern trail head at Camino Grande; facing east. View of adjacent parking lot for trail use.
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Photograph 3: Northern trail head at Camino Grande; facing south. View of Gramercy Trail northern trail head.

Photograph 4: Northern trail head at Camino Grande; facing west. View of adjacent landscaped slope.
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Appendix B

Photograph 5: Northern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, into first switchback; facing
north. View of existing trail.

Photograph 6: Northern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, into first switchback; facing
east. View of existing concrete V‐ditch and riprap drainage.

First Carbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\appendices\App B ‐ Project Area Photos.docx

City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

Appendix B

Photograph 7: Northern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, into first switchback; facing
south. View of existing eroded trail.

Photograph 8: Northern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, into first switchback; facing
west. View of existing concrete drainage.
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Photograph 9: Location of first proposed switchback; facing north. View towards existing concrete V‐ditch and
riprap drainage.

Photograph 10: Location of first proposed switchback; facing east. View towards adjacent hillside outside of
project area.
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Photograph 11: Location of first proposed switchback; facing south. View towards proposed eastern point of
third switchback.

Photograph 12: Location of first proposed switchback; facing west. View towards existing trail.

First Carbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\appendices\App B ‐ Project Area Photos.docx

City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

Appendix B

Photograph 13: Location of second proposed switchback; facing north. View towards existing trail.

Photograph 14: Location of second proposed switchback; facing east. View towards proposed route of first
switchback.
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Photograph 15: Location of second proposed switchback; facing south. View towards existing trail.

Photograph 16: Location of second proposed switchback; facing west. View towards proposed route of third
switchback.
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Photograph 17: Location of third proposed switchback; facing north. View eastern point of first proposed
switchback.

Photograph 18: Location of third proposed switchback; facing east. View towards adjacent hillside outside of
project area.
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Photograph 19: Location of third proposed switchback; facing south. View towards adjacent hillside outside of
project area.

Photograph 20: Location of third proposed switchback; facing west. View towards proposed intersection of
third switchback and existing trail.
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Appendix B

Photograph 21: Southern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, from proposed third
switchback; facing north. View of existing trail.

Photograph 22: Southern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, from proposed third
switchback; facing east. View towards proposed third switchback.
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Appendix B

Photograph 23: Southern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, from proposed third
switchback; facing south. View of existing trail.

Photograph 24: Southern intersection of proposed redirection along existing trail, from proposed third
switchback; facing west. View of existing concrete V‐ditch.
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Appendix B

Photograph 25: Southern trail termination at OCWD access road; facing north. View of existing Gramercy Trail.

Photograph 26: Southern trail termination at OCWD access road; facing east. View of neighboring residence.
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Photograph 27: Southern trail termination at OCWD access road; facing south. View of OCWD access road
intersection.

Photograph 28: Southern trail termination at OCWD access road; facing west. View of adjacent hillside outside
of project area.
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Photograph 29: Example of ground visibility along existing trail; eroded and disturbed native sediments.

Photograph 30: Example of ground visibility in proposed switchback areas; native and non‐native grasses.
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Photograph 31: Example of ground visibility in proposed switchback areas; planted erosion control scrub and
irrigation system.

Photograph 32: Example of ground visibility at trailhead; engineered decomposed granite base.

First Carbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\appendices\App B ‐ Project Area Photos.docx

City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

Appendix C:
Paleontological Records Search

FirstCarbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\00550049 Gramercy Trail PI CRA.docx

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Kenneth L. Finger, Ph.D.
Consulting Paleontologist
18208 Judy St., Castro Valley, CA 94546-2306

510.305.1080

klfpaleo@comcast.net

December 20, 2015
Coral A. Eginton
FirstCarbon Solutions
2633 Camino Ramon, Ste. 460
San Ramon, CA 94583
Re:

Paleontological Records Search: Paleontological Records Search: Gramercy Trail
Project, City of Anaheim, Orange County, California (FCS Project No. 0050049)

Dear Ms. Eginton:
As per your request, I have conducted a search of the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) database for the Gramercy Trail Project site in the City of Anaheim, Orange
County. The proposed project is located in unsectioned land, T4S, R9W, Orange Quadrangle
(1981 USGS 7.5'-series topographic map).
Geologic Units
According to the geologic map of Morton and Miller (2006), the project site (highlighted and
outlined at center of adjacent map) is in an area characterized by Miocene rocks that are often
overlain by Quaternary landslide deposits. The site lies almost exclusively on the Soquel Canyon Member (Tpsq) of the Puente Formation,
slightly extending over the Yorba Member (Tpy)
at its southern end. The Puente Formation has
yielded marine vertebrates, including fossil fish
and whales, and therefore has been considered
highly sensitive for significant paleontological
resources (Cooper and Eisentraut, 2000).
Qyf Young alluvial fan deposits (late PleistoceneHolocene)
Qyls Young landslide deposits (late Pleistocene-Holocene)
Tp Puente Formation (late Miocene)
Tpy Yorba Member
Tpsq Soquel Canyon Member
Tplv La Vida Member
Tt Topanga Formation (middle Miocene)

Paleontological Records Search: Gramercy Trail (0050049)

K. L. Finger

UCMP Database Records Search
A records search of the UCMP database revealed no vertebrate localities of any age in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Closest to it is UCMP locality -1056 (Santiago Canyon
Road), 3 miles to the south, in the middle Miocene Topanga Formation (Tt on geologic map). It
yielded elements of the extinct marine mammal Desmostylus hesperus that documented in Merriam (1911) and Vanderhoof (1937) and teeth of sharks Isurus tumulus and Carcharodon tembloris (published but no cited). For the Puente Formation, the database lists only two vertebrate
localities, one in Los Angeles County (no fossils recorded) and the other along Aliso Creek in
southern Orange County, which yield the operculum (bony gill cover) of fish.
Remarks and Recommendations
Based on the UCMP database results, it would appear that a paleontological walkover survey of
the site prior to construction and paleontological monitoring of earth-disturbing construction
actiitivites is not warranted, but the Puente Formation and its Soquel Canyon Member in
particular are considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources based primarily on finds
in the Whittier and Puente Hills. Construction monitoring of excavations is therefore
recommended unless a similar records search of the LACM database confirms that significant
paleontologic resources are unknown from the unit in central Orange County.
Should any vertebrate bones or teeth be unearthed by the construction crew, their work in the
immediate vicinity of the discovery should be diverted until the monitor or a professional paleontologist evaluates the find for its scientific value. If deemed significant, it should be salvaged
and deposited in an accredited and permanent scientific institution (e.g., UCMP), where it will
be properly curated and preserved for the benefit of current and future generations.
If I can be of further assistance on this project, please do not hesitate to contact If I can be of
further assistance on this project, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
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Merriam, J. C. 1911. Notes on the genus Desmostylus of Marsh. University of California Publications,
Bulletin of the Department of Geological Sciences 6: 403-412.
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Vanderhoof, V.L. 1937. A study of the Miocene sirenian Desmostylus. University of California Publications, Bulletin of the Department of Geological Sciences 24(8): 169-262.

2

City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

Appendix D:
NAHC Correspondence and AB 52 Consultations

FirstCarbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\00550049 Gramercy Trail PI CRA.docx

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

D.1 ‐ NAHC Sacred Lands File Search
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Local Government Tribal Consultation List Request
Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
916-373-3710
916-373-5471 – Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Type of List Requested

☐
☐

CEQA Tribal Consultation List (AB 52) – Per Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subs. (b), (d), (e) and 21080.3.2
General Plan (SB 18) - Per Government Code § 65352.3.
Local Action Type:
___ General Plan ___ General Plan Element

___ General Plan Amendment

___ Specific Plan ___ Specific Plan Amendment ___ Pre-planning Outreach Activity
Required Information

____ Other: Existing pedestrian/horse trail stabilization and improvements

First request: Dated 10/26/2015.
Gramercy Trail
Project Title:____________________________________________________________________________

Local Government/Lead Agency: ___________________________________________________________
City of Anaheim
Coral Eginton - First Carbon Solutions
Contact Person: __________________________________________________________________________
250 Commerce, suite 250
Street Address: ___________________________________________________________________________
92602
Irvine
City:_____________________________________________________
Zip:__________________________
714-296-8893
714-508-4110
Phone:____________________________________
Fax:_________________________________________
ceginton@fcs-intl.com
Email:_____________________________________________

Specific Area Subject to Proposed Action
Orange
County:________________________________

Anaheim
City/Community: ___________________________

Project Description:
The existing Gramercy Trail, which is utilized as a pedestrian and equestrian trail, will be reinforced and stabilized. Where adjacent slopes
have become eroded, fine grading and the implementation of BMPs will take place. Where the trail needs to be widened for safety
concerns, additional cuts will be made into the hill slopes. A small section, approximately 500 feet, will be newly designed and cut due to
the unsafe slope condition along the current alignment at this point. The entire trail will be laid with stabilized decomposed granite or
natural underlying stable grade.

Additional Request

☐

Sacred Lands File Search - Required Information:
Orange
USGS Quadrangle Name(s):____________________________________________________________
No TS/R/Sec data. Part of the Santiago de Santa Ana Land Grant
____________________________________________________________
NA
Township:___________________
Range:___________________
Section(s):___________________
NA
NA
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Local Government Tribal Consultation List Request
Native American Heritage Commission
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
916-373-3710
916-373-5471 – Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Type of List Requested

☐
☐

CEQA Tribal Consultation List (AB 52) – Per Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subs. (b), (d), (e) and 21080.3.2
General Plan (SB 18) - Per Government Code § 65352.3.
Local Action Type:
___ General Plan ___ General Plan Element

___ General Plan Amendment

___ Specific Plan ___ Specific Plan Amendment ___ Pre-planning Outreach Activity
Required Information

____ Other: Existing pedestrian/horse trail stabilization and improvements

Second request: Dated 11/09/2015.
Gramercy Trail
Project Title:____________________________________________________________________________

Local Government/Lead Agency: ___________________________________________________________
City of Anaheim
Coral Eginton - First Carbon Solutions
Contact Person: __________________________________________________________________________
250 Commerce, suite 250
Street Address: ___________________________________________________________________________
92602
Irvine
City:_____________________________________________________
Zip:__________________________
714-296-8893
714-508-4110
Phone:____________________________________
Fax:_________________________________________
ceginton@fcs-intl.com
Email:_____________________________________________

Specific Area Subject to Proposed Action
Orange
County:________________________________

Anaheim
City/Community: ___________________________

Project Description:
The existing Gramercy Trail, which is utilized as a pedestrian and equestrian trail, will be reinforced and stabilized. Where adjacent slopes
have become eroded, fine grading and the implementation of BMPs will take place. Where the trail needs to be widened for safety
concerns, additional cuts will be made into the hill slopes. A small section, approximately 500 feet, will be newly designed and cut due to
the unsafe slope condition along the current alignment at this point. The entire trail will be laid with stabilized decomposed granite or
natural underlying stable grade.

Additional Request

☐

Sacred Lands File Search - Required Information:
Orange
USGS Quadrangle Name(s):____________________________________________________________
No TS/R/Sec data. Part of the Santiago de Santa Ana Land Grant
____________________________________________________________
NA
Township:___________________
Range:___________________
Section(s):___________________
NA
NA
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016
by email to: gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com
Andrew Salas
Chairperson
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
P.O. Box 393
Covina, CA 91723
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Andrew Salas:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016
by email to: GTTribalcouncil@aol.com
Anthony Morales
Chairperson
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
P.O. Box 693
San Gabriel, CA 91778
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Anthony Morales:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016
by email to: jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov
Joseph Ontiveros
Cultural Resource Director
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians
P.O. Box 487
San Jacinto, CA 92581
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Joseph Ontiveros:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016
by email to: kaamalam@gmail.com
Joyce Stanfield Perry
Tribal Manager
Juaneno Band of Mission Indians – Acjachemen Nation
4955 Paseo Segovia
Irvine, CA 92603
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Joyce Stanfield Perry:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016

Linda Candelaria
Co-Chairperson
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Linda Candelaria:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016
by email to: gtongva@verizon.net
Robert F. Dorame
Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
P.O. Box 490
Bellflower, CA 90707
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Robert F. Dorame:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
March 2, 2016
by email to: sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com
Sandonne Goad
Chairperson
Gabrieleno/Tongva Nation
106 ½ Judge John Aiso St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: AB 52 Consultation for Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Dear Sandonne Goad:
Thank you for your interest in proposed development projects in the City of Anaheim.
The City is in receipt of the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians request, pursuant to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 52 and Section 21080.3.1 (d) of the Public Resources
Code, for formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your tribe. This notification is
for the purpose of extending the opportunity to request a consultation to protect any
tribal cultural resources that may exist in the planning area.
The City of Anaheim is the lead agency for the proposed project, Gramercy trail
Restoration Project, located within the City of Anaheim. A map of the project location
is attached. The proposed project involves the restoration and realignment of a small
multi-purpose pedestrian and equestrian trail within the community of Anaheim Hills.
The existing trail is a popular dirt trail which has become degraded by continual use and
natural soil erosion processes. Restoration will include stabilization of immediately
adjacent cut slopes and the addition of a decomposed granite base foundation along the
trail itself. Realignment will involve redirection of the trail through neighboring slopes
where the existing trail reaches slopes deemed unsafe (2:1 grade). The proposed
realignment also include the establishment of a street crossing perpendicular to Camino
Grande in order to connect the existing Gramercy Trail to other existing trails and
equestrian facilities north of the project area. Supporting improvements include utilizing
fill materials and native plantings to act as erosion control, the extension of drain pipe to
a new stormwater outfall with a riprap dissipater to reduce stormwater impacts, and the
installation of two-rail equestrian fencing and wood bridges with bull rails over existing
concrete culvert crossings for equestrian and rider safety.

