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The following tables summarizes the comments received during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 

public scoping period, from April 9, 2018 to May 8, 2018. Following this table are the copies of 

the comment letters received.  

Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

State Agencies 

Native American 
Heritage 
Commission 

4/19/2018 The commenter notes that CEQA was amended 
significantly in 2014 to include a separate category 
of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources,” 
and provides that a project that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. Assembly 
Bill (AB) 52 applies to any project for which a 
notice of preparation is filed after July 1, 2015. AB 
52 has tribal consultation requirements and certain 
timing requirements for notification that are 
outlined in the letter.  

The commenter requested an appropriate records 
search to determine known traditional cultural resources, 
and preparation of an archaeological inventory survey if 
required. The commenter provided a list of appropriate 
Native American contacts for consultation concerning 
the project site. According to the commenter, mitigation 
should be included in the EIR to identify and evaluate 
accidentally discovered archaeological resources 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 and CEQA Section 15064.5(f). 

Section 4.9, Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

5/1/2018 According to the commenter, the TIA needs to be 
submitted to Caltrans for review and comment. If the 
project will impact state right-of-way, the District needs 
to follow Caltrans standards for preparation of traffic 
impact studies. Because of an existing Class II bicycle 
lane on Berkeley Avenue, Caltrans urges appropriate 
measures to ensure the safety of bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Department of 
Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) 

5/3/2018 The commenter recommends the identification of 
current and historic uses at the project site that may 
have resulted in the release of hazardous 
wastes/substances. If there are any recognized 
environmental conditions in the project area, then 
proper investigation, sampling, and remedial actions 
overseen by the appropriate regulatory agencies 
should be conducted prior to the new development or 
any construction. If project plans include discharging 
wastewater to a storm drain, a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permit from the 

Section 4.4, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

   10488 
 2 April 2019  

Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

Regional Water Quality Control Board may be 
required. If planned activities include building 
modifications/demolitions, lead-based paints or 
products, mercury, and asbestos containing materials 
should be investigated and mitigated/disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable and relevant laws and 
regulations. In addition, evaluate whether 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing materials 
are present in on-site buildings, and address as 
necessary to protect human health and the 
environment. If the site was used for agricultural or 
related activities, residual pesticides may be present in 
on-site soil. DTSC recommends investigation and 
mitigation, as necessary, to address potential impact to 
human health and environment from residual 
pesticides. DTSC recommends evaluation, proper 
investigation and mitigation, if necessary, of on-site 
areas with current or historic PCB-containing 
transformers. Regarding underground storage tanks 
(USTs) associated with the boiler plant, the regulatory 
agencies that approved the closure of the 
contaminated site cleanups/UST sites should be 
identified. DTSC recommends soil gas sampling and 
vapor intrusion risk evaluation on sites with releases of 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH). DTSC is unable to evaluate 
whether vapor sampling and/or potential vapor 
intrusion risk was adequately addressed due to the 
lack of relevant detailed information in the Initial Study. 
DTSC recommends soil gas sampling after to confirm 
no residual VOC/TPH contamination remains on site 
and/or risk is acceptable based on applicable and 
relevant state guidelines. If soil contamination is 
suspected or observed on the project site, then 
excavated soil should be sampled prior to 
export/disposal. If the soil is contaminated, it should be 
disposed of properly in accordance with all applicable 
and relevant laws and regulations. In addition, if the 
project involves importing soil to backfill the excavated 
areas, proper evaluation and/or sampling should be 
conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free of 
contamination. If during construction/demolition of the 
project, soil and/or groundwater contamination is 
suspected, construction/demolition in the area should 
cease and appropriate health and safety procedures 
should be implemented. If it is determined that 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR 
should identify how any required investigation and/or 
remediation will be conducted and the appropriate 
government agency to provide regulatory oversight. 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

Regional Agencies 

South Coast Air 
Quality 
Management 
District 

5/1/2018 The commenter recommends that the CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook (1993) be used for all air quality analysis and 
California Emissions Estimator Model land use 
emissions software be used to estimate pollutant 
emissions from typical land use developments. Air 
quality impacts from project operations and construction 
should be calculated. The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District has developed regional and 
localized significance thresholds for criteria pollutants 
that should be compared to estimated proposed project 
emissions. A mobile source health risk assessment 
should be performed in the event that the proposed 
project generates or attracts vehicular trips. The 
California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land 
Use Handbook: A Community Perspective is 
recommended as guidance for siting incompatible land 
uses. Several resources are recommended to assist in 
the drafting of mitigation measures in the event that the 
project generates significant adverse air quality impacts. 
The commenter states that CEQA requires that all 
feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is 
required by the law be used during project construction 
and operation to minimize or eliminate these impacts. 
Further, the letter notes that any impacts resulting from 
mitigation measures must be discussed pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D).  

Section 4.2, Air Quality  

Section 4.3, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Local Agencies 

City of Fullerton 5/8/2018 The City is pleased that the Initial Study 
acknowledges the potential for significant impacts. 
The City asks that the EIR include effective and 
enforceable mitigation measures that will protect the 
surrounding residential areas from light, noise, and 
traffic intrusion. 

The commenter requests that if there is a project 
objective to increase opportunities for field rentals, 
this should be identified.  

The City requests a discussion of any changes in 
programming that are anticipated with the 
improvements to the field. 

In terms of lighting, the City requests that the 
elevation of light fixtures relative to the 
neighborhoods north of campus be addressed, as 
well as the type of lighting fixtures, the effectiveness 
of proposed mitigation measures, and enforcement of 
lighting curfews.  

Chapter 3, Project Description 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

The City requests that the EIR address how the 
College will control noise from outside rental groups’ 
sound systems and address the types of sound 
systems that might be used by these outside groups. 

According to the commenter, the traffic analysis 
needs to address bypass traffic through local 
neighborhoods, the offset condition of Parking Lot 6 
driveway and Brookdale Place on Berkeley Avenue, 
and a worst-case situation where Fullerton Union 
High School and Fullerton College host games or 
activities simultaneously. The City also notes that any 
work in the public street right-of-way will require 
approval of the Director of Public Works, and that 
permits need to be obtained from the City’s Public 
Works Department. 

The City requests that the EIR evaluate impacts to 
public infrastructure, using anticipated quantities of 
discharge into storm drains, sewers, and anticipated 
water usage. 

For alternatives, the commenter recommends that 
the EIR look at a No Project, a Reduced Project, and 
an Alternative Location, including building a new 
stadium at Cypress College. 

Scoping Meeting Comment Cards 

Muriel Bergman 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed, due to light and noise 
pollution, traffic, and parking problems. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics  

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Dan Chlebowski 5/1/2018 Commenter supports building the stadium; “100 
years in the making.” 

N/A 

Mike Clay 5/1/2018 Commenter fully supports the project, citing the 
need to upgrade the field for future generations 
and stating that this will improve the community 
college and the community. 

N/A 

Amy Dickinson 5/8/2018 Commenter states that the plans for this stadium do 
not match the perceived need, and the project will 
serve an insignificant population of the college 
campus. Commenter characterizes the proposed 
project as a “feel good” project to celebrate Coach 
Sherbeck and the victorious football team, which 
does not compete with the injurious nature to their 
home and their neighborhood in terms of light 
pollution, noise pollution, and traffic.  

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Yolanda Duron 5/1/2018 Commenter states that it is a great idea, and will 
build more community involvement and will improve 
the student experience. This is for all students. 

N/A 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

Jeff Holt 5/8/2018 Commenter states that the proposed 
improvements will be a visual and sonic assault on 
the surrounding community. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Mary Beth Holt 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed due to parking strain, 
increased glare from lights, and noise from the audio 
system, which the commenter states will be a 
detriment to the community. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Loretta Hooghkirk 5/8/2018 Commenter’s concerns include how tall the light 
posts will be and how they will affect her view; e.g., 
will there be lights shining in her yard? How loud will 
the PA system be? Will there be increased traffic and 
overspill parking on her street? How late will events 
be allowed and how late will the lights be on? 

Chapter 3, Project Description 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Brice Hunt 5/1/2018 Commenter is opposed to stadium because of 
speakers and lighting. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Sandee Hunt 5/1/2018 Commenter is opposed to stadium because of traffic, 
noise, and outside rentals. 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Ellen Lentz 5/8/2018 Commenter stresses the need to consider the 
community. According to the commenter, they 
already suffer, and this stadium would further 
magnify noise, traffic and unsafe drivers, trash, and 
light pollution. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Bill Miller 5/1/2018 Commenter states that they are already dealing with 
loud noise at early hours, trash, drug deals, and lewd 
behavior in cars, and says the project will bring more 
of the same. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Note: Lewd behavior is not a 
topic assessed under CEQA. 

Ursula Oleksyn 5/1/2018 Commenter cites negative impact on quality of life 
with parking, noise, air quality. Commenter notes that 
there is already a stadium in the area. 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.2, Air Quality 

Marlon Rizo 5/1/2018 Commenter states that Fullerton College should 
lower tuition costs before building a stadium. 

N/A 

Chris Ryan 5/1/2018 Commenter is opposed to stadium because of noise 
pollution, light pollution, traffic congestion, and loss in 
property value. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Susan Ryan 5/1/2018 Commenter is opposed to spending the money on 
the Sherbeck Field improvements because of noise, 
trash, and traffic congestion. States that the project 
will also decrease property values. Suggests the use 
of funds to increase academic opportunities. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 



APPENDIX B (Continued) 

   10488 
 6 April 2019  

Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

Note: Littering and property 
values are not topics assessed 
under CEQA. 

Jo Sand 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed due to traffic, noise, lower 
property values. Suggests the use of the other 
stadiums within a mile or less (Fullerton Union High 
School or California State University, Fullerton 
(CSUF)) for Fullerton College football. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Note: Property values are not 
assessed under CEQA. 

Laurice Singer 5/1/2018 Commenter is opposed to project. Suggests use of 
high school stadium. States that project would be a 
waste of taxpayer money, and cites noise, traffic, 
lighting, and trash issues. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Note: Littering is not a topic 
assessed under CEQA. 