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
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Tel: (714) 765-5139
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PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
On November 11, 2015, a cultural resources records search for the project area and a
one-mile search radius was conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) located at California State University, Fullerton. To identify any historic
properties or resources, the current inventories of the National Register of Historic
Places (NR), the California Register of Historic Resources (CR), the California
Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest (CPHI) list,
and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) were reviewed to
determine the existence of previously documented local historical resources.
The results of the records search indicated that 23 reports have been recorded within the
search radius. Of these, one survey report includes a portion of the project area.
Additionally, five previously recorded prehistoric cultural resources were identified
within the search radius, all of which are outside of the southern boundary of the project
by distances ranging from 3,000 feet to 4,700 feet.
On December 2, 2015, a pedestrian survey of the project area was conducted by
archaeologist Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA. Observations made during survey efforts
indicate that approximately 85% of the proposed project area includes the existing trail
while the remaining 15% will include a redirection of existing unstable trail through
neighboring slopes. The proposed route of redirection follows existing terracing cut
routes and creates a segment of three switchbacks. At no point along the proposed
redirection route was undisturbed soil observed, however, both the existing and
proposed redirection portions of the trail are cut/proposed into impacted and disturbed
native soils. No archaeological materials, neither historic nor prehistoric, were observed
during the course of the pedestrian survey.
Please contact me within 30 days of receipt of this letter if you would like additional
information about this project or would like to consult with the City of Anaheim about
any tribal cultural resources located within the project area. I can be reached at 714-2968893 or ceginton@fcs-intl.com.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Coral Eginton, M.A., RPA
Archaeologist
FirstCarbon Solutions
250 Commerce, Suite 250
Irvine, CA 92602

On Behalf of:

Naomi Gruenthal
Associate Project Planner
City of Anaheim
200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805
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City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

D.3 ‐ AB 52 Consultation Responses
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City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment

D.4 ‐ Additional Site Walk Attendees and Photographs
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City of Anaheim – Gramercy Trail Restoration Project
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Photograph 1: Native vegetation identified during site walk.

Photograph 2: Erosion of existing trail.
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Photograph 3: Native vegetation identified during site walk.

Photograph 4: Location of proposed switchback through landscaped hillslope.
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Appendix D.4

Photograph 5: Area of native vegetation purposefully avoided during initial project alignment planning.

Photograph 6: View down existing trail showing erosion.
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Appendix D.4

Photograph 7: Discussing native vegetation with tribal botanist Matthew Teutimez.

Photograph 8: Discussing native vegetation with Naomi Gruenthal, Matthew Teutimez, Andrew Salas, and Tim
Miguel.
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Appendix D.4

Photograph 9: Discussing native vegetation with Naomi Gruenthal, Matthew Teutimez, Andrew Salas, and Tim
Miguel.

Photograph 10: Walking trail alignment.
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Appendix E:
Personnel Qualifications

FirstCarbon Solutions
H:\Client (PN‐JN)\0055\00550049\PI CRA\00550049 Gramercy Trail PI CRA.docx

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

CORAL A. EGINTON – ARCHAEOLOGIST
OVERVIEW


Eight (8) Years’ Experience

Education



Master of Arts in Nautical Archaeology, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX (2014)
Bachelor of Arts in Anthropology, University of California – San Diego, La Jolla, CA (2007)

Professional Affiliations
 Register of Professional Archaeologists, Member
 Society for Historical Archaeology, Member
 Society for American Archaeology, Member

Coral Eginton MA, RPA, is a registered professional archaeologist (29947860) who is certified by the
Counties of Orange, Riverside, Los Angeles and San Bernardino. She meets the Secretary of Interior’s
standards for historic preservation programs for history and archaeology.
Ms. Eginton has eight (8) years of experience in all aspects of cultural resources management, including
prehistoric and historic archaeology, paleontology, materials conservation and nautical archaeology. She
has experience in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and the Archaeological
Resources Protection Act (ARPA).
Ms. Eginton has completed cultural resources projects that have involved agency, client, Native
American, and subcontractor coordination; treatment plans and research design development; archival
research; field reconnaissance; site testing; data recovery excavation; construction monitoring; site
recordation; site protection/preservation; mapping/cartography; spatial analysis/GIS; laboratory
analysis; materials conservation; artifact curation and exhibition; and report production.
She has completed projects in California, Texas, and Louisiana within the jurisdiction of the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) and other federal agencies requiring compliance with Section 106 of the
NHPA. She has also completed projects throughout Southern California under CEQA for State and local
governments and municipalities, including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the
California Energy Commission, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LADPW), and the
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power among others.
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CORAL A. EGINTON – ARCHAEOLOGIST
RELATED EXPERIENCE AND CLIENT SUMMARY
General Plans, Specific Plans and Environmental Impact Reports
Sierra Lakes Commerce Center – Environmental Impact Report, City of Fontana, San Bernardino County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and subsequent cultural resources
determinations for the Sierra Lakes Commerce Center Environmental Impact Report. The project
included construction of a 597,818‐square‐foot, high‐cube logistics warehouse and supporting ancillary
features within the northern Fontana light industrial district. The project is located on Sierra Avenue,
just north of Sierra Lakes Parkway. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of
adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including portions of the historic Grapeland
District, which was the nucleus of early Fontana development.
Santa Ana and Citrus Warehouse Project – Specific Plan Addendum, City of Fontana, San Bernardino County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and subsequent cultural resources
determinations for the Santa Ana and Citrus Warehouse Project. The project included construction of a
424,427‐square‐foot warehouse facility on 17.47 acres of land located within the Southwest Industrial
Park (SWIP) Specific Plan Area of southern Fontana and required a Specific Plan addendum. In
accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic
cultural resources, including the initial recordation and evaluation of three historic‐age residences
within the project area.
Eastvale Crossings Project– Environmental Impact Report, City of Eastvale, Riverside County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the conducted the necessary supporting research and prepared the subsequent
cultural resources determinations for the Eastvale Crossings Project Environmental Impact Report. The
project included the development of a 218,100‐square‐foot commercial retail center on the 24.78‐acre
project site. The retail center would be anchored by a Walmart store and feature smaller retail,
restaurant, and fuel station uses. The project required approval of a General Plan Amendment, Zone
Change, Major Development Plan, Tentative Tract Map, Conditional Use Permits, Sign Program, and
Variance. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent archaeological
and historic cultural resources, including remnants of an historic‐age dairy and associated ancillary
features, within the project area.

Negative Declarations, Initial Studies, and Mitigated Negative Declarations
Anaheim Five Coves Park Project – Initial Study, City of Anaheim, Orange County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and subsequent cultural resources
determinations for the Anaheim Five Coves (Northern Extension) Park Project Initial Study. The project
included development of a 11.4‐acre linear nature ark that would extend from Lincoln Street to Frontera
Street, approximately 1 mile wide at its narrowest point. The urban nature park proposed the
construction of paved bike trails, a decomposed granite multi‐use trail, a demonstration garden, a
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CORAL A. EGINTON – ARCHAEOLOGIST
children’s education area and a nature play area. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an
assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including multiple historic‐age
canal and dam features both within and immediately outside of the project area.
Redlands Heritage Park Project – Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration, City of Redlands, San Bernardino
County, CA

Ms. Eginton conducted the necessary supporting research and prepared the subsequent cultural
resources determinations for the Redlands Heritage Park Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative
Declaration. The project included development of a cultural heritage center and park immediately
neighboring the San Bernardino Assistencia Mission. The proposed improvements included utilizing the
existing historic Barton School, which had been previously relocated from its original foundation and
undergone multiple renovations, as the centerpiece of an outreach and education center. The
surrounding park would include walking trails and informative plaques educating community members
on Redlands prehistory and history. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of
adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including highlighting the significant influence of
the neighboring San Bernardino Assistencia Mission and the Zanja Mill, which were both constructed by
Spanish missionaries through the utilization of Native American labor.
Sun Valley Industrial Project – Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles
County, CA

Ms. Eginton conducted the necessary supporting research and prepared the subsequent cultural
resources determinations for the Sun Valley Industrial Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative
Declaration. The project included construction and operation of approximately 361,038 net square feet
of warehouse use with associated office and mezzanine spaces, divided into two separate structures,
within a 15.8‐acre project area. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of
adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, and addressed the potential for inadvertent
impacts to previously unrecorded resources.
Cabazon II Outlets Project – Initial Study, City of Cabazon, Riverside County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and subsequent cultural resources
determinations for the Cabazon II Outlets Project Initial Study. The project included construction of a
new retail facility housing 22 individual storefronts within the 7.91‐acre project area, as well as on‐site
and off‐site improvements. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of
adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including the initial recordation and evaluation
of a historic‐age single family residence, which was within the project area.
Catalina Fiber Project – Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration, Catalina Island, Los Angeles County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and subsequent cultural resources
determinations for the Catalina Fiber Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative Declaration. The
project included installation of aerial and subterranean fiber‐optic communications cable along 22 miles
of an existing Southern California Edison right of way, utilizing both existing and newly installed poles.
In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic
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cultural resources, including the update and evaluation of a previously recorded prehistoric lithic
scatter, which was within the project area.

Section 106 (NHPA) Cultural Resources Assessments
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System – Section 106 Monitoring and Compliance reporting, City
of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, CA

Ms. Eginton managed the cultural resources monitoring and field reporting for the Los Angeles Regional
Interoperable Communications System (LARICS) project, in support of a larger Section 106 assessment.
Ms. Eginton managed a team of cross‐trained archaeological and paleontological monitors who
observed daily drilling, trenching, boring, and excavation efforts for the installation of over 150
monopole, tower or trailer cell sites at facilities through Los Angeles County. Ms. Eginton implemented
the use of daily field form checklists to track compliance at each site and provided weekly updates
regarding archaeological and paleontological finds. In addition to management, Ms. Eginton also
frequently provided on‐site monitoring and prepared close‐out monitoring reports for each of the 207
cell sites completed within the larger project scope. Monitoring practices, daily checklists and
subsequent close out reports complied with Section 106 and Federal Aviation Administration
requirements for diligence and reporting.
Pelanconi Park Restoration Project – Section 106 Cultural Resources Assessment, City of Anaheim, Orange County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Section 106 Cultural Resources Assessment and Paleontological Review for the
Pelanconi Park Restoration Project. The project included the restoration of existing multi‐use trails and
a manicured storm water drainage feature, which required implementation of the Clean Water Act and
Section 404 Permits, thus involving USACE oversight. In accordance with NHPA, the evaluation included
an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, and addressed the potential
for inadvertent impacts to previously unrecorded resources.
Woodcrest Project – Section 106 Cultural Resources Assessment, Community of Woodcrest, Riverside County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Section 106 Cultural Resources Assessment and Paleontological Review for the
Woodcrest Project. The proposed residential development would entail the construction of anywhere
from 20 to 40 individual homes over the approximately 140‐acre project area. Proposed project
developments included disturbances to two bedrock‐lined tributaries of a larger regional creek, which
required implementation of the Clean Water Act and Section 404 Permits, thus involving USACE
oversight. In accordance with NHPA, the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent archaeological
and historic cultural resources, and included the update and evaluation of approximately 120 bedrock
milling features, divided into three prehistoric sites, which were within the project area.
West Simi Water Recycling Project – CEQA Plus (NHPA‐Level Cultural Resources Review), City of Simi Valley, Ventura
County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the CEQA Plus documentation, which equated to NHPA‐level evaluation and
complies with Section 106 standards, for the West Simi Water Recycling Project. The project included

www.FirstCarbonSolutions.com

CORPORATE RESUME

CORAL A. EGINTON – ARCHAEOLOGIST
extension of existing water recycling pipelines and the installation of new pipelines through built
environment and rural landscape within Simi Valley. In accordance with NHPA, the evaluation included
an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including multiple complex
prehistoric archaeological sites with a history pf past recordation and testing, and multiple historic
resources within the City which had been previously relocated from their original foundation locations.
Salt Creek Parkway Trail – CalTrans Archaeological Survey Report and Historic Property Survey Report, Riverside
County, CA

Ms. Eginton assisted in the preparation of the Archaeological Survey Report and Historic Property Survey
Report for the Salt Creek Parkway Trail, which spanned multiple cities within Riverside County. Under
CalTrans oversight and with Riverside County Transportation and Land Management Agency
cooperation, the NHPA‐level evaluation and complied with Section 106 standards. The project included
the establishment and construction of 16‐mile trail, 7 miles for which CalTrans acted as lead agency with
the remaining portions being overseen by Riverside County. Proposed developments included installing
a dual track, multi‐modal trail with paved and natural surface components. In accordance with NHPA,
the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources,
including two previously disturbed prehistoric resources within the Area of Potential Effect, and multiple
other prehistoric and historic resources within the project periphery.

Phase I Cultural Resource Assessments
Tenaya Explorer Cabins – Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, Community of Fish Camp, Mariposa County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Tenaya Explorer Cabins Project.
The project included the installation of 34 hard‐sided, pre‐fabricated cabin buildings and one multi‐use
clubhouse, places on concrete pads over lightly graded native terrain. The campground design
maintained most native vegetation and placed cabin locations within tree spacing. In accordance with
CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources,
including the initial recordation and significance evaluation of a multi‐component prehistoric obsidian
lithic scatter and bedrock milling locus with a historic homestead feature which were located within the
project area.
Alabama Venture Project – Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, Community of Redlands, San Bernardino County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Alabama Venture Project. The
project included the construction of multiple, high‐cube, logistics warehouses and distribution facilities
in addition to necessary infrastructure. Proposed on‐site improvements included landscaping, a
detention basin, an 8‐foot‐high concrete block wall over 54 acres of currently standing historic‐age
orange groves. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an assessment of adjacent
archaeological and historic cultural resources, including the initial recordation and significance
evaluation of the orange groves, associated landscaping features, and a single‐family residence, which
were located within the project area.

www.FirstCarbonSolutions.com

CORPORATE RESUME

CORAL A. EGINTON – ARCHAEOLOGIST
5650 East Avenue – Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, City of Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the 5650 East Avenue parcel. The
proposed residential development would include multiple single family homes and associated
landscaping as well as necessary on‐site improvements. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation
included an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including the update
and significance evaluation of a historic building foundation and associated refuse scatters, which were
within the project area.
5457 East Avenue – Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, City of Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the 5457 East Avenue parcel. The
proposed residential development would include multiple single family homes and associated
landscaping as well as necessary on‐site improvements. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation
included an assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including the update
and significance evaluation of a historic building foundation and associated refuse scatters, and
addressed the potential for inadvertent impacts to previously unrecorded resources.
Mojave Aluminum Project – Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment, City of Barstow, San Bernardino County, CA

Ms. Eginton prepared the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment for the Mojave Aluminum Project.
The project included the construction of an approximately 500,000 square foot aluminum cast house
building, on‐site water treatment plant, evaporation pond, primary metal storage area, and a supporting
office building within the 178‐acre project area. In accordance with CEQA, the evaluation included an
assessment of adjacent archaeological and historic cultural resources, including the initial recordation
and significance evaluation of three large historic refuse scatters composed mostly of sanitary cans and
automobile parts from the adjacent Route 66, which were located within the project area.

Archaeological and Paleontological Construction Monitoring
Riverbend Project – Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, City of Jurupa Valley, Riverside County, CA

Ms. Eginton managed construction monitoring efforts for the Riverbend Project by preparing and
implementing the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP), providing oversight of daily site monitors,
conducting periodic site visits, and preparing the Phase IV Negative Findings Monitoring Report. The
project included the construction of a new residential development just north of the Santa Ana River at
I‐215 in Jurupa Valley. The MMP required full‐time field observations by an approved archaeological
and paleontological monitor as well as soil screening and sample acquisition of materials below 10 feet
in depth. Ms. Eginton confirmed a status of Negative Findings through observations and soil sample
analysis, and prepared the monitoring close‐out report to adhere to Riverside County standards.
East County Detention Center Project – Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, City of Indio, Riverside County,
CA

Ms. Eginton managed construction monitoring efforts for the Riverbend Project by preparing and
implementing the Paleontological Resource Impact Management Program (PRIMP), providing oversight
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of daily site monitors, conducting periodic site visits, and preparing the Phase IV Negative Findings
Monitoring Report. Ms. Eginton oversaw both Phase A and Phase B of the development project, which
included construction of a new 1,273 bed prison facility with associated supporting maintenance
buildings and parking structures to replace the current 353 bed on‐site facility. The PRIMP required full‐
time field observations by an approved archaeological and paleontological monitor as well as soil
screening and sample acquisition of materials below 10 feet in depth. Ms. Eginton confirmed a status of
Negative Findings through observations and soil sample analysis, and prepared the monitoring close‐out
reports to adhere to Riverside County standards.
Tractor Supply Company Project – Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, City of Lake Elsinore, Riverside
County, CA

Ms. Eginton managed construction monitoring efforts for the Tractor Supply Company Project by
preparing and implementing the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP), providing daily site monitoring,
conducting periodic site visits during final installations, and preparing the Phase IV Negative Findings
Monitoring Report. Ms. Eginton oversaw trenching and mass grading efforts for the new chain farm
supply facility. The MMP required full‐time field observations by an approved archaeological and
paleontological monitor as well as soil screening and sample acquisition of materials below 10 feet in
depth. Ms. Eginton confirmed a status of Negative Findings through observations and soil sample
analysis, and prepared the monitoring close‐out report to adhere to Riverside County standards.
San Juan Capistrano McDonaldsProject – Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, City of San Juan Capistrano,
Orange County, CA

Ms. Eginton managed construction monitoring efforts for the San Juan Capistrano McDonalds Project by
preparing and implementing the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP), providing daily site monitoring,
and preparing the Phase IV Negative Findings Monitoring Report. Ms. Eginton oversaw trenching and
mass grading efforts for the new chain restaurant facility. Ms. Eginton confirmed a status of Negative
Findings through observations and soil sampling, and prepared the monitoring close‐out report to
adhere to Orange County standards.
Verizon Wireless ‘LG Altura’ – Archaeological and Paleontological Monitoring, City of Irvine, Orange County, CA

Ms. Eginton managed construction monitoring efforts for the Verizon Wireless ‘LG Altura’ Project by
providing daily site monitoring and preparing the Phase IV Negative Findings Monitoring Report. Ms.
Eginton oversaw trenching and boring efforts for the installation of electrical conduit leading to an
existing Southern California Edison tower housing a Verizon Wireless cell. Ms. Eginton confirmed a
status of Negative Findings through observations and soil sample analysis, and prepared the monitoring
close‐out report to adhere to Orange County standards.

PREVIOUS PROJECT EXPERIENCE
Santa Margarita Water District, Gobernadora Multi‐Purpose Basin, Rancho Mission Viejo, CA
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Ms. Eginton was the archaeological project manager, paleontologist, and lead archaeological and
paleontological monitor for the project during the excavation of native soils for the project. She
cataloged and analyzed the archaeological finds recovered during the excavation and prepared the
necessary Primary Records for the Department of Parks and Recreation. Ms. Eginton also organized the
collection, screening, and analysis of sediment samples taken from locations relevant to the
archaeological finds and potentially paleontologically significant clay lenses. She authored the
preliminary and final monitoring reports for the project, which included an artifact catalog with full
analysis and digitized spatial analysis of archaeological finds as well as basic site history and information,
mitigation procedures, potential significance and future considerations. This project, which consisted of
the construction of a large 5‐chamber multi‐purpose basin, would serve the residents of Coto de Caza
and Rancho Mission Viejo.
Ziani Condominium Complex, Cultural Resources Monitoring, City of San Diego, CA
Ms. Eginton was the lead archaeologist and Lead archaeological monitor during the excavation of native
soils for this project. As lead archaeological monitor, she worked closely alongside the Native American
monitors present. She also cataloged and analyzed the historical finds recovered during the excavation
and analyzed their potential significance to the site. Ms. Eginton authored the final monitoring report
for the project which included the site and location history and potential archaeological significance, the
mitigation procedures followed in CEQA compliance, and the analysis of recovered materials. The
project consisted of the excavation of undocumented fill and the engineering of a new foundation for a
3‐story, 27‐unit condominium complex in downtown La Jolla, California.
Santa Margarita Water District, Leatherwood Pipelines, Rancho Mission Viejo, CA
Ms. Eginton was the archaeological project manager and lead archaeological monitor during the
excavation of native soils for the project. She organized and executed the preliminary testing of specific
control points through shovel testing and trenching along the pipeline’s projected path. Ms. Eginton
also maintained a direct line of communication with the pipeline crew ensuring the necessary mitigation
measures were in place and assisting in organizing the redirection of the pipeline when necessary. The
project consisted of the trenching for two parallel pipelines each running 10,000 linear feet, which
would connect the new Middle Chiquita Reservoirs to the existing SMWD network.
Santa Margarita Water District, Middle Chiquita Reservoirs, Rancho Mission Viejo, CA
Ms. Eginton served as the archaeological project manager, paleontologist, and lead archaeological and
paleontological monitor during the excavation of native soils for the project. She organized the
collection, screening, and analysis of sediment samples taken from locations of potentially
paleontological significance. She also cleaned, prepared, and cataloged the paleontological finds
recovered during the excavation and organized their identification and analysis through outside
consultants at the Cooper Center and San Diego Natural History Museum. Ms. Eginton authored the
preliminary and final monitoring reports for the project, which included spatial analysis of
paleontological finds as well as basic site history and information, mitigation procedures, potential
significance and future considerations. The project consisted of the excavation of sediments and
grading for a paved roadway, small access roads, retaining basins, and multiple pads for two large
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reservoirs, a control station, mechanical and maintenance buildings, and an office building to support
the Santa Margarita Water District’s new facilities.
Rancho Mission Viejo LLC, Ranch Irrigation Line Relocation, Rancho Mission Viejo, CA
Ms. Eginton served as the archaeological project manager, paleontologist, and lead archaeological and
paleontological monitor during the excavation of native soils for the project. She contributed to both
the archaeological and paleontological reports for this project. The project consisted of the trenching
for and installation of an irrigation pipeline stretching over 5,500 linear feet running adjacent to Cow
Camp Road on Rancho Mission Viejo.
Rancho Mission Viejo LLC, Overhead Power Line Relocation and Field Office Grading, Rancho Mission Viejo,
CA
Ms. Eginton served as the archaeological project manager, paleontologist, and lead archaeological and
paleontological monitor during the excavation of native soils for the project. She contributed to both
the archaeological and paleontological reports for this project. The project consisted of the excavation
and mass grading necessary for converting overhead power lines to subterranean transmission lines
running 1,700 linear feet and creating the necessary pads for the new permanent field offices of Rancho
Mission Viejo operations.
Rancho Mission Viejo LLC, Archaeological Resource Test Excavations and Analysis (CA‐ORA‐1043), Rancho
Mission Viejo, CA
As archaeological project manager, Ms. Eginton monitored the archaeological trenching of five 3x3
meter units and participated in the subsequent artifact analysis and report preparation. She also
conducted the in‐field GPS recording and spatial analysis for this project and prepared the publication
maps using GIS applications. The project consisted of the testing of CA‐ORA‐1043 and the controlled
trenching and recovery of portions of the site that were slated to be impacted by future construction.
Rancho Mission Viejo LLC, Cow Camp Road Construction Monitoring, Rancho Mission Viejo, CA
Ms. Eginton served as the archaeological project manager, paleontologist, and lead archaeological and
paleontological monitor during the excavation of native soils for the project. She contributed to both
the archaeological and paleontological reports for this project. The project consisted of the hillside
grading for an easement necessary for the widening of Cow Camp Road on Rancho Mission Viejo.
Rancho Mission Viejo LLC, Archaeological Resource Test Excavations and Analysis (CA‐ORA‐1048), Rancho
Mission Viejo, CA
As an archaeological technician for this project, Ms. Eginton assisted in the field recording and
identification of over 150 prehistoric artifacts and participated in the subsequent laboratory analysis and
report preparation. She alo prepared the publication maps using GIS applications and conducted the in‐
field GPS recording and spatial analysis for this project. The project consisted of the testing of CA‐ORA‐
1048 through the excavation of fifteen 1x2 meter units to determine the site’s size and significance.
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El Segundo Power LLC, State Lands Commission PRC 858.1 Lease Renewal, City of El Segundo, CA
As principal investigator for this project, Ms. Eginton conducted the record search for the submerged
historical resources off the coast of El Segundo, California Utilizing the California State Lands
Commission Shipwreck Database. She contributed to the official Environmental Impact Report by
writing a section on the potential for submerged resources and proposed mitigation measures. At the
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton, an additional
record search was conducted to identify any terrestrial historic or prehistoric resources included in the
project’s area of potential effect.
BrightSource Energy, Rio Mesa Project, City of Blythe, CA
As a paleontological technician for this project, Ms. Eginton contributed to daily trenching operations
and acted as the lead paleontological technician during the wet screening of over 250 5‐gallon soil
samples in the field. She also analyzed the soil composition and identified micro fossils within the matrix
and contributed to the field report by writing the section on the wet screening methodology and results.
The project included the excavation of 27 test trenches to determine geological and paleontological
significance of both private and government (Bureau of Land Management) lands included in the
footprint of the Rio Mesa Solar Project.
BrightSource Energy, Sonoran West Project, City of Blythe, CA
Ms. Eginton was the field office manager for the project. As database manager for the project, she was
also the sole individual in charge of data entry. Ms. Eginton performed daily survey duties and
maintained the on‐site office facilities and controlled the flow of information between the office and
team members in the field. She calibrated, organized, and supplied the GPS units to outgoing teams,
organized communications between teams in the field, prioritized and tracked team progress, and
downloaded the daily data pool to create updated daily GIS maps. She also digitized each incoming field
form and conducted daily updates site information for weekly progress reports. The project was to
include the pedestrian survey, and necessary intermittent testing and recovery, of 17 square miles of
land to be developed into the Sonoran West Solar Project.
California High Speed Rail Authority, High Speed Train – Palmdale to Los Angeles EIR/EIS, Los Angeles
County, CA
As an archaeological researcher for the project, Ms. Eginton conducted the record search at the South
Central Coastal Information Center for built environment and historical resources located within the
area of potential effect along the 70‐mile span of the intended high‐speed rail. She also plotted known
archaeological historic sites, mapped previously conducted surveys, compiled site reports and
bibliographies, and recorded National Register of Historic Places resources.
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System, Emergency Response System Tower
Installation, Los Angeles County, CA
As an archaeological researcher for the project, Ms. Eginton conducted roughly 250 record searches at
the South Central Coastal Information Center for proposed locations of new tower installations
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throughout rural and urban zones of Los Angeles County. She also plotted known archaeological and
historic sites, mapped previously conducted surveys, compiled site reports and bibliographies, and
recorded National Register of Historic Places resources.
Los Angeles Department of Power and Water, Professional Environmental Assessment and Air Quality
Services, Phase II Archaeological Testing, Owens Lake, CA
As an archaeological technician for the project, Ms. Eginton conducted field surveys, shovel testing,
surface collection, and the excavation of test units. She also greatly assisted with daily GPS recording
and management, and was consulted on all faunal remains discovered within the project boundaries.
The project consisted of the mapping and testing of over 120 individual sites situated along the
prehistoric shorelines of Owens Lake as part of a dust mitigation program implemented by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and supervised by the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP).
DCP Midstream, Shreveport to Carthage Pipeline Survey and Existing Corridor Expansion, City of Shreveport,
LA
Ms. Eginton was an archaeological technician for the project. As part of this linear Phase I survey
covering roughly 30 miles, Ms. Eginton delineated site and wetland boundaries, prepared relevant test
and site reports, and recorded GPS data for all test points.
Valero Energy Corporation, Corpus Christi to Goliad Pipeline Survey and Reroutes, City of Corpus Christi, TX
Ms. Eginton was an archaeological technician for the project. As part of this linear Phase I survey
covering roughly 20 miles, Ms. Eginton conducted archaeological shovel testing at high probability
intervals (30m), delineated site and wetland boundaries, prepared relevant test and site reports, and
recorded GPS data for all test points.
Conco Phillips, Bay City to Sugarland Pipeline Geological Trenching, City of Bay City, TX
As an archaeological monitor for the project, Ms. Eginton recorded archaeological data and illustrated
stratigraphic delineations for roughly 40 trenches measuring 2 meters in depth. She also led a team of
technicians and collaborated with representatives from collocated pipelines and directed the placement
of trenches. The project consisted of shovel tests, excavation units, and trenching by a back hoe to
determine the archaeological significance of the area as a rarely flooded flood plain within the
boundaries of a proposed pipeline corridor.
U.S. Forest Service, Caddo / LBJ National Grasslands, Energy Corridor Survey, City of Decatur, TX
Ms. Eginton was an archaeological technician for this project. As part of this linear Phase I survey
covering roughly 10 miles, Ms. Eginton conducted archaeological shovel testing at high probability
intervals (30m), delineated site and wetland boundaries, prepared relevant test and site reports, and
recorded GPS data for all test points.
Valero Energy Corporation, Natchitoches Connectivity Pipeline Survey, City of Natchitoches, LA
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Ms. Eginton was an archaeological technician for this project. As part of this linear Phase I survey
covering roughly 10 miles, Ms. Eginton conducted archaeological shovel testing at high probability
intervals (30m), delineated site and wetland boundaries, prepared relevant test and site reports, and
recorded GPS data for all test points.
Conco Phillips, Bay City to Sugarland Pipeline Survey, City of Bay City, TX
Ms. Eginton was an archaeological technician for this project. As part of this linear Phase I survey
covering roughly 30 miles, Ms. Eginton conducted archaeological shovel testing at high probability
intervals (30m), delineated site and wetland boundaries, prepared relevant test and site reports, and
recorded GPS data for all test points.