Robert Singer 5/8/2018 Commenter states that the following significant negative 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods are likely: 
increases in noise and night lighting; drugs, alcohol, 
undesirable behavior; loss of privacy; and parking and 
street congestion. Suggests sharing the artificial turf 
stadium at Fullerton Union High School or other venues. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Undesirable behavior and 
privacy are not topics assessed 
under CEQA. 

Jon St. Amant 5/8/2018 Commenter states that noise is a big concern and 
suggests sound-absorbing walls, suggesting that this 
could be constructed as a buffer between the 
stadium and surrounding community. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Desi St. Amant 5/8/2018 Commenter is concerned about increased traffic. 
States that the sound study was conducted on a day 
when few students were in school with no traffic, 
skewing the study results. Notes increased trash and 
light pollution as an issue. States that the site was 
rejected in 1973 because it was primarily residential 
and asks what has changed about the location. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation. 

Tenney 5/7/18 Commenter is okay with the plans. N/A 

Shirley Wooldridge 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed due to traffic congestion, 
lights, noise, and litter. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Jan Youngman 5/8/2018 Commenter states that there is no need for a stadium 
at Fullerton College because there is one at the high 
school. States intention to work to vote all Trustees 
out of office regarding this issue. 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

Individuals 

Amy Alspaugh 5/4/2018 Commenter’s concerns and objections include 
increased traffic, noise pollution, parking problems, 
traffic congestion, vendors, trash, strain on Fullerton 
Police, and violations of local residents’ and 
homeowners’ property rights with loitering, 
vandalism, loss of privacy, noise and lighting, and 
unwelcome visitors to the neighborhood. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Note: Littering, loss of privacy, 
and unwelcome visitors are not 
topics assessed under CEQA. 

Robert L. Ashlock 4/18/2018 Commenter is opposed due to traffic and parking 
issues caused by the College. States that the use of 
the field at night will further extend the traffic, parking, 
and noise into the neighborhood.  

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Ken Bane 5/8/2018 Commenter does not agree with Land Use and 
Planning conclusions in the Initial Study. Thinks 
mitigation such as an alternative location, reduced 
project, putting a dome over the project, lowering the 
project below grade, and establishing a formal 
communication channel to issue complaints should 
be considered. Commenter recommends that noise 
mitigation measures include innovative streaming to 
individual smart devices, having all bleachers face 
away from homes. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Richard Bartulski 4/16/2018 Commenter is opposed.  N/A 

Randolph Baxter 4/20/2018 Commenter states that the project would increase 
traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
noise in the area. 

Section 4.2, Air Quality 

Section 4.3, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Cyndi Bemis 5/1/2018 Commenter raises concerns about noise; parking in 
neighborhoods, which causes safety concerns; sleep 
disruption; trash on streets; vandalism; decrease in 
home values; and cost of project when other stadiums 
are available for use. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Littering and home values 
are not topics assessed under 
CEQA. 

William H. 
Chambers 

5/3/2018 Commenter is 100% in support, stating that it is long 
overdue. Commenter was head Fullerton College 
Athletic Trainer for 38 years, and states that taking 
athletes off campus for games is difficult. It is 
expensive for transportation and rent. Notes that their 
teams were always third in line at the Fullerton Union 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

High School stadium, and at CSUF, they were 
treated as outsiders. States that now the students are 
bused to Yorba Linda High School. States that 
Sherbeck Field is a classroom for football and track 
athletes as well as for physical activities. 

Martin and Maria 
Chavez 

5/8/2018 Commenters are opposed due to noise, light 
pollution, generation of trash and vandalism, traffic, 
and crowd control. Suggest use of alternatives 
already in place, such as CSUF and Fullerton Union 
High School stadium. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Terrence and Mary 
Collier 

5/2/2018 Commenters are opposed to the project due to noise, 
excess traffic, light pollution, generation of trash and 
vandalism, and crowd control. Suggest that the 
District use the stadium at Fullerton Union High 
School or Titan Stadium at CSUF. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

John E. Collins 4/23/2018 Commenter asks whether another stadium is 
necessary when the high school has one that can be 
used. States that neighbors are opposed due to 
traffic, parking, light, and noise. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Wayne and Alice 
Collins  

4/16/2018 Commenters are opposed. They have a view lot and 
there would be an impact on them. 

N/A 

Fred Crissinger III 5/4/2018 Commenter recommends building the stadium, then 
working out issues and compromises. Thinks the major 
issue has already been worked out: lights out by 10:00 
p.m. States that Fullerton College would benefit, City of 
Fullerton would benefit, and neighboring businesses 
would benefit. Wonders why so few can raise a voice, all 
in protest over a few Saturdays, because they might be 
inconvenienced. Restates that it should be built.  

N/A 

Anna Dalin 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed due to lights, noise, decline in 
home values, trash, parking, and traffic safety. Suggests 
use of the stadium at Fullerton Union High School. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Property values are not 
assessed under CEQA. 

Wayne Dalin 5/8/2018 Commenter raises need to address parking overflow 
into neighborhoods. Asks if there is a mechanism to 
monitor parking in neighborhoods after the stadium is 
built. States that trash is a problem and that light 
pollution will be a problem. Commenter states that he 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

contacted Musco and they said the stadium at 
Chapman College was representative of the 
technology. Commenter found there was still a lot of 
glare there, and states that a monitoring body needs 
to be put in place to evaluate any light pollution once 
the lights are up. States that noise pollution is 
probably the biggest factor. Also very concerned 
about rentals to outside organizations where there is 
no control over noise. Concerned about ground 
vibration. Recommends a contractual agreement with 
residents limiting rental use. States that a shared use 
agreement with Fullerton Joint Union High School 
District (FJUHSD) is the best way to mitigate noise at 
games. Recommends use of adjustable goal posts 
and repainting hash lines. States the need for a body 
that will receive noise complaints and do something 
about them. 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Ruth Davies 4/21/2018 Commenter is opposed because of increased traffic, 
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, light pollution, foot 
traffic, littering, and loss of valuable parking spaces. 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.3. Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Ronald Dymek 5/3/2018 Commenter is opposed due to the increased noise, 
lighting, traffic congestion, pollution, and trash the 
project would create. Notes that events at the 
stadium will last past the 7 p.m. parking permit 
restriction for the neighborhood, and that noise 
pollution from the softball field is unbearable. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation 

Note: Trash left behind by 
students on site and in the 
neighborhoods, while undesirable, 
is not an environmental impact 
assessed under CEQA. The 
CEQA questions regarding solid 
waste have to do with whether 
there is a landfill with sufficient 
capacity to serve the project and 
whether the proposed project 
would comply with federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. The project 
would comply with these 
regulations, which do not pertain to 
the issue of littering. 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

Shaun Dymek 5/3/2018 Commenter is opposed due to safety, noise, 
property value decline, and future impacts. 
Expresses doubt that future administrations and 
chancellors will keep promises.  

Section 4.5, Noise 

Todd and Petra 
Farquhar 

5/8/2018 Commenters state that they already have two large 
stadiums within 5 minutes of their house and can’t 
imagine why there is a need for another. They 
understood the costs for the improvements at the 
high school stadium were justified in part by the 
benefit it would provide to sharing it with Fullerton 
College. State that the project would bring more 
noise, traffic congestion, trash, vandalism, and bright 
lights, and would increase the need for police patrols 
as well. Suggest the use of the Fullerton Union High 
School stadium and saving the money for something 
that truly benefits the community. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Mary Francis Gable 5/8/2018 Commenter expresses concerns about the Sherbeck 
Field improvements project. States that the project 
should be rejected because in 1973, Fullerton Mayor 
Robert Root requested a study to be done by the 
Chamber of Commerce to find a location for a city 
stadium and this exact location was rejected because 
the location is primarily residential; traffic and parking 
is historically a problem there and access is poor. 

Lists a number of items that need to be considered: 
the project is not a classroom and would be subject 
to approval by the City of Fullerton. Suggests use of 
the Fullerton Union High School Stadium for 
graduation because it has 6,500 seats, and states 
that the seating capacity of this project is not enough.  

Concerned about lighting, suggesting an 
alternative that looks at replacing 60-foot lighting 
previously on the field. Suggests limiting the size 
of the project. States that lights will negatively 
impact birds. Cites noise as a significant concern 
to the neighborhood. Requests a new traffic 
study. States that a stadium is a public nuisance 
that will affect home property values. Wants the 
following alternatives considered: alternative 
location, shared use agreement with FJUHSD, 
and reduced project. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Gary 5/2/2018 Commenter states that before stadium is 
complete, these things should be done: (1) parking 
structure; (2) no street parking on Berkeley during 
any event; (3) safety first (too many students cross 
Berkeley to park their cars and someone is going 
to get hit by a car); (4) have enough parking on 
campus and don’t sell parking pass unless there is 

N/A 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

room or spaces available; (5) school should pick 
up all trash on a daily basis, don’t leave it to the  
City; and (6) no neighborhood parking at any time. 

Kathleen Goodno 5/4/2018 Commenter objects to the project and demands it be 
denied. States that better scheduling should be 
considered and that the college has more than 
adequate sports facilities. States that the project would 
overburden the surrounding community. Cites sound 
pollution, light pollution, traffic congestion, and trash 
concerns. States that parking will encroach on city 
streets and cause safety hazards. States that there are 
numerous sports facilities nearby that can be used. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Jonathan Gottlieb 4/30/2018 Commenter is opposed. Has concerns about trash; 
noise—car noise, car alarms, street racing, and from 
fans at games; vandalism; drunkenness; illegal 
parking; lighting at night; traffic congestion; lewd 
conduct; illegal or unlicensed street vendors; 
increased overtime for Fullerton Police; and outside 
rentals 7 days/nights per week from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
Suggests use of Fullerton Union High School’s 
stadium or Titan Stadium at CSUF. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Littering and lewd 
conduct are not topics 
addressed under CEQA. 