OTHER RELEVANT EXPERIENCE
The History Channel, Original Productions, Title TBD ‐ 2015
Ms. Eginton was utilized as an archaeological consultant and on‐site materials conservator for a
maritime salvage operation off the coast of Massachusetts, which was the subject of a History Channel
documentary produced by Original Productions. She assisted in planning archaeological reconnaissance
and recovery dives over a month long expedition at sea and provided initial artifact stabilization and
shipboard conservation for recovered archaeological materials. Ms. Eginton created an artifact catalog
for all recovered materials, conducted the initial photographic recordation, and provided preliminary
artifact analysis. She also prepared a long‐term conservation plan for all recovered materials and
provided this, along with the artifacts, to the sole proprietor.
Valley Medical Center, Archaeological Materials Conservation, San Jose and San Francisso, California ‐
2012 to 2013
Ms. Eginton conducted the on‐site materials conservation for a salvage operation recovering
osteological remains and archaeological materials from over 500 burials encountered during the
expansion of the Valley Medical Center in Santa Clara, California. In addition to assisting the team in
standard dry excavation techniques, Ms. Eginton also developed a method of using pressured water to
gently remove overburden sediments and oversaw the construction of an on‐site wet washing station in
order to carry out this procedure. She also developed and oversaw the execution of the Materials
Conservation Plan for the project which included the treatment of bone, textile, leather, metal, ceramic
and plastic. In addition to daily stabilization of recovered artifacts, Ms. Eginton fully conserved three
intact wool suits and associated metal medallions, thought to have been Civil War uniforms, for display
at San Francisco State University.
Western Australia Museum, Shipwreck Galleries, Fremantle, Western Australia ‐ 2010 to 2011
Ms. Eginton held a Conservation and Curation Internship at the Western Australia Museum Shipwreck
Galleries in Fremantle, Western Australia. While working on compiling data for her own thesis research,
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she cataloged and conserved a collection of over 200 artifacts ranging from ceramics to glass and brass.
She analyzed artifacts through the use of XRF, determined appropriate conservation and storage
procedures, and created an exhibit which was displayed in the main gallery. While she was there, Ms.
Eginton also completely reconfigured and streamlined the gallery‐specific database housing records for
over 47,000 artifacts.
Texas A&M University Department of Anthropology, Nautical Archaeology Program, Ship Reconstruction Lab
‐ 2010
Ms. Eginton held a Graduate Research Assistant position at Texas A&M University in the Ship
Reconstruction Lab of the Nautical Archaeology department. As part of her duties, she acted as a
teaching assistant for the programs core nautical drafting course. She also assisted her supervisor in
editing over 20 submissions to peer reviewed journals, collaborating and organizing panels for the 2011
SHA conference, and writing grants which resulted in managing student project funding in excess of
$200,000 for projects in Spain, Puerto Rico and Italy.
Bajo de la Campana Phoenician Shipwrecks Excavation Project, La Manga, Spain ‐ 2009 to 2010
Ms. Eginton served as an Archaeologist and GIS Supervisor for two research seasons of the Bajo de la
Campana Phoenician Shipwrecks Excavation in La Mange, Spain. As an Archaeologist, she participated in
daily underwater excavation, artifact recovery, artifact photography, artifact analysis and preliminary
conservation. In addition to these basic duties, she also maintained the project database logging in
excess of 30,000 artifact records. She also created a project‐specific method of applying GIS to
underwater excavation and utilized this to provide daily top plans and annual spatial analysis.
Edom Lowlands Regional Archaeology Project, Wadi Faynan, Jordan ‐ 2006 to 2007
Ms. Eginton served as an Archaeologist and GIS Supervisor for two research seasons of the Edom
Lowlands Regional Archaeology Project, in the Wadi Faynan, Jordan. After her first student season of
basic excavation techniques and introductory GIS, Ms. Eginton was invited to return as a staff
archaeologist and GIS supervisor for the subsequent season. As a staff member she conducted all on‐site
GIS recording for a large scale excavation covering three separate dig sites. She maintained the GIS lab,
created all daily top plans, digitally illustrated aerial rock drawing, conducted boom photography, and
assisted in teaching incoming students.
San Diego Museum of Man, Faunal Analysis Laboratory, San Diego, CA ‐ 2005 to 2006
Ms. Eginton held a student internship at the San Diego Museum of Man. She identified, cataloged, and
assisted in reconstructing faunal remains to serve as a reference collection for the museum.
University of California San Diego, Near Eastern Archaeology Lab, La Jolla, CA ‐ 2003 to 2007
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Ms. Eginton volunteered in the Near Eastern Archaeology Laboratory where she cataloged and labeled
ceramic materials in preparation for storage.

Academic Publications
Eginton, C. 2014. “Health and Disease on the Dutch High Seas: An Analysis of Medical Supplies from
Batavia, Vergulde Draak and Zeewijk.” M.A. Thesis. Texas A&M University, College Station,
Texas.
Castro, F., Yamafume, K., Eginton, C., and T. Derryberry. 2011. “The Cais do Sodré Shipwreck, Lisbon,
Portugal.” IJNA 40(2).
Eginton, C. 2011. “Health and Disease on the Dutch High Seas: Research at the Western Australia
Maritime Museum Shipwreck Galleries.” CMAC News and Reports (forthcoming).
Eginton, C. 2010. “Peter Amaral Fellowship: Three Students Discuss Their Research.” CMAC News and
Reports 2(2): 4.
Eginton, C. 2010. “INA Projects ‐ Australia: Health and Disease on the Dutch high Seas.” INA Quarterly
37(2‐3): 21.
Eginton, C. 2009. “The Allure of the Field.” INA Quarterly 36(4): 13.
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REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
Government agencies, including federal, state, and local agencies, have developed laws and
regulations designed to protect significant cultural resources that may be affected by projects
regulated, funded, or undertaken by the agency. Federal and state laws that govern the
preservation of historic and archaeological resources of national, state, regional, and local
significance include the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In addition, laws specific to work
conducted on federal lands includes the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA), the
American Antiquities Act, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA).
The following Federal or CEQA criteria were used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts on
cultural resources for the proposed project. An impact would be considered significant if it would affect
a resource eligible for listing in the NR or the CR, or if it is identified as a unique archaeological resource.

Federal‐Level Evaluations
Federal agencies are required to consider the effects of their actions on historic properties and
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment
on such undertakings under NEPA § 106. Federal agencies are responsible for initiating NEPA § 106
review and completing the steps in the process that are outlined in the regulations. They must
determine if NHPA § 106 applies to a given project and, if so, initiate review in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO). Federal
agencies are also responsible for involving the public and other interested parties. Furthermore,
NHPA S106 requires that any federal or federally assisted undertaking, or any undertaking requiring
federal licensing or permitting, consider the effect of the action on historic properties listed in or
eligible for the NR. Under the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 36 CFR Part 800.8, federal agencies
are specifically encouraged to coordinate compliance with NEPA § 106 and the NEPA process. The
implementing regulations “Protection of Historic Properties” are found in 36 CFR Part 800. Resource
eligibility for listing on the NR is detailed in 36 CFR Part 63 and the criteria for resource evaluation
are found in 36 CFR Part 60.4 [a‐d].
The NHPA established the NR as the official federal list for cultural resources that are considered
important for their historical significance at the local, state, or national level. To be determined
eligible for listing in the NR, properties must meet specific criteria for historic significance and
possess certain levels of integrity of form, location, and setting. The criteria for listing on the NR are
significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture as present in
districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. In addition, a resource must meet one or all of
these eligibility criteria:
a.) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history.
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b.) Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
c.) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction;
represent the work of a master; possess high artistic values, represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.
d.) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Criterion D is usually reserved for archaeological resources. Eligible properties must meet at least
one of the criteria and exhibit integrity, measured by the degree to which the resource retains its
historical properties and conveys its historical character.

Criteria Considerations
Ordinarily cemeteries, birthplaces, graves of historical figures, properties owned by religious
institutions or used for religious purposes, buildings that have been moved from their original
locations, reconstructed historic buildings, properties primarily commemorative in nature, and
properties that have achieved significance within the past 50 years shall not be considered eligible
for the NR. However, such properties will qualify if they are integral parts of districts that do meet
the criteria or if they fall within the following categories:
a.) A religious property deriving primary significance from architectural or artistic distinction or
historical importance.
b.) A building or structure removed from its original location but which is primarily significant
for architectural value, or which is the surviving structure most importantly associated with
a historic person or event.
c.) A birthplace or grave of a historical figure of outstanding importance if there is no
appropriate site or building associated with his or her productive life.
d.) A cemetery that derives its primary importance from graves of persons of transcendent
importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic
events.
e.) A reconstructed building when accurately executed in a suitable environment and
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan, and when no other
building or structure with the same association has survived.
f.) A property primarily commemorative in intent if design, age, tradition, or symbolic value
has invested it with its own exceptional significance.
g.) A property achieving significance within the past 50 years if it is of exceptional importance.

Thresholds of Significance
In consultation with the SHPO/THPO and other entities that attach religious and cultural significance
to identified historic properties, the Agency shall apply the criteria of adverse effect to historic
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properties within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The Agency official shall consider the views of
consulting parties and the public when considering adverse effects.

Federal Criteria of Adverse Effects
Under federal regulations, 36 CFR Part 800.5, an adverse effect is found when an undertaking alters,
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualifies the property for
inclusion in the NR in a manner that diminishes the integrity of the property’s location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration will be given to all qualifying
characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to
the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for listing in the NR. Adverse effects may include
reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance, or be cumulative.
According to 36 CFR Part 800.5, adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to,
those listed below:
 Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property.
 Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance,

stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not
consistent with the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties per 36 CFR Part 68 and applicable guidelines.
 Removal of the property from its historic location.
 Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s

setting that contribute to its historic significance.
 Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the

property’s significant historic features.
 Neglect of a property that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and

deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization.
 Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate and

legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long term preservation of the
property’s historic significance.

If Adverse Effects Are Found
If adverse effects are found, the agency official shall continue consultation as stipulated at 36 CFR
Part 800.6. The agency official shall consult with the SHPO/THPO and other consulting parties to
develop alternatives to the undertaking that could avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to
historic resources. According to 36 CFR Part 800.14(d), if adverse effects cannot be avoided then
standard treatments established by the ACHP may be used as a basis for Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA).
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According to 36 CFR Part 800.11(e), the filing of an approved MOA, and appropriate documentation,
concludes the § 106 process. The MOA must be signed by all consulting parties and approved by the
ACHP prior to construction activities. If no adverse effects are found and the SHPO/THPO or the
ACHP do not object within 30 days of receipt, the agencies’ responsibilities under § 106 will be
satisfied upon completion of report and documentation as stipulated in 36 CFR Part 800.11. The
information must be made available for public review upon request, excluding information covered
by confidentiality provisions.

State‐Level Evaluation Processes
An archaeological site may be considered an historical resource if it is significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military or cultural annals
of California per PRC § 5020.1(j) or if it meets the criteria for listing on the CR per California Code of
Regulations (CCR) at Title 14 CCR § 4850.
The most recent amendments to the CEQA guidelines direct lead agencies to first evaluate an
archaeological site to determine if it meets the criteria for listing in the CR. If an archaeological site
is an historical resource, in that it is listed or eligible for listing in the CR, potential adverse impacts to
it must be considered as stated in PRC §§ 21084.1 and 21083.2(l). If an archaeological site is
considered not to be an historical resource, but meets the definition of a “unique archeological
resource” as defined in PRC § 21083.2, then it would be treated in accordance with the provisions of
that section.
With reference to PRC § 21083.2, each site found within an APE will be evaluated to determine if it is
a unique archaeological resource. A unique archaeological resource is described as an
archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without
merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets one or
more of the following criteria:
1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.
2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type.
3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.
As used in this report, “non‐unique archaeological resource” means an archaeological artifact,
object, or site that does not meet the criteria for eligibility for listing on the CR, as noted in
subdivision (g) of PRC § 21083.2. A non‐unique archaeological resource requires no further
consideration, other than simple recording of its components and features. Isolated artifacts are
typically considered non‐unique archaeological resources. Historic structures that have had their
superstructures demolished or removed can be considered historic archaeological sites and are
evaluated following the processes used for prehistoric sites. Finally, OHP recognizes an age
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threshold of 45 years. Cultural resources built less than 45 years ago may qualify for consideration,
but only under the most extraordinary circumstances.
Title 14, CCR, Chapter 3 § 15064.5 is associated with determining the significance of impacts to
archaeological and historical resources. Here, the term historical resource includes the following:
1. A resource listed in, or determined eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission,
for listing in the CR (PRC § 5024.1; Title 14 CCR, § 4850 et seq.).
2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in PRC § 5020.1(k)
or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the PRC § 5024.1(g)
requirements, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies
must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.
3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript, which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering,
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California may be considered a historical resource, provided the lead agency’s
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally,
a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be historically significant if the
resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (PRC
§ 5024.1; Title 14 CCR § 4852) including the following:
A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California’s history and cultural heritage.
B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.
C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values.
D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Typically, archaeological sites exhibiting significant features qualify for the CR under Criterion D because
such features have information important to the prehistory of California. A lead agency may determine
that a resource may be a historical resource as defined in PRC §§ 5020.1(j) or 5024.1 even if it is:
 Not listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CR.
 Not included in a local register of historical resources pursuant to PRC § 5020.1(k).
 Identified in an historical resources survey per PRC § 5024.1(g).

Threshold of Significance
If a project will have a significant impact on a cultural resource, several steps must be taken to
determine if the cultural resource is a “unique archaeological resource” under CEQA. If analysis
and/or testing determine that the resource is a unique archaeological resource and therefore subject
to mitigation prior to development, a threshold of significance should be developed. The threshold
FirstCarbon Solutions
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of significance is a point where the qualities of significance are defined and the resource is
determined to be unique under CEQA. A significant impact is regarded as the physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of the resource will be reduced to a point that it no longer meets the significance
criteria. Should analysis indicate that project development will destroy the unique elements of a
resource; the resource must be mitigated for under CEQA regulations. The preferred form of
mitigation is to preserve the resource in‐place, in an undisturbed state. However, as that is not
always possible or feasible, appropriate mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to:
1. Planning construction to avoid the resource.
2. Deeding conservation easements.
3. Capping the site prior to construction.
If a resource is determined to be a “non‐unique archaeological resource,” no further consideration of
the resource by the lead agency is necessary.

Tribal Consultation
The following serves as an overview of the procedures and timeframes for the Tribal Consultation
process, for the complete Tribal Consultation Guidelines, please refer to the State of California Office
of Planning and Research web site.
Prior to the amendment or adoption of general or specific plans, local governments must notify the
appropriate tribes of the opportunity to conduct consultation for the purpose of preserving or
mitigating impacts to cultural places located on land within the local government’s jurisdiction that is
affected by the plan adoption or amendment. The tribal contacts for this list maintained by the NAHC
and is distinct from the Most Likely Descendent (MLD) list. It is suggested that local governments send
written notice by certified mail with return receipt requested. The tribes have 90 days from the date
they receive notification to request consultation. In addition, prior to adoption or amendment of a
general or specific plan, local government must refer the proposed action to tribes on the NAHC list that
have traditional lands located within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. Notice must be sent regardless of
prior consultation. The referral must allow a 45‐day comment period.
In brief, notices from government to the tribes should include:
 A clear statement of purpose.
 A description of the proposed general or specific plan, the reason for the proposal, and the

specific geographic areas affected.
 Detailed maps to accompany the description.
 Deadline date for the tribes to respond.
 Government representative(s) contact information.
 Contact information for project proponent/applicant, if applicable.

F‐6
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The basic schedule for this process is:
 30 days: time NAHC has to provide tribal contact information to the local government; this is

recommended not mandatory.
 90 days: time tribe has to respond indication whether or not they want to consult. Note:

tribes can agree to a shorter timeframe. In addition, consultation does not begin until/unless
requested by the tribe within 90 days of receiving notice of the opportunity to consult. The
consultation period, if requested, is open‐ended. The tribes and local governments can
discuss issues for as long as necessary, or productive, and need not result in agreement.
 45 days: time local government has to refer proposed action, such as adoption or amendment

to a general plan or specific plan, to agencies, including the tribes. Referral required even if
there has been prior consultation. This opens the 45‐day comment period.
 10 days: time local government has to provide tribes of notice of public hearing.
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May 23, 2016
J.N.: 2474.00
Ms. Naomi Gruenthal
City of Anaheim
Community Services Department
200 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 433
Anaheim, CA 92805

Subject:

Geotechnical Investigation for Horse Trail and Segmental Retaining Wall
Improvements, Gramercy Park Trail, City of Anaheim, California.

Dear Ms. Gruenthal,
Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc. is pleased to present to you our geotechnical investigation report for
the proposed horse trail and segmental wall improvements at Gramercy Park. This report presents
the results of our review of readily available geologic literature for the site area, field investigation,
laboratory testing and engineering analyses. Conclusions and recommendations relative to design
and construction of the proposed site improvements are also provided herein based on the findings of
our work.
We appreciate this opportunity to be of service to you. If you have any questions regarding the
contents of this report, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Patrick M. Keefe
Principal Engineering Geologist
CEG 2022
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1.0

1.1

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purposes of our investigation were to evaluate geotechnical conditions within the project area
and to provide conclusions and recommendations relevant to the design and construction of the
proposed segmental retaining wall improvements associated with the modified horse trail alignment.
The scope of this investigation included the following:
•

Review of readily available geologic data for the site and surrounding area

•

Geologic mapping

•

Subsurface exploration and soil sampling

•

Laboratory testing of selected soil samples

•

Engineering analyses of data obtained from our review, geologic mapping, subsurface
exploration and laboratory testing

•

Preparation of this report

1.2

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Gramercy Park Trail is a horse trail maintained by the City of Anaheim that traverses through open
space hillside terrain of eastern Anaheim Hills. The study area for this investigation is located
southwest of Camino Grande, between Peridot Place and Amber Place. The study area is bordered
by hillside residential properties to the northwest and southeast and hillside open space areas to the
northeast and southwest. The location of the site and its relationship to the surrounding areas is
shown on Figure 1, Site Location Map.
The segment of Gramercy Trail studied for this investigation is situated within a former broad
drainage course that was filled and modified as manufactured fill slopes during the 1980’s for
construction of the adjacent residential and roadway improvements. The slopes that encompass the
horse trail are currently inclined at gradients of approximately 2:1 (h:v) or flatter and have been
improved with concrete terrace drains and down drains. Locally, erosion scars are present where
uncontrolled runoff from previous horse trail alignments have scoured the ground surface. Much of
the manufactured fill slope is covered with a moderate to heavy growth of low lying shrubs and local
concentrations of mature trees with exception to existing trail improvement areas.
1.3

PROPOSED SITE IMPROVEMENTS

The project is anticipated to include construction of segmental retaining walls up to 3 feet in exposed
height with other minor grade adjustments to the existing terrain for realigned sections of the horse
trail and repair of local erosion scars. Fill slopes will also be constructed up to a height of
approximately 10 feet although the thickness of these fills are not anticipated to exceed 3 feet.

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

City of Anaheim

May 23, 2016
J.N.:2474.00
Page 2

SITE

© 2015 Google

N
SITE LOCATION MAP
Gramercy Park Trail
City of Anaheim, California
NOT TO SCALE
ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

PLATE 1

City of Anaheim

May 23, 2016
J.N.:2474.00
Page 3
2.0

2.1

INVESTIGATION

RESEARCH

We have reviewed readily-available geologic publications and maps for the site and nearby vicinity.
Pertinent data from these sources were utilized in developing some of the findings and
recommendations presented herein.
2.2

SITE EXPLORATION

Two shallow pits were excavated with hand tools at selected locations to assess the underlying soil
conditions along the portion of the trail where segmental walls are proposed. Both bulk and
relatively undisturbed samples were collected from each excavation to depths of up to approximately
2 to 3 feet below the ground surface for subsequent laboratory testing. Visual and tactile
identifications were made of the materials encountered. The approximate locations of the
exploratory excavations are shown on the enclosed Geotechnical Map, Plates 1 through 4.
2.3

LABORATORY TESTING

Selected samples obtained from this investigation were tested in a soil laboratory. Tests consisted of
maximum density/optimum moisture content, in-place density and direct shear strength.
Descriptions of laboratory test criteria and test results are presented in Appendix A.

3.0
3.1

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

EARTH MATERIALS

Earth materials encountered at the surface of the site and exposed in our exploratory excavations
consist of artificial fill. The artificial fill materials observed generally consist of locally-derived
light brown clayey sand and silty sand that is dry to damp and soft to medium dense. The fill
materials contain scattered bedrock fragments up to 2 inches in diameter.
3.2

GROUNDWATER

Groundwater was not encountered in our exploratory excavations. Geologic reconnaissance
conducted during this investigation indicated no evidence of groundwater seepage or local ponding
within the study area. Review of the referenced Seismic Hazard Zone Report do not indicate the
presence of historical high groundwater within the upper 50 feet of the study area.
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4.0

4.1
4.1.1

ANALYSIS

SLOPE STABILITY
External/Internal Stability

External and internal stability of the segmental walls were evaluated using the computer software
SRWall (ver. 4.0.5). The program will analyze both gravity and geosynthetically-reinforced
segmental walls. Design is based on the procedures outlined in the design manual by the National
Concrete Masonry Associates (NCMA), Third Edition. The program allows the user to specify the
type of block and geosynthetic reinforcement used by specifying key design parameters of both. The
program will determine the required spacing and lengths of reinforcement required to achieve the
factors of safety specified for internal and external stability as well as the stability of facing units.
Calculations were performed for sections of various wall heights proposed for the segmental wall
shown on the grading plans provided. These analyses were used to determine the positions and
lengths of geogrids required for the wall sections considered within the conditions anticipated.
Strength parameters for the geogrid were based on the material specification sheet attached herein.
Strength parameters for soil materials were based on results of laboratory testing and engineering
judgment. Connection strengths for the block to block interfaces and for block to geogrid interfaces
were based on the values published in the UES Evaluation Report No. 198 for the Allan Block
product and ICC ES Evaluation Report ESR-3073 for the Verdura product. Because the strength
envelope parameters for the Allan Block product are less than the values for the Verdura product,
our analyses were based on the Allan Block product.
External, internal, and facing stability results are summarized on the attached computer output. The
peak ground acceleration used for the seismic parameter was based on a ground motion having a 10
percent chance of being exceeded in 50 years. A PGA of 0.40g was determined using the 2008
NSHMP PSHA Interactive Deaggregation web site. Both static and seismic conditions were
evaluated. However, the seismic case governed in all cases. As such, only the results of analyses for
the seismic case are provided in Appendix B.
4.1.2

Global Analyses

Global stability of the segmental wall was evaluated using the computer program Slide by
Rocscience. The program analyzes slope stability problems by two-dimensional limit equilibrium
methods including Bishop’s, Janbu, Morgenstern & Price, and general limit equilibrium (GLE). The
particular method used for each analysis is indicated on the output plots.
Soil strength can be modeled in a variety of ways including standard Mohr-Coulomb, bilinear MohrCoulomb, and general shear strength relationships. Where materials strengths have anisotropic
properties, the program allows the strength to be modeled by introducing a strength function
depending upon the angle of inclination of the slice base. With this function, anisotropic conditions
typically found in bedrock materials can be modeled.

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

City of Anaheim

May 23, 2016
J.N.:2474.00
Page 5

Potential failure surfaces are determined by a variety of search methods including circular surfaces,
block-specified surfaces, fully-specified surfaces, and random-generated search algorithms. The
program calculates the factor of safety for all possible combinations of surfaces defined by search
method. The program can also model other factors such as groundwater, earthquake loads, and
external loads.
The soil shear strength parameters used in the analyses are based on data derived through this
investigation. Geogrid shear strength parameters were based on the material specification sheet
attached in Appendix B.
Global stability was analyzed for the most critical geometry in the wall profile. All analyses were
based on circular modes of failure using Bishop’s method of analysis. Pseudo-static (seismic)
analysis utilized a seismic coefficient of 0.20. These analyses were used to determine the overall
global stability of the segmental wall for the section analyzed and the geologic conditions
anticipated. Plots depicting the results of global stability for both static and pseudo-static conditions
are provided in Appendix B.
5.0
5.1

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FEASIBILITY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

From a geotechnical point of view, the proposed segmental retaining wall improvements and grading
modifications indicated on the referenced plans are considered feasible provided the
recommendations presented in this report are incorporated into the design and construction of the
project. Furthermore, it is our opinion that the proposed development will not adversely impact the
stability of adjoining properties if the recommendations presented in this report are incorporated into
site development.
5.2

SLOPE STABILITY

Results of the analyses indicate the proposed geogrid layout meet or exceed the minimum factors of
safety required for internal, external, and facing stability. Results of analyses also indicate the
proposed wall system provides for the minimum factors of safety for static and seismic cases in
global stability.
5.3

EXCAVATION AND MATERIAL CHARACTERISTICS

The artificial fill materials are anticipated to be relatively easy to excavate with conventional heavy
earthmoving equipment. These materials are also anticipated to generate a “blocky” material that
will require some moderate effort to introduce water and breakdown into a fill material suitable for
compaction. The soils are generally below the optimum moisture content and therefore will require
the addition of water to achieve proper compaction. Specific recommendations for temporary
excavation slopes are provided in Section 5.4.10.
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EARTHWORK
General Earthwork and Grading Specifications

Earthwork and grading should be performed in accordance with applicable requirements of the
grading codes of the City of Anaheim and CAL/OSHA, in addition to recommendations presented
herein.
5.4.2

Pre-Construction Meeting and Geotechnical Observation

Prior to commencement of earthwork and construction, we recommend a meeting be held between
the City of Anaheim, general contractor, civil engineer, and geotechnical consultant to discuss
proposed earthwork and construction logistics. We also recommend that a geotechnical consultant
be retained to provide soil engineering services during site improvements. This is to observe
compliance with the design specifications and recommendations, and to allow design changes in the
event that subsurface conditions differ from those anticipated. If conditions are encountered during
construction that appears to be different than those indicated in this report, the project geotechnical
consultant should be notified immediately. Design and construction revisions may be required.
5.4.3

Site Clearing

Existing site improvements including vegetation and concrete drains that may be in conflict with
proposed construction should be removed from the proposed work areas. Voids created by clearing
should be left open for observation by the geotechnical consultant. Should any unusual soil
conditions or subsurface structures be encountered during site clearing or grading that are not
described or anticipated herein, these conditions should be brought to the immediate attention of the
project geotechnical consultant for corrective recommendations.
5.4.4

Site Preparation

All desiccated loose artificial fill soils should be removed below areas that will receive engineered
fill and support new segmental retaining walls to expose competent artificial fill. The depths to
competent materials will vary depending on location but will generally extend to depths of 2.5 feet
to 3.5 feet below the current ground surface. The depth to competent materials should be determined
in the field during construction by the geotechnical consultant. If the depth to competent materials
extends deeper than the base of the segmental retaining walls, the area should be refilled with
compacted soils similar in characteristics to the onsite materials.
5.4.5

Scarification

Prior to placement of compacted fill, the exposed ground should be scarified to a depth of 6 inches,
moisture conditioned to at least 105 percent of the optimum moisture content, then compacted to at
least 90 percent of the laboratory standard. The laboratory standard for maximum dry density and
optimum moisture content for each soil type should be determined in accordance with ASTM D
1557.
5.4.6

Fill placement

Materials excavated from the site may be used as fill provided they are free of deleterious materials
and particles greater than 4 inches in maximum dimension (oversized materials). All fill should be