Rob Grantham 5/1/2018 Commenter cites light and sound pollution concerns. 
Suggests use of the high school stadium. States that 
parking is a great concern to the neighborhood. 
Recommends considering a joint use agreement with 
Fullerton Union High School. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Robert and Susan 
Harmston 

4/28/2018 Commenters state that there is no need for another 
stadium in the neighborhood, and it would bring more 
traffic, congestion, loitering, and trash. Suggest using 
the one next door or the one at CSUF, stating that 
this would save Fullerton College and the City having 
to hire more police officers. Also raise concerns 
about noise and lighting. 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Jonathan Heffernan 5/4/2018 Commenter is opposed; cites trash and traffic impacts. Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Note: Trash left behind by 
students on site and in the 
neighborhoods, while 
undesirable, is not an 
environmental impact assessed 
under CEQA. The CEQA 
questions regarding solid waste 
have to do with whether there is 
a landfill with sufficient capacity 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

to serve the project and whether 
the proposed project would 
comply with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. The 
project would comply with these 
regulations, which does not 
pertain to the issue of littering or 
how trash gets to the city streets. 

Judith Hirou 4/16/2018 Commenter is opposed; cites noise, lighting. 
Suggests use of two other stadiums nearby. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

E. Kinny 4/13/2018 Commenter is opposed to the project. N/A 

Ellen Lentz 5/4/2018 Commenter is opposed to the project. Issues: noise 
would be intolerable, lights are already bright, traffic is 
already unbearable, and home values would plunge. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Fred Lentz 5/2/2018 Commenter is opposed to the project. Issues cited: 
noise; traffic; trash; and careless, dangerous driving. 
Commenter notes that the home side of the field is 
facing the neighborhood, and claims that renting out 
the field is the main reason for building it. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

David and Reba 
Lewis 

4/9/2018 
and 

4/30/2018 

Commenters are concerned about traffic, noise, and 
unsavory individuals. Commenters moved here in 
1971 and believe the proposed project threatens their 
peace and safety. Commenters are concerned about 
trash, car noise, car alarms, noise from stadium, 
vandalism, drunkenness, lighting, traffic congestion, 
lewd conduct, illegal or unlicensed street vendors, 
increased overtime for Fullerton Police, and outside 
rentals 7 days/nights per week from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Note: Littering, lewd conduct, 
and illegal and unlicensed street 
vendors are not topics assessed 
under CEQA. 

Robbe Lindsay 5/4/2018 Commenter calls Sherbeck Field “hallowed ground” 
and urges “Build it now.” 

N/A 

Laura Gallagher 
Lopez 

4/30/2018 Commenter is opposed. Feels the field is redundant. 
Thinks renting out the field for profit is asking too 
much of the neighborhood. Notes that morning 
weekday traffic is already so bad from Fullerton 
College students/staff that on many weekday 
mornings, it is backed up on Lemon, north of 
Berkeley, toward the crest of the hill at Hillcrest Park, 
which makes it very difficult to get out of the 
commenter’s neighborhood at Hillcrest Drive. 
Commenter requested a “do not block” sign on 
Lemon at Hillcrest Drive from the City of Fullerton, 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 
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Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP 

Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

and it still gets blocked. States that when making a 
left turn onto Lemon from Hillcrest Drive, there is zero 
visibility in either direction and it is very dangerous, 
as drivers have to inch out until they’re in the lane 
before they can see the traffic. States that this 
situation needs to be remedied and anything that 
adds to the already bad traffic situation (be it 
construction related or additional traffic from 
attendees) is of major concern from a safety and 
quality of life standpoint. Also concerned about light 
pollution and additional noise. 

Steven and Patricia 
Lowry 

4/25/2018 Commenters are opposed. Note that Fullerton Union 
High School’s stadium was just upgraded. Note noise 
as a big concern, along with light intensity. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Tanya McCrory 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed to the current project with 
4,417 seats, which exceeds the number of spectators 
and still falls short of what is needed for graduation. 
States that only 1,600 seats are needed for most 
events. Suggests renting the PA system for football 
games and commencement only. Wants a binding 
contract that the field won’t be rented out. Would 
support alternate venues like Fullerton Union High 
School and CSUF. Would also support reduced project 
of 1,600 seats with no PA system and no new renters. 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

William and Elaine 
Miller 

5/6/2018 Commenters are opposed, citing parking, trash, 
noise, and pedestrian problems with current use of 
athletic facilities by school and outside entities. 
Further, the commenters present the following 
objections: the reasons for needing the project are 
invalid, because Fullerton College athletic programs 
have been successful with current facilities; viable 
alternatives exist nearby; physical education classes 
have been on the schedule for decades making use 
of existing facilities; property values will decline; 
stadium rental to outside entities and construction of 
the stadium using money from taxpayers who oppose 
the project.  

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Kelsey Mori 5/2/2018 Commenter is opposed. Suggests use of Fullerton 
Union High School’s stadium. Issues: lights, 
loudspeakers, noise and trash, vandalism, security, 
and more traffic. Recommends using Fullerton Union 
High School or CSUF’s stadium instead of building a 
third, unnecessary, stadium. 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Sherrie Mori 5/2/2018 Same comment as Kelsey Mori. Same as above. 
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Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
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Comment Is Addressed 

Suzanne Muhaidly 5/6/2018 Commenter is opposed due to noise, light pollution, 
traffic congestion, trash, and proximity of the project 
to a residential area. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Anne S. Murphy 4/11/2018 Commenter opposes the Sherbeck Field 
improvements. Concerns include trash generation, 
noise, vandalism, drunkenness, illegal parking, 
parking for profit, lighting, traffic, lewd conduct, illegal 
or unlicensed street vendors, animal defecation, and 
increased overtime for Fullerton Police Department. 
Believes that the consequences of a stadium as 
proposed would reduce the values of properties 
within 1 mile. Urges use of newly renovated Fullerton 
Union High School stadium. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Parking for profit, littering, 
lewd conduct, illegal or 
unlicensed street vendors, 
animal defecation, and impacts 
to property values are not topics 
assessed under CEQA. 

Thomas Nelson 4/23/2018 Commenter is concerned about noise levels, lighting, 
bleacher size, and press box. Thinks various 
elements of the project need to be scaled down. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Damion Planchon 
(a.k.a. Damion 
Lloyd) 

5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed. Notes that there is another 
viable stadium alternative 1,000 feet away. Has 
comments about seating, light pollution, safety, 
noise, press box, lewd conduct and trash, student 
demand, and funding. States that building a smaller 
project with 1,600 to 2,000 seats with a strict field use 
policy could help alleviate most of the neighbor 
concerns.  

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Chapter 3, Project Description 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4..5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Laura Richard-
Barasch 

5/6/2018 Commenter is concerned about the impact to the 
surrounding neighborhood of increased traffic, light 
pollution, sound pollution, and safety (impacts). 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Christopher Ryan 5/7/2018 Commenter is concerned about noise and light pollution, 
traffic congestion, and a decline in property values. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Property values are not 
assessed under CEQA. 
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Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
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Frankie Smith 5/10/2018 Commenter is opposed due to traffic, reduced 
property values, crime, and traffic accidents.  

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Note: Property values are not 
assessed under CEQA. 

Jonathan St. Amant 5/8/2018 Commenter is concerned about significant negative 
impacts on nighttime lighting, traffic and parking, 
noise, littering, and reduction of home values.  

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.6, Public Services 

Note: Property values and littering 
are not assessed under CEQA. 

George Stephens 4/17/2018 Commenter plans to attend the scoping meeting. N/A 

George Stephens 5/4/2018 Commenter is concerned about the adverse effects 
of traffic, noise, and unwanted lighting, which will 
depreciate property values. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Christina Tsai 5/8/2018 Commenter is opposed due to noise, excess traffic, 
light pollution and negative effects of LEDs, 
generation of trash, vandalism, crime, lewd 
conduct, crowd control, and illegal and unlicensed 
street vendors. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Ben Vega 5/4/2018 Commenter notes that Fullerton Union High 
School didn’t serve well as an alternative 
location. States that football and women’s sports 
will benefit from the proposed project too. Notes 
need to consider technological solutions and 
improvements, such as triple-paned and tinted 
windows for residents. Suggests that with these 
adjustments, project might be satisfactory to the 
residents. 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Larry and Judy 
Walker 

4/21/2018 Commenters are opposed. State that Fullerton 
College should use the high school stadium and turn 
the athletic fields into parking lots. 

Chapter 6, Alternatives  

Gary Williams 4/10/2018 Commenter is opposed, citing parking infiltration into 
neighborhoods, dangerous traffic, jaywalking by 
students, trash, unnatural lights, and noise. Suggests 
use of the existing stadium at Fullerton Union High 
School and CSUF. 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Russell Williams 5/10/2018 Commenter is opposed due to excess traffic, 
unlicensed vendors, crowd control, loitering, 
drunkenness, vandalism, illegal parking, and tax 
consequences for residents who would underwrite 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 
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Commenting 
Agency or  

Property Owner Date Summary of Comments 
Chapter/Section Where 
Comment Is Addressed 

the increased impact to City services. Notes that 
there are alternatives, like Fullerton Union High 
School and Titan Stadium at CSUF. 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Note: Unlicensed vendors, 
loitering, drunkenness, and the 
tax consequences are not issues 
assessed under CEQA. 

John Wolfe 4/13/2018 Commenter states that one stadium shared 
between the two schools has worked well for many 
years. His concern is fiscal, not environmental; 
suggests using the money for a new parking 
structure instead of the stadium. 

N/A 

Late Letters 

Kevin and Karen 
Arthur 

5/9/2018 Commenters are concerned with the noise from the 
proposed speakers and attendees, light, trash, and 
traffic. Commenters also suggest using the Fullerton 
Union High School stadium instead of using more 
taxpayer monies for the proposed improvements. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

Chapter 6, Alternatives 

Samuel J. 
Castellano 

5/9/2018 Commenter addresses concerns with noise, traffic, 
light, lewd conduct, and crowd control issues. 
Commenter is concerned with the potential damage 
inflicted to property values as a result of the 
proposed project and rising student population.  