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

City of Anaheim

May 23, 2016
J.N.:2474.00
Page 7

placed in lifts no greater than 8 inches in loose thickness, moisture-conditioned to at least 105% of
the optimum moisture content; and compacted in place to a minimum of 90% of the laboratory
standard. The laboratory standard for maximum dry density and optimum moisture content for each
soil type used should be determined in accordance with ASTM D1557. Each lift should be treated in
a similar manner. Subsequent lifts should not be placed until the project geotechnical consultant has
approved the preceding lift. Lifts should be maintained relatively level and should not exceed a
gradient of 20:1 (H:V). When placing fill on ground sloping steeper than 5:1 (H:V), vertical benches
should be excavated into the adjacent slope.
5.4.7

Fill Slopes

Fill slopes should be constructed with a keyway wide enough to accommodate the compaction
equipment and a minimum embedment of 2 feet into competent earth materials. A minimum fill
width of approximately 5 feet should be maintained throughout fill slope construction to mitigate
sliver fills within finished slopes. Details for fill slope construction are presented on Plate C-1 in
Appendix C.
Where practical, fill slopes should be constructed by over filling and trimming back to a compacted
core. The face of slopes that are not over-built should be track-walked with a small dozer or rolled
with a vibratory compactor in order to compact the slope face. The slope face materials will tend to
dry out prior to final face compaction. As such, the addition of water to the slope face will likely be
required prior to compaction to achieve the required compaction at the time of slope face
compaction.
5.4.8

Segmental Retaining Walls

Segmental retaining walls should be founded upon competent fill materials determined suitable by
the geotechnical consultant. For design of the segmental walls, the following parameters for design
of the segmental wall are presented in Table 5.0.
Table 5.0
Parameters for Design of Segmental Walls

5.4.9

Parameter

Reinforced
Zone

Retained
Zone

Foundation
Zone

Bulk Density
Cohesion (C)
Friction (Φ)

120 pcf
0
28°

120 pcf
0
28°

120 pcf
100 psf
28°

Import Materials

If import materials are required to achieve the proposed finish grades, the proposed import soils
should have engineering characteristics similar to onsite soils. Import sources should be indicated to
the geotechnical consultant prior to hauling the materials to the site so that appropriate testing and
evaluation of the fill materials can be performed in advance.
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5.4.10 Temporary Excavations
Temporary construction slopes in site materials may be cut vertically up to a height of 5 feet
provided that no adverse geologic conditions or surcharging of the excavations are. Temporary
slopes over 5 feet in site materials should be laid back at a maximum gradient of 1:1 (H:V).
Excavations should not be left open for prolonged periods of time (generally more than 7 days). The
project geotechnical consultant should observe temporary cuts to confirm anticipated conditions and
to provide alternate recommendations if conditions dictate.
Where temporary excavations cannot accommodate a 1:1 layback or where surcharging occurs, slot
cutting or other methods should be used. Specific recommendations for these options should be
provided by the geotechnical consultant after specific design plans have been developed.
5.5

PLAN REVIEW AND CONSTRUCTION SERVICES

We recommend that Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc. be retained to review the final construction
plans and specifications prior to construction. This is to verify that the recommendations contained
in this report have been properly interpreted and are incorporated into the project specifications. If
we are not provided the opportunity to review these documents, we take no responsibility for
misinterpretation of our recommendations.
We recommend that a geotechnical consultant be retained to provide soil engineering services during
construction of the project. These services are to observe compliance with the design, specifications
and recommendations, and to allow design changes in the event that subsurface conditions differ
from those anticipated prior to the start of construction.
If the project plans change significantly, the project geotechnical consultant should review our
original design recommendations and their applicability to the revised construction. If conditions are
encountered during construction that appears to be different than those indicated in this report, the
project geotechnical consultant should be notified immediately. Design and construction revisions
may be required.
6.0

LIMITATIONS

This report is based on the proposed development and geotechnical data as described herein. The
materials encountered on the project site, described in other literature, and utilized in our laboratory
testing for this investigation are believed representative of the total project area, and the conclusions
and recommendations contained in this report are presented on that basis. However, soil materials
can vary in characteristics between points of exploration, both laterally and vertically, and those
variations could affect the conclusions and recommendations contained herein. As such, observation
and testing by a geotechnical consultant during the grading and construction phases of the project are
essential to confirming the basis of this report.
This report has been prepared consistent with that level of care being provided by other professionals
providing similar services at the same locale and time period. The contents of this report are
professional opinions and as such, are not to be considered as a guaranty or warranty.
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This report should be reviewed and updated after a period of one year or if the site ownership or
project concept changes from that described herein.
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of the City of Anaheim to assist the project
consultants in the design of the proposed development. This report has not been prepared for use by
parties or projects other than those named or described herein. This report may not contain
sufficient information for other parties or other purposes.
This report is subject to review by the controlling governmental agency.

Respectfully submitted,
ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC

David E. Albus
Principal Engineer
G.E. 2455
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LABORATORY TESTING PROGRAM

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

City of Anaheim

May 23, 2016
J.N.:2474.00
LABORATORY TESTING

Soil Classification
Soils encountered within the exploratory excavations were initially classified in the field in general
accordance with the visual-manual procedures of the Unified Soil Classification System (ASTM
D2488-93). The samples were re-examined in the laboratory and classifications reviewed and then
revised where appropriate.
In-Situ Moisture and Density
Moisture content and dry density of in-place soil materials were determined in representative strata.
Test data are summarized on Table B.
Maximum Dry Density and Optimum Moisture Content
Maximum dry density and optimum moisture content of onsite soils were determined for a selected
sample in general accordance with Method A of ASTM D1557-07. Pertinent test values are given
on Table B.
Direct Shear
The Coulomb shear strength parameters, angle of internal friction and cohesion, were determined for
a bulk sample obtained from one of our borings. The test was performed in general conformance
with ASTM D 3080-04. The sample was remolded to 90 percent of maximum dry density. Three
specimens were prepared for the test, artificially saturated, and then sheared under varied loads at an
appropriate constant rate of strain. Results are graphically presented on Plate B-1.

TABLE B
SUMMARY OF LABORATORY TEST RESULTS
Boring
No.

Sample
Depth
(ft)

Soil Description

T-1

0-2

Sandy Clay

T-1

2

Sandy Clay

T-2

3

Sandy Clay

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Test Results
Maximum Dry Density:
Optimum Moisture Content:
Dry Density:
Moisture content:
Dry Density:
Moisture content:

109.5 pcf
17.5 %
87.8 pcf
13.7 %
74.7 pcf
25.2 %

APPENDIX B

SEGMENTAL WALL DESIGN

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

National Concrete Masonary Association

Page 1 of 6

SRWall (Version 4) Report
Project Identification
Project ID
Project Name
Owner
Client
Prepared By
Company
Address
Telephone
Section
Project File
Vendor Data File
Date and Time

: J.N. 2474.00
: Gramercy Park Horse Trail Improvements
: City of Anaheim
: City of Anaheim
: AJA
: Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc.
: 1011 North Armando Street, Anaheim, CA 92806
: (714) 630-1626
:
: 2474.00 3 ft allan block Wall.prj
:
: 04/14/2016 19:04:50

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Type of Structure

: Reinforced Wall

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Seismic Analysis Details
Peak Ground Acceleration(PGA
Ratio)

: 0.40

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Wall Geometry
Design Wall Height(ft)
Embedment Wall Height(ft)
Exposed Wall Design Height(ft)
Number of Segmental Wall Units
Wall Inclination(degrees)

: 3.12
: 1.52
: 1.60
:5
: 15.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Grades
Top Slope(degrees)

: 0.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Uniform Distributed Surcharge
Live Load Surcharge(Psf)
Dead Load Surcharge(Psf)

: 0.00
: 0.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-1
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Soil Data

Soil Zone

Description

Cohesion (c)
(psf)

Friction
Angle())
(degrees)

Unit Weight
(J)(pcf)

Reinforced Soil

clayey sand

N/A

28.00

100.00

Retained Soil

clayey sand

N/A

28.00

100.00

Leveling Pad Soil

Gravel

N/A

45.00

130.00

Foundation Soil

clayey sand

100.00

28.00

100.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Segmental Unit Data
Segmental Unit Name
Cap Height (Inches)
Unit Height (Hu)(Inches)
Unit Width (Wu)(Inches)
Unit Length (Inches)
Setback (Inches)
Weight (Infilled)(lb)
Unit Weight (Infilled)(pcf)
Center of Gravity(Inches)

: Allan Block Green Slope
: 0.00
: 7.50
: 12.00
: 17.62
: 2.01
: 110.00
: 119.86
: 5.20

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic Reinforcement Type and Number
Supplier

Product Name

Number

Miragrid 10XT

0

Miragrid 5XT

1

Miragrid 8XT

0

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic Properties
Geosynthetic Product

Tult
(lb/ft)

RFcr

RFd

RFid

LTDS
(lb/ft)

Ci

Cds

Miragrid 10XT

9500.00

1.58

1.10

1.05

8225.11

0.80

0.80

Miragrid 5XT

4700.00

1.58

1.10

1.05

4069.26

0.80

0.80

Miragrid 8XT

7400.00

1.58

1.10

1.05

6406.93

0.80

0.80

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-2
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Unit-Unit Interface Properties
Minimum Shear
Capacity(lb/ft)

Shear Friction
Angle

Maximum Shear
Capacity (lb/ft)

3582.00

32.80

5991.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic-SRW Unit Connection Strength properties
1st Inflection Point (lb/ft)

2nd Inflection Point (lb/ft)

Geosynthetic Product

Minimum
Conn.
Capacity
(lb/ft)

Normal Load
(lb/ft)

Connection
Capacity
(lb/ft)

Normal Load
(lb/ft)

Max
Connection
Capacity(lb/ft)

Miragrid 10XT

2091.00

1830.00

5999.00

1831.00

6000.00

Miragrid 5XT

3525.00

0.99

3526.00

1.00

3527.00

Miragrid 8XT

3832.00

1544.00

4446.00

1545.00

4447.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic-SRW Unit Shear Strength properties
Geosynthetic
Product

Minimum
Shear
Capacity(lb/ft)

Shear Friction
Angle

Maximum
Shear
Capacity (lb/ft)

Miragrid 10XT

3582.00

24.20

5991.00

Miragrid 5XT

3582.00

24.20

5991.00

Miragrid 8XT

3582.00

24.20

5991.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Vertical Components
Vertical Components of Earth Pressures Used

: No

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Cofficients of Earth Pressure and Failure Plane Orientation
Seismic Cofficient(K(int))
Seismic Cofficient(K(ext))
Reinforcement Soil(Static)(Ka)
Reinforcement Soil(Static)(Kah Horizontal Component)
Reinforcement Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kae)
Reinforcement Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kaeh horizontal
Component)
Internal Modified Back Slope(Bint)
Orientation of failure plane from horizontal(degrees) for
Internal Stability
Retained Soil(Static)(Ka)
Retained Soil(Static)(Kah Horizontal Component)
Retained Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kae)
Retained Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kaeh horizontal
Component)
External Modified Back Slope(Bext)

: 0.180
: 0.180
: 0.226
: 0.226
: 0.357
: 0.356
: 0.000
: 48.976
: 0.218
: 0.212
: 0.355
: 0.346
: 0.000

file:///C:/Program%20Files%20(x86)/NCMA/SRWall%204.0/Report.html
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National Concrete Masonary Association

Orientation of failure plane from horizontal(degrees) for
External Stability

Page 4 of 6

: 48.039

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-4
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Result of External Stability Seismic Analysis
Calculated

Design Criteria

FOS Sliding

3.54

> 1.10

FOS Overturning

14.17

> 1.50

FOS Bearing Capacity

28.79

> 1.50

Base Reinforcement Length (L)(ft)

5.00

Base Reinforcement Ratio (L/H)

1.60

> 0.60

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Results of Internal Stability Seismic Analysis
Layer
SRW
Anchor
FOS
FOS
FOS
Geosynthetic Elevation Length
Spacing
Unit
Length Overstress Pullout Slide
Product
(ft)
(ft)
(ft)
#
(ft)
>=1.10
>=1.10 >=1.10
>=2.00
4

Miragrid 5XT

1.88

5.00

2.87

16.88

1.26

63.47

OK

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Results of Facing Stability Seismic Analysis
FOS
SRW Heel
FOS
Geosynthetic
Crest
Unit Elev
Connection
Product
Toppling
#
(ft)
>=1.10
>=1.10
4

1.88

Miragrid 5XT

3.22

14.63

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-5
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Wall Reinforcement Layout

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Project Identification
Project ID
Project Name
Owner
Client
Prepared By
Company
Address
Telephone
Section
Vendor Data File
Project File
Date and Time

: J.N. 2474.00
: Gramercy Park Horse Trail Improvements
: City of Anaheim
: City of Anaheim
: AJA
: Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc.
: 1011 North Armando Street, Anaheim, CA 92806
: (714) 630-1626
:
:
: 2474.00 3 ft allan block Wall.prj
: 04/14/2016 19:04:50

Plate B-6
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SRWall (Version 4) Report
Project Identification
Project ID
Project Name
Owner
Client
Prepared By
Company
Address
Telephone
Section
Project File
Vendor Data File
Date and Time

: J.N. 2474.00
: Gramercy Park Horse Trail Improvements
: City of Anaheim
: City of Anaheim
: AJA
: Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc.
: 1011 North Armando Street, Anaheim, CA 92806
: (714) 630-1626
:
: 2474.00 5 ft allan block Wall.prj
:
: 04/14/2016 19:04:50

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Type of Structure

: Reinforced Wall

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Seismic Analysis Details
Peak Ground Acceleration(PGA
Ratio)

: 0.40

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Wall Geometry
Design Wall Height(ft)
Embedment Wall Height(ft)
Exposed Wall Design Height(ft)
Number of Segmental Wall Units
Wall Inclination(degrees)

: 5.62
: 2.87
: 2.75
:9
: 15.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Grades
Top Slope(degrees)

: 0.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Uniform Distributed Surcharge
Live Load Surcharge(Psf)
Dead Load Surcharge(Psf)

: 0.00
: 0.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-7
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Soil Data

Soil Zone

Description

Cohesion (c)
(psf)

Friction
Angle())
(degrees)

Unit Weight
(J)(pcf)

Reinforced Soil

clayey sand

N/A

28.00

100.00

Retained Soil

clayey sand

N/A

28.00

100.00

Leveling Pad Soil

Gravel

N/A

45.00

130.00

Foundation Soil

clayey sand

100.00

28.00

100.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Segmental Unit Data
Segmental Unit Name
Cap Height (Inches)
Unit Height (Hu)(Inches)
Unit Width (Wu)(Inches)
Unit Length (Inches)
Setback (Inches)
Weight (Infilled)(lb)
Unit Weight (Infilled)(pcf)
Center of Gravity(Inches)

: Allan Block Green Slope
: 0.00
: 7.50
: 12.00
: 17.62
: 2.01
: 110.00
: 119.86
: 5.20

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic Reinforcement Type and Number
Supplier

Product Name

Number

Miragrid 10XT

0

Miragrid 5XT

2

Miragrid 8XT

0

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic Properties
Geosynthetic Product

Tult
(lb/ft)

RFcr

RFd

RFid

LTDS
(lb/ft)

Ci

Cds

Miragrid 10XT

9500.00

1.58

1.10

1.05

8225.11

0.80

0.80

Miragrid 5XT

4700.00

1.58

1.10

1.05

4069.26

0.80

0.80

Miragrid 8XT

7400.00

1.58

1.10

1.05

6406.93

0.80

0.80

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-8
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Unit-Unit Interface Properties
Minimum Shear
Capacity(lb/ft)

Shear Friction
Angle

Maximum Shear
Capacity (lb/ft)

3582.00

32.80

5991.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic-SRW Unit Connection Strength properties
1st Inflection Point (lb/ft)

2nd Inflection Point (lb/ft)

Geosynthetic Product

Minimum
Conn.
Capacity
(lb/ft)

Normal Load
(lb/ft)

Connection
Capacity
(lb/ft)

Normal Load
(lb/ft)

Max
Connection
Capacity(lb/ft)

Miragrid 10XT

2091.00

1830.00

5999.00

1831.00

6000.00

Miragrid 5XT

3525.00

0.99

3526.00

1.00

3527.00

Miragrid 8XT

3832.00

1544.00

4446.00

1545.00

4447.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Geosynthetic-SRW Unit Shear Strength properties
Geosynthetic
Product

Minimum
Shear
Capacity(lb/ft)

Shear Friction
Angle

Maximum
Shear
Capacity (lb/ft)

Miragrid 10XT

3582.00

24.20

5991.00

Miragrid 5XT

3582.00

24.20

5991.00

Miragrid 8XT

3582.00

24.20

5991.00

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Vertical Components
Vertical Components of Earth Pressures Used

: No

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Cofficients of Earth Pressure and Failure Plane Orientation
Seismic Cofficient(K(int))
Seismic Cofficient(K(ext))
Reinforcement Soil(Static)(Ka)
Reinforcement Soil(Static)(Kah Horizontal Component)
Reinforcement Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kae)
Reinforcement Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kaeh horizontal
Component)
Internal Modified Back Slope(Bint)
Orientation of failure plane from horizontal(degrees) for
Internal Stability
Retained Soil(Static)(Ka)
Retained Soil(Static)(Kah Horizontal Component)
Retained Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kae)
Retained Soil(Static + Dynamic)(Kaeh horizontal
Component)
External Modified Back Slope(Bext)

: 0.180
: 0.180
: 0.226
: 0.226
: 0.357
: 0.356
: 0.000
: 48.976
: 0.218
: 0.212
: 0.355
: 0.346
: 0.000

file:///C:/Program%20Files%20(x86)/NCMA/SRWall%204.0/Report.html

Plate B-9

5/6/2016

National Concrete Masonary Association

Orientation of failure plane from horizontal(degrees) for
External Stability
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: 48.039

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-10
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Result of External Stability Seismic Analysis
Calculated

Design Criteria

FOS Sliding

2.01

> 1.10

FOS Overturning

5.01

> 1.50

FOS Bearing Capacity

19.53

> 1.50

Base Reinforcement Length (L)(ft)

5.00

Base Reinforcement Ratio (L/H)

0.89

> 0.60

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Results of Internal Stability Seismic Analysis
Layer
SRW
Anchor
FOS
FOS
FOS
Geosynthetic Elevation Length
Spacing
Unit
Length Overstress Pullout Slide
Product
(ft)
(ft)
(ft)
#
(ft)
>=1.10
>=1.10 >=1.10
>=2.00
7
4

Miragrid 5XT
Miragrid 5XT

3.75

5.00

1.74

16.08

1.10

26.68

OK

1.88

5.00

2.87

9.43

2.12

11.13

OK

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Results of Facing Stability Seismic Analysis
FOS
SRW Heel
FOS
Geosynthetic
Crest
Unit Elev
Connection
Product
Toppling
#
(ft)
>=1.10
>=1.10
7

3.75

Miragrid 5XT

4

1.88

Miragrid 5XT

2.05

13.94
8.17

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Plate B-11
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Wall Reinforcement Layout

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Project Identification
Project ID
Project Name
Owner
Client
Prepared By
Company
Address
Telephone
Section
Vendor Data File
Project File
Date and Time

: J.N. 2474.00
: Gramercy Park Horse Trail Improvements
: City of Anaheim
: City of Anaheim
: AJA
: Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc.
: 1011 North Armando Street, Anaheim, CA 92806
: (714) 630-1626
:
:
: 2474.00 5 ft allan block Wall.prj
: 04/14/2016 19:04:50

Plate B-12
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TENCATE GEOSYNTHETICS
Americas

Miragrid® 5XT
Miragrid® 5XT geogrid is composed of high molecular weight, high tenacity polyester
multifilament yarns which are woven in tension and finished with a PVC coating.
Miragrid® 5XT geogrid is inert to biological degradation and resistant to naturally
encountered chemicals, alkalis, and acids.
TenCate Geosynthetics Americas is accredited by a2La (The American Association for
Laboratory Accreditation) and Geosynthetic Accreditation Institute – Laboratory
Accreditation Program (GAI-LAP). NTPEP test data.

1

Mechanical Properties

Test Method

Unit

Tensile Strength (at ultimate)
Tensile Strength (at 5% strain)
Creep Reduced Strength
1
Long Term Allowable Design Load

ASTM D6637
ASTM D6637
ASTM D5262
GRI GG-4(b)

lbs/ft (kN/m)
lbs/ft (kN/m)
lbs/ft (kN/m)
lbs/ft (kN/m)

Minimum Average
Roll Value
Machine Direction
4700 (68.6)
1740 (25.4)
2975 (43.4)
2575 (37.6)

Unit
2
2
oz/yd (g/m )
ft (m)
2
2
yd (m )
lbs (kg)

Typical Value
9.3 (315)
12 x 150 (3.6 x 46)
200 (165)
123 (56)

NOTE: Long Term Allowable Design values are for sand, silt and clay

Physical Properties
Mass/Unit Area (ASTM D5261)
Roll Dimensions (width x length)
Roll Area
Estimated Roll Weight

2

2
ASTM D4439 Standard Terminology for Geosynthetics: typical value, n—for geosynthetics, the mean value calculated from documented
manufacturing quality control test results for a defined population obtained from one test method associated with on specific property.

Creep Reduced Strength (ASTM D5262), and Long Term Allowable Design Load (GRI GG-4(b)) is not covered by our current A2LA accreditation.
Disclaimer: TenCate assumes no liability for the accuracy or completeness of this information or for the ultimate use by the purchaser. TenCate
disclaims any and all express, implied, or statutory standards, warranties or guarantees, including without limitation any implied warranty as to
merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose or arising from a course of dealing or usage of trade as to any equipment, materials, or information
furnished herewith. This document should not be construed as engineering advice.
Mirafi® is a registered trademark of Nicolon Corporation.

Copyright © 2014 Nicolon Corporation. All Rights Reserved.

Plate B-13
365 South Holland Drive
Pendergrass, GA 30567

Tel 706 693 2226
Tel 888 795 0808

Fax 706 693 4400
www.tencate.com

FGS000531
ETQR20
GAI-LAP-25-97

Testing Lab 1291.01 & 1291.02

80
60
40

0.2

Unit Weight
(lbs/ 3)

Strength Type

Clayey Sand (SC)

120

Mohr‐Coulomb

100

28

None

0

Backfill

120

Mohr‐Coulomb

100

28

None

0

wall

150

Infinite strength

None

0

Material Name

1.027

Color

Support Name

Color

Geogrid Type #2 ‐ Mirafi 5XT

Cohesion Phi
Water
Ru
(psf)
(deg) Surface

Type

Adhesion (psf)

Fric on
Angle (deg)

Tensile Strength
(lbs/ )

GeoTex le

0

30

2575

-20

0

20

Safety Factor
0.000
0.250
0.500
0.750
1.000
1.250
1.500
1.750
2.000
2.250
2.500
2.750
3.000
3.250
3.500
3.750
4.000
4.250
4.500
4.750
5.000
5.250
5.500
5.750
6.000+

-60

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

2474.00 Gramercy Park Trail Segmental Retaining Wall Sta 1+10 - Seismic
Bishops

Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc.
SLIDEINTERPRET 6.033

Date: 5/25/2016

4/18/2016, 1:41:01 PM

PLATE B-14

80
60
40

Unit Weight
(lbs/ 3)

Strength Type

Clayey Sand (SC)

100

Mohr‐Coulomb

100

28

None

0

Backfill

98.55

Mohr‐Coulomb

100

28

None

0

wall

150

Infinite strength

None

0

Material Name

Color

Cohesion Phi
Water
Ru
(psf)
(deg) Surface

1.585
Support Name

Geogrid Type #2 ‐ Mirafi 5XT

Type

Adhesion (psf)

Fric on
Angle (deg)

Tensile Strength
(lbs/ )

GeoTex le

0

30

2575

Color

-20

0

20

Safety Factor
0.000
0.250
0.500
0.750
1.000
1.250
1.500
1.750
2.000
2.250
2.500
2.750
3.000
3.250
3.500
3.750
4.000
4.250
4.500
4.750
5.000
5.250
5.500
5.750
6.000+

-60

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

100

2474.00 Gramercy Park Trail Segmental Retaining Wall Sta 1+10 - Static
Bishops

Albus-Keefe & Associates, Inc.
SLIDEINTERPRET 6.033

Date: 5/5/2016

4/18/2016, 1:41:01 PM

PLATE B-15

APPENDIX C

STANDARD DETAILS

ALBUS-KEEFE & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Finish Slope Face
Plane Projected
1:1 (max) from
Toe of Slope to
Competent Material

Compacted
Fill

Natural Ground
Surface

Unsuitable
Material

Natural Ground
Surface

Unsuitable
Material

Bench

Competent
Material

2% (min)

Per Soils
Report

Keyway
Per Soils Report

NOTES:
Benching shall be done when
the slope angle is equal to or
greater than 5:1.

FILL SLOPE CONSTRUCTION

Not To Scale
See attached soils report for
specific recommendations
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SEGMENTAL RETAINING WALL CONSTRUCTION PLAN
CONSTRUCTION NOTES
3.3 Select Backfill Placement
1.0 GENERAL

B. Foundation Soil Preparation

Work shall consist of furnishing and installing segmental retaining walls constructed in
accordance with these specifications and in reasonably close conformity with the lines, grades,
design and dimensions shown on the plans or established by the geotechnical engineer.

1.0 Foundation excavations shall be cut level for a width equal to or exceeding the length of the soil
reinforcement plus two feet as shown on the construction drawings, or as recommended by the
geotechnical engineer.

No structural loading or other surcharging shall be applied to the area behind the wall as defined by a
45 degree plane projected up from the base of the wall without review and approval of a qualified
engineer.

2.0 Excavations for the base leveling course shall be made into competent ground approved by the
geotechnical engineer.

2.0 MATERIALS
2.1 Facing Modules
A. Facing modules shall be Tan in color, either Verdura 40 blocks or Allan Block: Green Slope blocks, and
have a minimum compressive strength of 4000 psi at 28 days.
Specimens of fresh concrete shall be prepared in accordance with ASTM C 31 from concrete used at the plant
to cast the units. A set of three (3) specimens shall be prepared for every 150 cubic yards of concrete cast.

3.0 Foundation excavations shall be observed by the geotechnical engineer to confirm that the actual
foundation material strength meets or exceeds the assumed design strength. Materials not meeting
required strength shall be removed and replaced with acceptable material as recommended by the
geotechnical engineer.
4.0 Overexcavated areas shall be filled with compacted backfill material as recommended by the
geotechnical engineer.
C. Base Leveling Course
1.0 Leveling course shall be placed as shown on the construction drawings.

Compressive strength of the specimens shall be determined in accordance with ASTM C 39; one at 7 days
and 2 at 28 days. The results shall be provided to the Special Inspector
B. Facing modules shall conform to the dimensions indicated in these plans.
2.2 Soil Reinforcement

3.0 Leveling course shall be prepared to insure complete contact of facing units with leveling course.
D. Facing Unit Installation

A. Soil reinforcement shall be of either sheet or grid type, specifically fabricated for use as a soil
reinforcement.

1.0 First course of facing units shall be placed on the base leveling course. The units shall be checked
for level and alignment.

B. Soil reinforcement shall consist of Mirifi Mirigrid 5XT as shown on the drawings, or comparable material
approved by the geotechnical engineer.

2.0 Insure that first course units are in full contact with leveling course.

The contractor, or the supplier as his agent, shall furnish the geotechnical engineer a Certificate
of Compliance certifying that the soil reinforcement complies with this section of the specifications
and the drawings. Material not conforming to these specifications shall not be used without the
prior written consent of the geotechnical engineer.
2.3 Base Leveling Course and Drain Rock
Materials for base leveling course and drain rock shall conform to the requirements of the Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction, Section 200-1.2, for crushed rock, 3/4-inch nominal
size, or for CalTrans Class II Permeable Filter Material.
2.4 Select Soil Backfill
All backfill materials used in the reinforced soil volume shall be free from stones or lumps exceeding
3 inches in greatest dimension, organic material, or unsuitable material, as determined by the
geotechnical engineer.
Backfill materials used in the reinforced soil volume and backfill soils behind the reinforced soils volume
shall have material properties indicated in Section 4.0 of these notes and approved by the geotechnical
engineer.
Proposed backfill materials, whether on-site or imported, shall be submitted to the geotechnical engineer
prior to construction.
3.0

2.0 Leveling course materials shall be installed upon ground approved by the geotechnical engineer.

3.0 Subsequent course units are placed side by side for full length of wall alignment. Units shall be
spaced as indicated in the drawings. Alignment may be done by means of a string line or offset
from base line.
4.0 Install facing units and fill wall units with hand tamped soil approved by the geotechnical engineer.
5.0 Six to twelve inches of drain rock shall be placed behind units as shown on construction drawings.
The drain rock zone behind the wall units shall be continuous to maintain drainage directly behind
the wall face.
6.0 Sweep all excess material from top of units and install next course.
7.0 Lay up each course maintaining design batter as shown on construction drawings. Repeat to extent
of wall height.
8.0 At the end of each course where the wall changes elevation, units shall be turned into the backfill.
Only the front face of the units shall be visible from the side of the wall.
3.2 Soil Reinforcement Installation
A. The soil reinforcement shall be laid horizontally on compacted fill and shall extend to lengths indicated
on the plans.
B. Soil reinforcement at the wall face shall be wrapped around a PVC pin and overlapped 18 inches. The
PVC pin and reinforcement shall be seated firmly in the notches provided in the facing modules.