Section 4.1, Aesthetics 

Section 4.5, Noise 

Section 4.8, Traffic and 
Circulation 

NOP = notice of preparation. 
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Rachel Struglia

From: Ken Bane <kb@banemedia.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 2:46 PM
To: Richard Williams
Subject: Comments on Stadium NOP

Below are comments on the FC Stadium NOP.  Please confirm receipt, thanks.  
 
Ken Bane  
1211 Luanne Ave  
Fullerton, CA 92831 
 
4 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The City of Fullerton approves water access and grading/drainage 
 
6 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 
 
Need to add city of fullerton for water and grading/drainage  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
6.10.b Land Use and Planning 
 
This analysis and finding of less-than-significant impact is flawed.  The site's present P-L zoning and 
independence from local land use control DOES NOT eliminate the possiblity of potential impacts on 
surrounding land use plans  of an agency with jurisdiction over the project.  In fact, the City of Fullerton has 
jurisdiction for water, grading, and draining for this project. In addition, the project could have impacts that 
would interfere with the City's land use plans, specifically residential zoning to the north and east.  THEREFORE 
LAND USE IMPACTS WILL BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND MUST BE ANALYZED 
 
mitigations to be considered:  
-alternative location (no project i.e Fullerton HS or Yorba Linda HS) 
-reduction in project size and/or use restriction agreement  
-putting a dome over the project  
-lowering the project below grade  
-establishing a formal communication channel to resolve time/date specific compaints  
 
6.12 Noise 
 
mitigation measures to consider should include 
-removing speakers and using innovative streaming to individual smart devices  
-reduction in project size and/or use restriction agreement  
-putting a dome over the project  
-having all bleachers face AWAY from the homes  
-lowering the project below grade  
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-establishing a formal communication channel to resolve time/date specific compaints including dB ongoing 
sound level monitoring technology possibly with the ability to volume up and down 
 
6.14 Public Services 
 
Impacts will include noise complaint calls to the Fullerton Police Department and the FC Stadium Security 
Department. 
 
6.16 Traffic  
 
post-completion impacts will be potentially significant and must be analyzed including impacts on surrounding 
circulation systems and adjacent residential areas 
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Rachel Struglia

From: Richard Williams <rwilliams@nocccd.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 5:53 PM
To: Rachel Struglia; Rod Garcia; Gregory Schulz; Oscar Saghieh; Fred Williams
Cc: Kimberly Kimble
Subject: Fwd: Comments on IS Sherbeck Field

Please find message from Fullerton resident,  Mary Gable regarding the initial study for Sherbeck Field.   
 
 
_____________________________ 
From: Mary Gable <mfrangable@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 5:01 PM 
Subject: Comments on IS 
To: Richard Williams <rwilliams@nocccd.edu> 
 
 
 
05/08/2018 
 
Mr. Richard Williams, District Director, Facilities Planning & Construction 
North Orange County Community College District 
1830A West Romneya Drive 
Anaheim, CA 92801-1819 
RWilliams@nocccd.edu 
 
Dear Mr. Williams, 
 
I am writing to address impacts from the proposed project located at Sherbeck Field. I offer the following comments and suggested 
mitigations in response to the Initial Study for Sherbeck Field Improvements dated April 2018. 
 
3.1 Background and Project History 
According to the IS, the field was originally constructed in 1956. The homes east of the field predate the construction of a field by a few 
years. Our home on Princeton Circle West was built in 1954. Previous attempts to build a stadium like the proposed project were 
rejected. The project should be rejected outright because of historical precedent of rejecting a stadium at the exact proposed 
location.It was removed from the Projects in 2016. It was cancelled in 2007 and in 1973, the location was judged to be altogether 
unacceptable for a stadium. In 1973, Fullerton Mayor Robert Root requested a study to be done by the chamber of commerce to find a 
location for a city stadium as reported on 11/27/1973 in the Fullerton News Tribune. This exact location was rejected because, “the 
location is primarily residential; traffic and parking is historically a problem there; access is poor.”  
 
Within this sentence is found the primary problems of this project.The area is landlocked by residential houses. The location is 
onBerkeley Avenue, a street that was intended by Fullerton’s Master Plan to 1) provide significant relief to downtown 
Fullerton’s traffic congestion problems and 2) significantly speed up traffic flow from North to East Fullerton and vice versa, 
doing so by providing a convenient route circumventing the downtown (Harbor Blvd.) area.Access to said stadium is indeed poor. 
Berkeley is a heavily travelled 90 foot wide street.Parking will also continue to present problems as people prefer street parking to 
structure parking, primarily because of access. Construction on the Centennial Parking Structure is not scheduled to begin until 2020. 
 
3.2 Project Objectives  
My Comments: The Project Objectives are easily achieved without much of what has been proposed in the Initial Study. 
Under Section 3.2 Project Objectives the IS says, 
The proposed project’s main objectives are as follows: 
Project Objective 1. Provide field lighting to allow for more evening class options for the physical education program to meet student 
demand.  
My comments: It may be fairly argued that the Project outlined in the IS is not a classroom and therefore must be subject to 
approval by the City of Fullerton.Calling this project a classroom does not make it so. It is unreasonable and disingenuous to call a 
facility with 4417 seats, 6 stadium field lighting stanchions, 2@60 feet, 2@ 100 feet and 2@ 125 feet, 12 arrays of speakers, a field 
house with locker rooms for home and visiting teams, a ticket booth, a press box that, “would house the Sport Information Director, 
statistician, announcer, score keeper, score clock operator, radio and television broadcasters, and local media and press.” and a 
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planned parking structure for 840 vehicles, a classroom. Stadiums are not considered classrooms under the legislative history of 
California Statutory Law and Cal. Gov. Code sec 53097 (b) gives cities jurisdiction over facilities for non-classroom use. If it is indeed a 
classroom, then low level replacement lighting should suffice as stadium lighting is unnecessary. Students i.e. football players, paying 
for the “class” held in this classroom are granted at most 2 hours of credit for practice which has in the past and can continue to take 
place during the day or under 60 foot replacement lights. This project is indeed a stadium and must comply with the city’s General Plan 
and Zoning Regulations and be approved by the Fullerton City Council. 
Suggested Mitigation:This could be accomplished by replacement of original 60 foot light standards that were previously on 
the filed. 
Project Objective 2. Provide a football field for the Fullerton College football program that meets the sizing requirements of the 
California Community College Athletic Association Regulations, Bylaw 4.2.6 A. 
My comments: Proposed action on project is unnecessary as the existing field is already compliant with CCCAA regulations. If 
this study is referring to a replacement of current playing field at YLHS, then this objective is only necessary for playoffs, two games at 
maximum. A suitable alternative for these games is already available. 
Suggested Mitigation: None. 
Project Objective 3. Install permanent bleachers to reduce the costs associated with renting bleachers for the annual Fullerton College 
commencement ceremony. 
My comments: There is a suitable alternative next door at Fullerton High School.  
Suitable alternative: Use FJUHSD stadium. According to section 2.3 the college, Commencement Ceremony requires seating 
for approximately 7,200. Seating capacity of 4,417 is therefore not enough. FJUHSD stadium has 6500 seats and therefore is a 
suitable alternative if students are seated on the field. In fact, it accommodated FC graduation until 2015. 
Project Objectives Do Not Include Rentals:Project Objectives listed in the IS are inconsistent with stated tables of availability of use 
for rental. No mention of rental is included in the Project Objectives. 
Suggested Mitigation: No rentals of Sherbeck Field. Or a limited use agreement in perpetuity negotiated with neighbors and 
representatives of the Fullerton College Neighborhood Action Council. 
 
Initial Study Checklist 
My comments: Adding the stadium Project to previously approved projects in the prior EIR imposes Cumulatively Considerable 
Negative Impacts on the neighborhood. 
 
Sherbeck Stadium has been incrementally planned and built over the curse of 12 years. Paid for by Measure X in 2010, FC built a field 
house and box office at a cost of ~ $4.3M, and installed artificial turf and a track, at a cost of ~ $1M. The college also installed 
underground electric cables planning to later install stadium lighting which was not included in the EIR. Paid for by Measure J and 
approved 12/2017, FC plans to build an 840 space parking structure behind the field house, at a cost of ~ $29M. In the current project, 
FC is planning bleachers to seat 4417, a sound system, lights and possibly a press box. This will cost ~ $4M. 
The term field is disingenuous. Please analyze the cumulatively considerable negative impacts of all pieces of this stadium noted above 
in addition to projects funded with Measure X and Measure J. 
 
6.1 Aesthetic Significance of Projects’s Lighting 
The IS incorrectly states that there would be a less than significant impact on a scenic vista. There are several neighboring homes 
located on Dorothy Drive, Sheppard Dr. and Cannon whose homes and yards have a scenic vista. Many have a view of Catalina Island. 
If the stadium were built, it would have a potentially significant impact on the views of these homes.  
The IS is correct in saying, “The proposed project could have a substantial effect by degrading the existing visual quality of a site or 
creating a new source of substantial light or glare.” Drawings of the project in the college’s IS are disingenuous showing lighting only on 
Sherbeck Field, when in fact, the entire campus between Lemon and Berkeley, encompassing numerous athletic facilities and parking 
facilities and structure is lit until late at night. Social and economic changes may result from both the proposed lighting from the 6 
stadium field lighting stanchions, 2@60 feet, 2@100 feet and 2@125 feet, and the proposed noise from the 12 arrays of speakers. The 
addition of these impacts to the surrounding environment constitutes a significant physical change to the surrounding area and should 
be mitigated. 
My comments: Neighborhood homes to the East are within 100 feet of the proposed playing field, while neighbors to the North are 
located on a hill, directly facing into the light. The project’s proposed lights will create glow, spill and ambient light for several blocks as 
well as visual pollution in a city with building height restricted to 9 stories. Also the cumulative impact of the project’s proposed 79.9kW 
total power load of the field lighting added to existing lighting on campus and lighting from the approved Centennial Parking Structure 
will impose considerable cumulative impact on neighboring houses. Neighbors are already subject to lights, including blue lights all 
night long at the Lemon parking structure. Substantial impacts that should be considered are listed below: 
Please revise the IS to include analysis of the scientifically proven Negative Effects of Bright Light which include but are not 
limited to: 
Nighttime light suppresses melatonin secretion in humans. (“In 1980, researchers at the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) 
demonstrated that exposure to 2500 lux of bright white light at night strongly suppressed production of melatonin.” from: Lewy AJ, Wehr 
TA, Goodwin FK, Newsome DA, Markey SP. Light suppresses melatonin secretion in humans. Science. 1980 Dec 12;210(4475):1267-
9.) 
Negatively affects neighbor’s normal daily pattern of life. (Several teachers and others who go to sleep early expressed concern of 
how the lights would affect their sleeping patterns.) 
Damage to retinas, both human and animal. (http://www.brightfocus.org/macular/article/are-bright-lights-damaging-eye)Bright Focus 
Foundation 
Lights with significant blue light have been proven to cause eye damage. (T-24) (Gunnar Opticshttp://www.gunnars.com/artificial-
lighting-and-the-blue-light-hazard/) 
Disruption of Circadian Rhythm. (DarkSky.org, issue #80, 2010 Find at:http://darksky.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/NS80.pdf) 
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Numerous scholarly articles have concluded that human exposure to artificial lighting such as lights used at CSUF’s Intermural 
Field (Musco #228 LED at 5700 Kelvin with 65 cri) is detrimental to human health in numerous ways especially causing retinal 
degeneration: 
 