CONSTRUCTION
C. Soil reinforcement shall be pulled to eliminate slack prior to placing fill soils.

3.1

Facing Modules
A. Excavation
1.0 Contractor shall excavate to the lines and grades shown on the site civil drawings. Contractor shall
be careful not to disturb embankment materials beyond lines shown.

D. Soil reinforcement shall be laid at the proper elevation and orientation as shown on the construction
drawings or as recommended by the geotechnical engineer. Uniaxial reinforcement shall be laid with the
strong direction perpendicular to the wall face.

A. Backfill shall be placed, spread, and compacted in such a manner that prevents the movement of the wall units
and the development of wrinkles in and/or movement of the soil reinforcement. Any soil reinforcement material
or facing units which move excessively or become damaged during backfill placement shall be either removed
and replaced at the contractor's expense or repaired as recommended by the geotechnical engineer.
B. Backfill material shall be placed in layers of uniform thickness, not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness, and
shall be compacted to a minimum of 90% of maximum density as determined by ASTM D1557.
C. Construction equipment shall be operated with care when directly on the soil reinforcement. A minimum backfill
thickness of 6 inches is required prior to operation of large or track equipment over the soil reinforcement.
Turning and sudden stopping of equipment shall be kept to a minimum to prevent displacement of the fill and
damaging the soil reinforcement. Compactors should be pneumatic. Sheepsfoot or grid type rollers shall only
be used as approved by the geotechnical engineer. Hand-held compaction equipment should be used in areas
not accessible to larger equipment being used on site.
D. The moisture content of the backfill material prior to and during compaction shall be uniformly distributed
throughout each layer of material. Backfill material shall have a placement moisture content of at or slightly over
the optimum moisture content. Backfill material with a placement moisture content outside of acceptable limits,
as determined by the soil engineer, shall be removed and reworked until the moisture content is uniformly
acceptable throughout the entire lift. The optimum moisture content shall be determined in accordance with
ASTM D1557.
E. The maximum left thickness before compaction shall not exceed 8 inches. The contractor shall decrease this
lift thickness, if necessary, to obtain the specified density.
F. Construction of the wall shall not exceed 5 feet vertically from the bottom of the wall until the embedded blocks
at the toe of the wall are backfilled with compacted fill up to the finish grade at the toe of wall.
G. At the end of each day of operation when the chance of rain exists, the contractor shall slope the last level of
backfill away from the wall face to direct runoff of rainwater away from the wall face. In addition, the contractor
shall not allow surface runoff from adjacent areas to enter the wall site.
3.4 Wall Drainage
A. WALL DRAIN: Perforated pipe shall be installed directly behind the block at the bottom of wall for walls having a
slope descending below the wall. This pipe shall be placed, with a minimum of 0.5% fall, upon the base leveling
shall be used at outlet locations. "T"s can be used if two sections of perforated pipe flow to a common outlet.
Solid pipe outlets shall be provided for every 100 lineal feet of perforated pipe. Outlets shall be placed such that
they extend at least 2 feet beyond the slope face and at least 2 feet above toe of slope, or 1 foot beyond the
face of wall and at least 1 foot above finish grade at the toe of wall if outlets are to extend through the face of
wall. The location of the wall drain shall be determined by the geotechnical engineer.
3.4 Special Inspection
A. Special inspection during installation shall be performed by a person knowledgable and competent in the
construction of segmental retaining walls and approved by the building official. Items of inspection shall
include:
1.0 At time of delivery the wall units shall be inspected and verified that they conform to these plans.
2.0 Foundation preparation.
3.0 Unit placement, including alignment and inclination.
4.0 Geosynthetic (geogrid) reinforcement, and placement with respect to type, elevation and orientation.
5.0 Backfill material type, placement and compaction.
4.0 Design Parameters for Segmental Wall System
A. Design of the reinforced soil structure is based on the following parameters:
Wall Segment

Friction Angle

Cohesion

Unit Weight

E. Correct orientation (roll direction) of the soil reinforcement shall be verified by the geotechnical engineer.
F. Soil reinforcement may be secured in place with staples, pins, sandbags, or backfill, or as approved by
the geotechnical engineer during placement of select soil backfill.

Geotechnical parameters used for design should be confirmed prior to wall construction.

G. Adjacent borders of the soil reinforcement shall be butted together. No overlap is necessary. If overlap
occurs, the preceding roll shall overlap the following roll in the direction that the fill material is being
spread.
H. There shall be no soil reinforcement joints parallel to the wall face. The soil reinforcement must be
continuous from face of wall to back of grid.
I. Any damaged reinforcement shall be removed and replaced at the contractor's cost.
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Sta. 1+08.60

Top Face of Wall
FG at Toe of Wall
Bottom of Wall

Segmental Retaining Wall "A"
PROFILE
EXPLANATION
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(see SHT 3)
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- Finish Grade at Toe of Wall
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- Bottom of Wall

X

X

Bottom of Wall

3

- Miragrid 5XT Geogrid
(vertical line indicates end)

- Indicates number of block
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DESCRIPTION
CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR EXISITNG TRAIL (OUTSIDE OF
SCOPE AREA FROM BRIDGE TO CITY LIMITS) TO
PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS FOLLOWING NEW TRAIL
CONSTRUCTION
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1 DIG PLANT PIT TWICE AS DEEP AND AS

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 24

3 SET ROOT BALL ATOP THE MOISTENED

WIDE AS PLANT CONTAINER - BREAK UP
LARGE CLODS AND AVOID SMOOTH
SIDED PITS

4 REPLACE BACKFILL MATERIAL TO ABOUT

● AMENDMENT
A) NO SOIL AMENDMENT IS
RECOMMENDED FOR NATIVE
PLANTS. THE NATIVE SOIL SHOULD
BE SOFT AND FRIABLE.
ELIMINATE
LARGE ROCKS AND
CLODS FROM
BACKFILL.

7
9

BACKFILL SO THAT THE PLANT COLLAR
IS 1" HIGHER THAN FINISH GRADE

2/3 HEIGHT IF THE ROOT BALL - FILL WITH
SLOW RUNNING WATER WHILE TAMPING
AND ALLOWING THE BACKFILL TO SETTLE

5 FILL REMAINING PORTION OF PLANT PIT
WITH BACKFILL - MAKE SURE COLLAR IS
HIGHER THAN GRADE

6 CREATE IRRIGATION BASIN BERM, OUTSIDE
10

B) TRI-C ORGANICS 4 GRAM
MYCOTAB SHALL BE INCORPORATED
WITH THE BACKFILL MIX (OR PLACED IN
THE BOTTOM OF THE PLANTING PIT).
DO NOT ALLOW THEM TO TOUCH THE
ROOT BALL.
LINER: 1 TAB
1 GAL: 2 TABS
5 GAL: 8 TABS
15 GAL: 16 TABS

6
8

THE PLANT PIT HOLE USING REMAINING
BACKFILL AND NATIVE SOIL

7 APPLY 2-4" DEEP ORGANIC WEED AND
DISEASE-FREE MULCH AROUND EXPOSED
COLLAR AND INSIDE THE ENTIRE BASIN
AREA

● IRRIGATE THOROUGHLY, FILLING THE
BASIN WITH WATER AND SPRINKLING
AROUND TO SETTLE BACK FILL, MULCH
AND BERM - ALLOW TO SOAK IN AND
REPEAT

5
● FILL PLANT PIT WITH WATER AND

3

ALLOW TO PERCOLATE INTO SUBSOIL

8 DRiWATER™ TIME RELEASE SYSTEM - (NON

4

IRRIGATED PLANTING ONLY) SEE
SPECIFICATIONS FOR USAGE AND
HANDLING (800) 255-8458 (www.driwater.com)
INSTALL ON UP SLOPE SIDE OF PLANTS
1 GAL = 2 QUARTS PER PLANT
5 GAL = 4 QUARTS PER PLANT
15 GAL = 5 QUARTS PER PLANT

1
2

2 SPILL SOME OF THE BACKFILL

A

MATERIAL INTO THE BOTTOM OF THE
HOLE AND MOISTEN, TAMP AND MOUND
SLIGHTLY

NATIVE PLANTING
SCALE: N.T.S.

SECTION

9 TOP OF ROOT BALL (PLANT COLLAR) 1/2" - 1" HIGHER THAN SURROUNDING
GRADE

10 FINISH GRADE

P-GPT.01-02

PLANT LEGEND

GENERAL PLANTING NOTES:
1.
R-01

2.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONTINUOUS PROTECTION OF ALL
PLANT MATERIALS ON-SITE. THE PLACEMENT OF ALL SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS
SHALL BE REVIEWED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO PLANTING. ANY TREE
OR SHRUB THAT IS PLANTED WITHOUT PRIOR REVIEW IS SUBJECT TO REMOVAL AND
RELOCATION IF DEEMED NECESSARY. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE SUBJECT TO
INSPECTION AND APPROVAL BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.
ALL PLANTS SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA NURSERY
ASSOCIATION WITH REGARD TO SIZE AND CONDITION.

REFERENCE NOTES:
1.
SEE PLANTING DETAIL SHEET FOR PLANTING DETAILS & NOTES
2. SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR PLANTING REQUIREMENTS
3. DURING POST CONSTRUCTION, ALL IMPROVEMENTS TO BE MAINTAINED BY
CONTRACTOR FOR SPECIFIED PERIOD OF TIME AS STIPULATED IN SPECIFICATIONS.

AB

S

PLANT QUANTITIES:
CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTE THAT THE QUANTITIES ON PLANT LEGEND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED
FOR REFERENCE ONLY. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE HIS OWN QUANTITIES FOR BID
PREPARATION. ANY DISCREPANCIES IN PLANT QUANTITIES AND SIZES SHALL BE BROUGHT
TO THE ATTENTION OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

GROUND COVERS

BOTANICAL NAME / COMMON NAME

SIZE

QTY

DETAIL

ARTEMISIA CALIFORNICA / CALIFORNIA SAGEBRUSH

1 GAL

113

A/25

ERIOGONUM FASCICULATUM / COMMON BUCKWHEAT

1 GAL

72

A/25

MALOSMA LAURINA / LAUREL SUMAC

5 GAL

16

A/25

RHUS INTEGRIFOLIA / LEMONADE BERRY

5 GAL

37

A/25

SALVIA MELLIFERA / BLACK SAGE

1 GAL

36

A/25

BOTANICAL NAME / COMMON NAME

SIZE

QTY

DETAIL

HYDROSEED SEED MIX

SEED MIX

SPACING

3,007 SF

PLANT INSTALLATION
1.
ALL PLANTS SHALL BE VERIFIED BY CITY WITH ON-SITE INSPECTION OR THROUGH
PHOTOGRAPHS FROM NURSERY PRIOR TO PLANTING. PLANTS MAY BE SUBJECT TO
REPLACEMENT BY THE DISCRETION OF THE CITY.
2. PRIOR TO PLANTING, PLANTS SHALL BE LOCATED ABOVE GRADE ON SITE IN THEIR
CONTAINERS OR WITH COLORED FLAGS IN THE LOCATION OF FINAL PLANTING PER THE
APPROVED PLANTING PLAN.
3. CITY SHALL BE NOTIFIED WITHIN 48 HOURS TO INSPECT THE FINAL LOCATIONS FOR ALL
PLANT MATERIAL .

ARISTIDA PURPUREA
NASSELLA LEPIDA
NASSELLA PULCHRA
ESCHSCHOLZIA CALIFORNICA

REFERENCE NOTES LEGEND

NOTE: PLS LBS/ACRE ≠ LBS/ACRE. PLS LBS/ACRE IS THE MOST ACCURATE WAY TO SPECIFY
SEEDS AND TAKE INTO ACCOUNT BOTH PURITY AND GERMINATION. PLS %=% PURITY X %
GERMINATION.

SPECIES

PURE LIVE SEED LBS/ACRE
3.00
2.00
8.00
2.00

HYDROSEED SLURRY

DESCRIPTION
CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR EXISITNG TRAIL (OUTSIDE OF
SCOPE AREA FROM BRIDGE TO CITY LIMITS) TO
PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS FOLLOWING NEW TRAIL
CONSTRUCTION

PRODUCT

APPLICATION RATE

FLEXTERRA HP-FGM
BIOSOL FORTE 7-2-1 ORGANIC FERTILIZER
AM-120 MYCORRHIZAL INOCULUM
TRI-C SOLUBLE HUMATE

3500 LBS/ACRE
800 LBS/ACRE
60 LBS/ACRE
1 LBS/ACRE

L A NDSCA P E

I

CT

2214

AR

I TE

T

D GUY
HUR

II

AR

D
RE

CH

TE

SEED MIX AS PRESCRIBED BY S&S SEEDS

IS

Signature

ARTHUR D. GUY

06/22/2016

06/22/2016
ST

Date
EX
18
P.
5 / 3 1/ 20

AT

E

O F CA L I FO

IA

R-01

SEE LEGEND BELOW

R EG

SYMBOL

N

SHRUBS

RN

3185 C Airway Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
p: 714 545 2898 | f: 714 545 2878
bgb-inc.com

PLANTING PLAN, DETAIL AND LEGEND
GRAMERCY PARK

CITY OF ANAHEIM
200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Anaheim, CA 92805

25

25

RCP2015-xxxxx

CITY OF ANAHEIM

D - xxx/xxx

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