“The photoreceptors in the retina . . . are susceptible to damage by light, particularly blue light. The damage can lead to cell death and 
diseases.” Shaban H, Richter C. A2E and blue light in the retina: the paradigm of age-related macular degeneration. Biol Chem 2002 
Mar-Apr;383(3-4):537-45. 
 
“It is not too harsh to state thatvirtually all persons with vision problems should be removed from a light environment where the 
predominant light waves are a temperature above 3500K or a wavelength less than approximately 500 nm.” Elaine Kitchel,M.ED.VI. 
The effects of fluorescent light on the ocular health of persons with pre-existing eye pathologies. American Printing House for the Blind, 
2000.  
 
“Exposure to the eye to intense light, particularly blue light, can cause irreversible, oxygen-dependent damage to the retina. We have 
found that illumination of human retinal pigment epithelium cells induces significant uptake of oxygen that is both wavelength and age 
dependent…andcontribute to the development of age-related maculopathy.” Rozanowska M, et al. Blue light induced reactivity of retinal 
age pigment. Journal of Biological Chemistry 1995; 270(32):18825-18830.  
 
“. . . high levels of exposure to blue or visible light may cause ocular damage, especially later in life, and may be related to the 
development of age-related macular degeneration.” Taylor HR, West S, Munoz B, Rosenthal FS, Bressler SB, and Bressler NM. The 
Long Term Effects of Visible Light on the Eye. Archives of Ophthalmology 1992; 110:99-104.  
 
“The effectiveness of light in inducing photodamage to the retina increases with decreasing wavelength from 500 to 400 nm.” Andley 
UP,? L.T. Chylack Jr LT. Recent Studies on Photodamage to the Eye with Special Reference to Clinical and Therapeutic Procedures. 
Photodermatology Photoimmunology and Photomedicine 1990; 7:98-105. 
 
“. . . continuous exposure to blue light is potentially dangerous to vision.” Koide R, Ueda TN, Dawson WW, Hope GM, Ellis A, 
Somuelson D, Ueda T, Iwabuchi S, Fukuda S, Matsuishi M, Yasuhara H, Ozawa T, Armstrong D. Nippon. Retinal hazard from blue light 
emitting diode. Ganka Gakkai Zasshi. 2001 Oct;105(10):687-95. 
 
“I think chronic blue light is probably damaging.” Joshua Dunaief, MD, in Bethke W. Should We Block The Blue. Review of 
Ophthalmology Oct 15 2003; 10(10). 
 
“Because sunlight and many high-intensity artificial light sources contain relatively high proportions of blue, and the retina as well as 
pigment epithelium contain several types of blue-absorbing molecules, the short-wavelength band of the visible spectrum may 
contribute to the pathogenesis of age-related macular degeneration and amplify some forms of inherited retinal degeneration.” Remé 
CE, Wenzel A, Grimm G, Iseli HP. Mechanisms of Blue Light-Induced Retinal Degeneration and the Potential Relevance for Age-
Related Macular Degeneration and Inherited Retinal Diseases SLTBR Annual Meetings Abstracts 2003. 
 
“. . . the photon catch capacity of the retina is significantly augmented during blue-light illumination, which may explain the greater 
susceptibility of the retina to blue light than to green light. However, blue light can also affect function of several blue-light-absorbing 
enzymes thatmay lead to the induction of retinal damage.” Grimm C, et al. Rhodopsin-Mediated Blue-Light Damage to the rat Retina: 
Effect of Photoreversal of Bleaching. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci 2001 Feb;42(2):497-505. 
 
All quotes above are referenced in the following article are from: Living Well With Low Vision, entitled, “Artificial Lighting and the 
Blue Light Hazard.” http://lowvision.preventblindness.org/daily-living-2/artificial-lighting-and-the-blue-light-hazard/#blue 
Suggested Mitigation: Replace only the 60 foot tall practice lights used for classes after dark and hold football games and/or other 
events only during the day. 
Suggested Mitigation: If Project is built as described, Fullerton College should pay for light blocking shutters for affected neighboring 
homes. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Please conduct a study that would show the comparative impacts of Project lighting vs. replacing only the 60’ lighting that 
was previously in place on Sherbeck Field. 
 
 
 
6.3 Air Quality 
My comments: I agree with the IS’s assessment that the both the short term and long term impacts would be potentially significant. As 
busses bring in athletes for competitions and rental events, air quality will suffer greater than significant and even negative impact. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
 
6.4 Biological Resources  
My comments: I have observed all birds mentioned in the report in my backyard. The addition of the Project’s proposed 6 stadium field 
lighting stanchions, 2@60 feet, 2@100 feet and 2@125 feet with 79.9kW total power load of the field lighting added to existing lighting 
on campus and lighting from the approved Centennial Parking Structure will impose considerable cumulative impact on the birds and 
wildlife in the area. Most wildlife depends upon circadian rhythm for sleep cycles and the Project’s proposed use hours from 6am until 
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10 pm Mondays throughout Saturdays and from 6am until 8pm on Sundays will negatively impact wildlife as well as animals living at 
FHS farm.I contest your findings from October of 2016 that there are no raptors within 200 yards of the project. On 5/6/2018 - 5/8/2018 
as I have been writing this, I have had a red tailed hawk flying around my backyard. I have pictures and videos as proof. 
Suggested Mitigation: Replace only the 60 foot tall practice lights used for classes after dark and play football games and/or other 
events only during the day. 
Suggested Mitigation: Reduce seating capacity. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Please conduct a new study that considers the raptors which frequent my yard. Please include expert bird-watchers who live 
in the area including Bob Singer. 
 
6.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
My comments: Greenhouse gasses are increased by added exhaust from increased vehicular traffic and sports lighting.  
Please consider the following article and revise the IS to include analysis of increase in greenhouse gasses caused 
specifically from sports lighting. 
The sports lighting would add to ozone levels in Fullerton. An article from the American Chemical Society reports that, a brightly lit 
sports stadium provides, “enough light to drive certain chemical reactions in the atmosphere that would boost daytime levels of ozone, 
one of the most prevalent and difficult-to-control air pollutants in urban areas.” (From: “Monitoring the Skies” Chemical and Engineering 
News, American Chemical Society Magazine, Feb. 11, 2009 Press Pac) 
Suggested Mitigation: Replace only the 60 foot tall practice lights used for classes after dark and play football games and/or other 
events only during the day. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Please conduct a study that includes the cumulative impact of greenhouse gas emissions from additional vehicular traffic to 
area for sporting events in addition to the lights at proposed Project in addition to the lights at FJUHSD stadium. 
 
6.12 Noise 
My Comments: This is an area of significant concern to the neighborhood. The lay of the land is unique to our neighborhood as homes 
to the East are within 100 feet of the proposed playing field, while homes to the North are located on a hill, creating a natural 
amphitheater. Noise from Fullerton High School already carries east to Raymond Avenue. Noise from sports fields are already heard as 
far north as the peak of Luanne Ave and Skyline. The proposed project could have a substantial negative impact on residents by 
degrading the existing quality of life through a new source of noise pollution resulting from the array of 12 speakers. Social and 
economic changes may result from the proposed noise pollution from the 12 arrays of speakers. Many residents work from home, some 
have hearing sensitivity, one homeowner has a sound studio in his home. Neighbor’s sleep schedules would be disrupted by speaker 
and crowd noise before dawn and after dark. The addition of these impacts to the surrounding environment constitutes a significant 
physical change to the surrounding area. 
Please revise the Initial Study to Analyze the following Negative Effects of Noise from proposed project rental (available from 
6 am until 10 pm, Mondays through Saturdays and 6 am until 8 pm on Sundays) and use of proposed array of 12 speakers 
which include but are not limited to: 
Prolonged exposure to moderate levels of noise involving irrelevant speech can effect performance, unlike the moderate intensity white 
noise of 55dBA noted as Fullerton’s limit. 
[A 2003 study reported in Noise and Health Journal entitled, “The effects of background noise on cognitive performance during a 70 
hour simulation of conditions aboard the International Space Station.”  
There are three major factors that determine the effect of noise on cognitive performance: Intensity (loudness), type of noise, and 
duration.Moderate levels of noise can affect performance, depending on it's type and duration. For example, moderate intensity 
white noise (55 dB), has little or no effect on performance whilemoderate intensity irrelevant speech can seriously disrupt 
performance (LeCompte, 1994; Smith, 1999). The effect of duration has received little attention to date, however, Smith and Miles 
(1985) have demonstrated thatthe longer the exposure the greater the decrement in performance.  
Significant background noise may negatively affect performance in a number of ways(see e.g. Smith, 1989. A review of the 
effects on noise on human performance. Scand. J. Psychol., 30: 185-206.). In some cases thenoise may directly affect one's ability 
to perform a task but there are also many ways in which noise can disturb task performance indirectly. For instance noise may 
disrupt sleep patterns, disturb normal social behavior or increase subjective feelings of stress all of which could ultimately 
lead to poor performance in cognitive tasks. 
Loud background noise (above 90 dBA) typically reduces the quality of performance. A number of studies have demonstrated 
that noise hinders performance on cognitive tasks involving vigilance, decision-making, and memory (see Broadbent, D. E. 
(1971). Decision and stress. New York: Academic Press.; Smith, A.P. (1989). A review of the effects on noise on human performance. 
Scand. J. Psychol., 30: 185-206; Salas, E., Driskell, and Hughes, S. (1996). Introduction: The study of stress and human performance. 
In Stress and Human Performance. Driskell, J. E. and Salas, E. eds. Lawrence Erlbaum, New Jersey, pp 1-45; Banbury, S. P., Macken, 
W. J., Tremblay, S., Jones, D. M. (2001) Auditory distraction and short-term memory: Phenomena and practical implications. Hum. 
Factors, 43: 12-29). According to Broadbent's, now classic, theoretical treatment of the effects of noise on performance, loud noise 
leads to over-arousal, which narrows attention, restricting ones focus to a limited range of cues. This inability to attend to less salient 
cues ultimately leads to deterioration of performance. 
The negative effects of noise are not limited to cognitive performance. Recent work has demonstrated that noise disrupts both 
social behavior and indices of subjective stress(Salas, E., Driskell, and Hughes, S. (1996). Introduction: The study of stress and 
human performance. In Stress and Human Performance. Driskell, J. E. and Salas, E. eds. Lawrence Erlbaum, New Jersey, pp 1-45. 
).From: Noise and Health, A Bi-Monthly Interdisciplinary Journal. http://www.noiseandhealth.org/article.asp?issn=1463-
1741;year=2003;volume=6;issue=21;spage=3;epage=16;aulast=Smith] 
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Suggested Mitigation: If Project is completed as described, college should pay for triple paned windows and light blocking shutters for 
affected neighboring homes. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Suggested Mitigation: Use streaming media instead of speakers. 
Suggested Mitigation: Direct all sound towards the south, as neighboring homes are much further away towards the south. 
Please conduct a new noise study as prior study, if used as a baseline, was misleading.(Noise data for the IS was gathered on 
12/15/2017 when college classes had virtually ended for the break, no activity was occurring on Sherbeck Field and sound was only 
gathered across the street to the east of Sherbeck Field, not up the hill which forms a natural amphitheater. Gathering data on a Friday, 
the 2nd to the last day of classes is totally disingenuous.)Collection of Misleading Noise Data MUST BE REMEDIED during 
collection of data for EIR.A fair assessment of noise must be taken and should be gathered on days when the college is in session 
and field use is heaviest. This would more accurately reflect the impact of greater amount of noise brought on by the Project. 
 
6.15 Recreation 
My comments: The Initial Study adequately describes areas to be analyzed. The Project Objectives as stated in 3.2 should constitute 
the only use of the Project because the negative impacts on the neighborhood outweigh any positive benefits of future community use.  
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Please conduct a new study of alternative venues that meet the needs of Project Objectives. See requests under Alternatives 
Analysis* on page 11. 

6.16 Transportation and Traffic 
My comments: Regarding traffic impacts and safety hazards: 
Purpose of Berkeley was to be an alternate route for Fullerton residents going up Harbor to avoid traffic. Project size and stadium use 
will bring in hundreds or thousands of vehicles causing traffic difficulty for residents and may eventually necessitate the installation of 2 
new traffic signals making a total of 4 traffic signals over 0.9 miles of Berkeley between Chapman and Lemon and 5 between Chapman 
and Harbor. This is too much traffic for a two lane avenue.  
This will also negatively impact Wilshire and overburden the corner of Chapman and Berkeley.  
Crossing Berkeley is already dangerous for pedestrians, extra traffic from a new parking structure will exacerbate this problem. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Please conduct a new traffic study as prior study, if used as a baseline, was misleading. Collection of Misleading Traffic Data 
MUST BE REMEDIED during collection of data for EIR A fair assessment of traffic must be taken and should be gathered on days 
when the college is in session and field use is heaviest. This would more accurately reflect the impact of greater amount of traffic 
brought on by the Project. 
Last time the college studied the traffic on Berkeley, they did so on days when traffic is lightest. The first day data was collected was on 
Friday, 11/03/2017. I believe the data collection stayed up for five days which included Saturday, Sunday, Monday and Tuesday. Two 
of those days were weekends and hardly any classes meet on Fridays. The Monday and Tuesday were during the week that ended on 
November 10th, Veteran’s Day. Often during weeks that end on holidays, classes are cancelled or attendance is just lighter. 
Additional comment: As I was completing this letter, at approximately 3:08 pm, there was an accident on Berkeley right behind my 
house. (I took a picture in case you don’t believe me.) Thankfully, the persons involved do not seem to be injured, and are currently 
exchanging information. But in times past, I have had to call the police when severe injuries were involved. I can not imagine how much 
worse this would be if more sports events, many involving children, took place at Sherbeck Field. 
 
 
6.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance (b)  
My comments: The neighborhood homes east of the college were built in 1954 and predate the existence of a practice field on 
Sherbeck. If I were to put my home on the market right now, I would be required by law to disclose to any potential buyer that there may 
be a stadium built behind my property. It is clear from this fact that a stadium located next door to a home is considered by law to result 
in negative social and economic circumstances. 
Please revise the Initial Study to Analyze the Negative Social and Economic Effects suffered by homeowners living next to the 
Project, including, but not limited to the following: 
Stadium Creates a Public Nuisance and Safety Hazard on numerous levels: 
No limit on use creates 7 days/week traffic, light & noise problems. 
Impact would be unlike anywhere else in the area. Area is right next to an often heavily populated downtown and an established, 
historic residential neighborhood. 
Numerous similar situations across the US testify to the negative impacts on neighbors. 
Decrease in property value and increase in neighboring houses being turned into rentals. 
Suggested Mitigation: Fullerton College makes payments to homeowners who are adversely affected in lieu of devaluation of 
housing values and disruption of quality of life. 
 
6.19 Mandatory Findings of Significance (c) 
My comments: The proposed Project will have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
directly and indirectly. The Project added to prior projects since 2009 will indeed have impacts that are cumulatively considerable. 
When completed, the Project will consist of a venue with 4417 seats, 6 stadium field lighting stanchions, 2@60 feet, 2@ 100 feet and 
2@ 125 feet, 12 arrays of speakers, a field house with locker rooms for home and visiting teams, a ticket booth, a press box that 
according to the IS, “would house the Sport Information Director, statistician, announcer, score keeper, score clock operator, radio and 
television broadcasters, and local media and press.” and a planned parking structure for 840 vehicles. The cumulative effects of 
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allowed use as noted in the IS from 6am until 10 pm Mondays through Saturdays and from 6am until 8pm on Sundays will present an 
extremely negatively impact on neighboring homes. 
Proposed Stadium Is Unnecessary: 
Proposed stadium is located right next to a renovated stadium FC has used for years. 
Participation in intercollegiate football does not require a stadium, merely a field. 
Only 1 PE credit is necessary for an AA degree.  
Only 1 PR credit is accepted in transfer to a CSU and no PE credits are accepted to a UC school. 
As it exists, Sherbeck Field is acceptable for intercollegiate play. 
Suggested Mitigation: Limit size and use of Project so that it achieves only project objectives for evening classes, a football field for 
the Fullerton College football program, and annual commencement ceremony. 
Suggested Mitigation: Compensatory remuneration to owners of neighboring homes affected by the Project. 
 
*Alternatives Analysis 
For some reason, your Initial Study has not included any alternative options to the Project. I encourage a robust analysis of project 
alternatives in order to mitigate, or eliminate, impacts of the proposed Sherbeck Field Improvements Project. In the EIR, please 
include a side-by-side cost analysis that includes all costs associated with use and maintenance and compares cost of 
Project with cost of options. At a minimum, please include the following alternatives: 

Alternative Location of Stadium:The IS has not included any analysis of opportunities for joint use of comparable stadium facilities 
within the area.Please include an analysis of opportunities for joint use of comparable stadium facilities within the area, such 
as those found at California State University Fullerton and, with adjustments, FJUHSD stadium, as well as identifying all other 
potential existing locations and analyzing the feasibility and costs associated with such use. In addition, include an analysis 
of the ability to construct a new stadium at the Cypress College campus. Please also include a comparative analysis of 
environmental impacts between proposed Project and use of other alternatives.  

Suggested alternative of a shared use agreement with FJUHSD Stadium: A suitable alternative, located a few hundred yards 
away, shared use of the publicly funded Fullerton Joint Union High School Stadium is an obvious and viable option.With few easily 
accommodated changes, modifications could be made to field markings and goal posts to make the venue acceptable for regulation 
play for FC playoff games. Adjustable goal posts are available. Turf markings can be swapped out. A joint use agreement would be a 
better use of public funds. Cooperation between these two public entities could enhance one stadium thatwould eliminate 
numerous negative impacts noted in the IS, provide a more environmentally friendly, better and safer option.Please include 
analysis of costs of a joint use agreement between the FJUHSD and the college that defines upgrades and accommodations 
the college deems necessary for football play at the high school and costs of commencement ceremonies. 

Reduction of Improvements to Sherbeck Field:Please include an analysis of a reduced-scope stadium improvements. 

I have many concerns about the college’s plans to finish it’s stadium Project on Sherbeck Field at Fullerton College. It is my conclusion 
that after taking into consideration the above significant impacts on the neighbors, Fullerton College should abide by the precedent 
under which it has operated for 95 years and use other facilities for it’s football games, and not install a stadium on Sherbeck Field. The 
IS notes that on many counts there will be potentially significant impact on the neighborhood. For many neighbors, negative social and 
economic changes will result from the Project. Compensatory remuneration to owners of neighboring homes must be awarded to 
neighbors who are affected by the Project. Project Objectives can be simply met without numerous proposals in the Initial Study. As a 
neighbor and representative of the 500+ signatories of the petition against the construction of a stadium on Sherbeck Field, I propose 
that the EIR incorporate the specific mitigation measures provided above into the design and operation of the project. As representative 
of the Fullerton College Neighborhood Action Council, I expect to be notified of any and all newly mitigated revisions. 
 
Thank you for receiving my concerns.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

Mary Frances Gable 
 
Mary Frances Gable, Resident 
637 Princeton Circle West 
Fullerton, CA 92831-2731 

 
P.S. I also submitted my comments in writing through certified mail. 
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Rachel Struglia

From: Rob Grantham <robgrantham@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 3:02 PM
To: Richard Williams
Subject: FC Sherbeck Field Improvements Project

As a longtime homeowner in the lower Raymond Hills area, I am, of course, concerned about the affect the proposed 
project will have on the local neighborhood.  The houses to the north and east of the field would be the most directly 
affected, and these are homes that are part of the originally tracts in the area, built in the 1950's and earlier, with many 
families being long-term neighbors of the college.  
 
While many in the neighborhood are strong supporters of the college, and understand the need to improve the college 
facilities in order to continue to provide a quality education to our local students, no one project will have such a far-
reaching affect on the entire neighborhood, in terms of light and sound pollution.  If a stadium did not already exist, 
located right next door to the college, no less, then the need for the college to construct one of their own would hold more 
validity.  However, when Fullerton High School has just spent millions of dollars to renovate the stadium directly across 
the street from the college, with new lighting and sound systems, the need for the college to, effectively, build their own 
right next door, seems unwarranted. 
 
Those who live to the north of the FUHS stadium already have to deal with increased light and sound pollution from this 
renovated stadium, so for them to then have to also deal with the same from a second stadium directly next door does not 
seem either fair or justified.  Parking is also of great concern to the neighborhood, as, although there is a parking structure 
on Lemon which serves the college, the location of the proposed stadium is not close enough to the structure for the 
game attendees to realistically utilize.  This will, of course, mean that they will be parking along Berkeley and further into 
the neighborhood, as evening events will be outside of regular college hours, for the most part. 
 
I urge the college to reach an agreement with the high school for renewed joint usage of the newly-renovated stadium, 
and if the college feels that additional improvements need to be made, then perhaps some of the Sherbeck Field 
Improvement Project funds could be redirected there instead. 
 
The city of Fullerton has always been a "college town," and is somewhat unique in the way in which its downtown includes 
a mix of businesses, homes, schools, college -- living together in a rather unique symbiosis.  It is my hope that this project 
does not tip the balance so far in one direction that this will be forever irreparably damaged. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts and concerns regarding this project. 
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Rachel Struglia

From: Richard Williams <rwilliams@nocccd.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 5:55 PM
To: Rachel Struglia; Gregory Schulz; Rod Garcia; Oscar Saghieh; Fred Williams
Cc: Kimberly Kimble
Subject: Fwd: Response to NOP for Sherbeck Field Improvements-

Please find below email message from Fullerton resident, Damion Lloyd regarding the initial study for 
Sherbeck Field 
_____________________________ 
From: Damion Lloyd <damion@damionlloyd.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 5:30 PM 
Subject: Response to NOP for Sherbeck Field Improvements- 
To: Richard Williams <rwilliams@nocccd.edu> 
 
 
 

My wife and I both sent certified copies of our letters today in response to the NOP. They are postmarked with 
today’s date, but I wanted you to have an additional copy of my letter.  

 

May 6, 2018 

  

Mr. Richard Williams 

District Director, Facilities Planning and Construction 

NOCCCD 

1830 A W. Romneya Drive 

Anaheim, CA 92801 

 

RE: Response to NOP and OPPOSITON TO SHERBECK FIELD IMPROVEMENTS; Comments for 
Inclusion in Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

My name is Damion Planchon, and I am OPPOSED to the Sherbeck Field Improvements project (current 
design) for numerous reasons. For these reasons, I feel very strongly that NO BUILD is the best option and will 
give the college the least amount of objection. It makes the most sense. If there wasn’t another very viable 
stadium alternative 1,000’ away from the college campus, we could better understand the need for the project. 
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As a neighbor of Fullerton College and homeowner of more than 12 years, I have always supported the school 
and have even had 3 interns from your photography program intern for my studio. Two of those interns became 
semi-permanent members of my studio and work with me to this very day. Additionally, it’s my pleasure to 
serve on Fullerton College’s Photography Department Advisory Committee, headed by Melody LaMontia. I 
care about the school and its students. I also care very much about my cherished and quiet neighborhood and 
would appreciate if you could thoroughly address the following concerns: 

Seating: Please explain how 4,417 permanent bleacher seats will save the college money. Renting FUHS 
stadium (as the college had done until 2016) is afraction of the cost of building a stadium at Sherbeck Field. 
Even if the college installs 4,400 seats, an additional 3,000 bleacher seats will still need to be rented for 
Commencement ceremonies every single year. Fullerton College football games draw anywhere from 350-1600 
fans according to the IS. The number of bleacher seats proposed simply does not make sense for the college’s 
use unless it is planning on renting to outside teams and entities which will draw a high number of spectators 
regularly. This is our main objection to the project- noise. How will you mitigate the noise from 4,500 
screaming and cheering fans at an exciting sporting contest with a 12 loudspeaker Public Address system 
blaring at game volume? If the college is being truthful about their desires for a nice field just to play their 
home football games, we neighbors would support this project wholeheartedly. The problems begin when the 
you look at the proposed rental schedule and see that the field is available for rent from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. M-F 
and 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. Sat-Sun. Football season sees the field rented/used until 10 p.m. This is hardly a project 
only for the college. The high number of seats points toward maximizing attendance and renting the facility out 
as much as possible. This is clearly going to be a profit making endeavor for the college, and we have genuine 
concerns with the college’s disregard for the neighbors legitimate worries over the problems a stadium will 
cause. 

Light Pollution: How do you propose to mitigate the new source of substantial light and glare, which could 
adversely affect nighttime views in the area? I’m fully aware of the new focused and shielded LED technology 
used to minimize direct glare, but how will you mitigate the 80,000 watts of light (skyglow) that the lighted 
field itself will produce? 

Safety: The streets are narrow in the neighborhood directly across Berkeley from the proposed stadium project. 
Due to long exit times leaving a parking structure after an event (even if allowed to park for for free during 
games), students and fans will chose to instead park in the adjacent neighborhoods and walk to the field, at it is 
simply more convenient for egress after events. Our concern for safety cannot be ignored. If a full event is 
happening at Sherbeck Stadium (and God forbid simultaneous events at FUHS and FC) and and fans’ cars are 
parked on both sides of Princeton Circle, the street is even more narrow and becomes one-way only. Emergency 
vehicles (such as fire trucks and ambulances) would find it difficult, if not impossible to navigate the 
neighborhood this way and thus increase emergency response times unnecessarily. This issue must be 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Noise: Public Address System (permanent and outside rentals). The project proposes to install 12 loudspeaker 
arrays between 33’-36’ in height. The college claims that the P.A. will only be used for home football games- 
approximately 5-7 times/year (we could handle this easily) and for athletic competition events only. This is grey 
area, and completely unknown. How much excessive noise will the neighbors and adjacent neighborhood be 
subjected to, and for how many hours per day? How many athletic competitions is the college planning on 
hosting? How many days per year will the sound system be employed? 20 events? 50 events? 100 events? Also, 
how will you mitigate the noise generated from 4,500 excited sports fans at a full event? How will the school 
monitor and control the volume from outside rental P.A. systems? Will the Draft EIR analyze the decibel level 
of the proposed permanent P.A. system and all proposed outside (rental) P.A. systems? Please be specific, as 
excessive and uncontrollable noise from the project is one of the primary objections we have. To date, we have 
not seen a single sound study performed for the lead agency NOCCCD. We have witnessed a sound engineer 
recording sound on Berkeley Ave on the last day of classes Friday, December 15, 2017 at approximately 11:15 
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a.m on a virtually empty street (we have photos with timestamps to prove this). Is this an appropriate time to be 
recording sound for such a project? 

Press Box:The addition of a press box indicates that the field is geared toward outside rentals to large sporting 
contests drawing thousands of fans. Why would a community college football team with an average regular 
season attendance of approximately 400-500 spectators need a press box unless the college had big plans for 
outside rental? This field would indeed be very appealing for private high schools to rent out to play their 
football games. Please provide evidence on why a community college football team needs a press box. 

Lewd Conduct, Trash:As much as the college wants to believe fans coming to events at Sherbeck Stadium 
obey the rules and are good citizens, we who live across the street from the school know how flawed that 
thinking is. Fullerton College students smoke marijuana and do other drugs, have sexual intercourse, leave fast 
food wrappers and other refuse on the street, and many just sit in their cars on their phones for long periods of 
time parked with their cars idling. Imagine 2,000 extra cars (bringing sports fans from all over the Orange 
County area and beyond) doing this every weekend in your neighborhood in front of your house. How will you 
mitigate this additional traffic and careless behavior? Please adequately address this in the Draft EIR. 

Student Demand: Fullerton College currently offers over 100 P.E. courses between the hours of 6:15 a.m. to 
7:15 p.m. For the majority of Fullerton College students, only one unit of P.E. is required to graduate with an 
AA degree or transfer to the CSU system. How does the current schedule of classes not meet this demand? 
Where is the student demand for more course offerings? Please provide proof of this student demand in the 
Draft EIR. 

Funding: The funding for this project has never been clear. Even as early as 18 months ago, Measure J monies 
were earmarked for this project. Since the field was initially built with taxpayer bond money, please provide the 
history and timeline of funding and costs associated with what is currently Sherbeck Field (Field House, 400M 
track, and artificial turf field, professional fees) and the precise source of funding for the proposed 
improvements, and the project’s exact cost. 

A smaller project: (1,600-2,000 seats maximum) with a very limited (25+ year legally binding) and strict field 
use policy could help alleviate most of the neighbor concerns, and we’d welcome the opportunity to discuss 
such matters with a representative from the School District at any time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process. If you wish to discuss an appropriately sized 
smaller project, we would welcome those talks at any time. 

 

Sincerely, 

  

Damion Planchon 

501 Princeton Circle W 

Fullerton, CA 92831 

714-873-5547 

Damion Lloyd • Photographer 
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Damion Lloyd Photography 
714.873.5547 
damion@damionlloyd.com 
www.damionlloyd.com 
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Rachel Struglia

From: Jonathan St. Amant <jonsaintamant@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 6:32 AM
To: Richard Williams
Subject: Comments on the Proposed Sherbeck Stadium

Dear Mr. Williams, 

I am writing to you to express my concern for the idea of a stadium at Sherbeck Field. I think it would be an irresponsible 
and very inconsiderate addition to the quiet community that so many families love. In addition to the significant 
negative impacts the stadium would have on nighttime lighting, traffic and parking, littering, and reduction of home 
value, I would have to say my biggest concerns are the noise potential, number of seats, and proposed schedule of use. 

  

I live with my wife and two kids at the house our neighborhood calls, “Ground Zero,” which is directly across Berkeley at 
the eastern Sherbeck field goal post. We have had footballs bounce into our backyard from football practices. On some 
Fridays when Fullerton Union High School is hosting a game or event, we can easily hear the booming voices on the P.A. 
and the cheers of the crowd even with our windows closed. The idea of dealing with the noise of thousands of bleacher-
stomping and screaming fans ninety feet from our backyard keeps us pretty stressed out. We put our boys (ages 5 and 8) 
to bed by 7:30pm each night (slightly later on weekends). We get to bed around 9pm and wake up at 4am each morning 
to chip away at our passion projects- writing and illustrating children’s books- before heading to school (we are both 
teachers). I can’t imagine enjoying the occasional movie or even getting a decent night’s rest while an announcer’s voice 
blasts a play-by-play, or people in the crowd stomp to the beat of a rally song. I understand that most of the time, the 
field will be used for practices and sports classes, which wouldn’t be too noisy unless a whistle-happy coach were 
present. My concern comes from the potential of outside rentals. These outside organizations and schools could host 
playoff games, social events, concerts, etc. whose attendees would have little to no respect and/or understanding of the 
need for peace and quiet in the surrounding neighborhood. I read in the EIR that outside groups would need to provide 
their own sound equipment, but I have personally witnessed an outside football league bring massive subwoofers to 
Sherbeck Field to blast loud music in between a host’s announcements. What can be done to reduce or eliminate the 
loud sounds?  

  

I want to raise another point about the use of the stadium. Why are 4500 seats needed when no proposed event 
(including the college football playoffs) is expected to get audience numbers close to that level of attendance? I know 
that the college wants to host its own graduations, but can’t extra seating be arranged and temporarily installed the one 
day per year it’s needed? The overabundance of seating tells me the college is looking to rent that future stadium to 
much bigger events. If this is the case, the proposed use schedule is very misleading. Also, the proposed use schedule is 
only valid until the next president takes his/her seat. What’s stopping a future college president from allowing 
programming to go right up until 10pm every night?       

  

Lastly, I want to point out that about 500 households in the surrounding neighborhoods have signed a petition taking a 
stand against Sherbeck Field becoming a stadium. Does the college really want to draw the ire of that many people? 
Does the college even care about its community? 

 
 
 
--  
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Jonathan  St. Amant  
my website 
 







































































 
 
SENT VIA USPS AND E-MAIL:                          May 1, 2018 

rwilliams@nocccd.edu 

Richard Williams 

North Orange County Community College District 

1830A West Romneya Drive 

Anaheim, California 92801-1819 

 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 

Fullerton College Sherbeck Field Improvements Project 

 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to 

comment on the above-mentioned document.  SCAQMD staff’s comments are recommendations 

regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that should be included 

in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  Please send SCAQMD a copy of the Draft EIR upon its 

completion.  Note that copies of the Draft EIR that are submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not 

forwarded to SCAQMD.  Please forward a copy of the Draft EIR directly to SCAQMD at the address 

shown in the letterhead.  In addition, please send with the Draft EIR all appendices or technical 

documents related to the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic 

versions of all air quality modeling and health risk assessment files1.  These include emission 

calculation spreadsheets and modeling input and output files (not PDF files).  Without all files and 

supporting documentation, SCAQMD staff will be unable to complete our review of the air quality 

analyses in a timely manner.  Any delays in providing all supporting documentation will require 

additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period. 
 

Air Quality Analysis 

SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to 

assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses.  SCAQMD recommends that the 

Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis.  Copies of the 

Handbook are available from SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. 

More guidance developed since this Handbook is also available on SCAQMD’s website at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-

(1993).  SCAQMD staff also recommends that the Lead Agency use the CalEEMod land use emissions 

software.  This software has recently been updated to incorporate up-to-date state and locally approved 

emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use 

development.  CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the California Air Pollution Control 

Officers Association (CAPCOA) and replaces the now outdated URBEMIS. This model is available free 

of charge at: www.caleemod.com. 

 

SCAQMD has also developed both regional and localized significance thresholds.  SCAQMD staff 

requests that the Lead Agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results to 

SCAQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds to determine air quality impacts.  

                                                 
1 Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15174, the information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data, 

maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant environmental 

impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.  Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the 

body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of 

the EIR.  Appendices to the EIR may be prepared in volumes separate from the basic EIR document, but shall be readily 

available for public examination and shall be submitted to all clearinghouses which assist in public review. 

mailto:rwilliams@nocccd.edu
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993)
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993)
http://www.caleemod.com/
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SCAQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds can be found here: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf. 

In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts, SCAQMD staff recommends calculating localized 

air quality impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs).  LSTs can be 

used in addition to the recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality 

impacts when preparing a CEQA document.  Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the 

Proposed Project, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a localized analysis by either using 

the LSTs developed by SCAQMD staff or performing dispersion modeling as necessary.  Guidance for 

performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-

thresholds.  

 

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all 

phases of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to the Proposed Project.  Air quality 

impacts from both construction (including demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated.  

Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of 

heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road 

mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction 

worker vehicle trips, material transport trips).  Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are 

not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), 

and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust).  Air quality impacts from 

indirect sources, such as sources that generate or attract vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis. 

 

In the event that the Proposed Project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-

fueled vehicles, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment.  

Guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for 

Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can 

be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-

toxics-analysis.  An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the use of equipment potentially 

generating such air pollutants should also be included.   

 

In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land uses (such as placing homes near freeways) can be 

found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community 

Health Perspective, which can be found at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.  CARB’s Land Use 

Handbook is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with 

new projects that go through the land use decision-making process.  Guidance2 on strategies to reduce air 

pollution exposure near high-volume roadways can be found at: 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/rd_technical_advisory_final.PDF.  

 

Mitigation Measures 

In the event that the Proposed Project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires 

that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project 

construction and operation to minimize these impacts.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 

(a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.  Several resources are 

available to assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the Proposed 

Project, including: 

                                                 
2 In April 2017, CARB published a technical advisory, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume 

Roadways: Technical Advisory, to supplement CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.  

This technical advisory is intended to provide information on strategies to reduce exposures to traffic emissions near high-volume 

roadways to assist land use planning and decision-making in order to protect public health and promote equity and environmental 

justice.  The technical advisory is available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.    

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/rd_technical_advisory_final.PDF
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
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 Chapter 11 of SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook 

 SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages available here: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-

quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies 

 SCAQMD’s Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for controlling 

construction-related emissions and Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation 

Activities 

 SCAQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the 2016 Air Quality 

Management Plan (2016 AQMP) available here (starting on page 86): 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf  

 CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures available here:  

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-

Final.pdf 

 

Alternatives 

In the event that the Proposed Project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires 

the consideration and discussion of alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding 

or substantially lessening any of the significant effects of the project.  The discussion of a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives, including a “no project” alternative, is intended to foster 

informed decision-making and public participation.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), 

the Draft EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 

analysis, and comparison with the Proposed Project. 

 

Permits 

In the event that the Proposed Project requires a permit from SCAQMD, SCAQMD should be identified 

as Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project.  For more information on permits, please visit 

SCAQMD webpage at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits.  Questions on permits can be directed to 

SCAQMD’s Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385. 

 

Data Sources 

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling SCAQMD’s Public 

Information Center at (909) 396-2039.  Much of the information available through the Public Information 

Center is also available at SCAQMD’s webpage at: http://www.aqmd.gov. 

 

SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project air quality impacts are 

accurately evaluated and any significant impacts are mitigated where feasible.  If you have any questions 

regarding this letter, please contact me at lsun@aqmd.gov or call me at (909) 396-3308. 

 

Sincerely, 

Lijin Sun 
Lijin Sun, J.D.  

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
 

 
LS 

ORC180410-15 

Control Number 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies
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http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits
http://www.aqmd.gov/
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1901 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE  219 

SAN DIEGO, CA  92101 
TELEPHONE                        FACSIMILE 

                (619) 702-7892                            (619) 702-9291 

May 8, 2018 

 

Via Email, Followed by U.S. Mail 

rwilliams@nocccd.edu 

 

Richard Williams, 

District Director, Facilities Planning and Construction 

North Orange County Community College District 

1830A West Romneya Drive 

Anaheim, California 92801-1819 

 

Re:   Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental  

Impact Report for the Fullerton College Sherbeck Field  

Improvements Project 

 

Dear Mr. Williams:  

 

This office represents the nonprofit public interest group, Fullerton College Neighborhood 

Action Council (“Neighborhood Council”), a grassroots project and coalition of residents of the 

North Orange County Community College District (“District”) dedicated to the protection of the 

neighborhoods, communities, and environmental resources within the District. 

 

I note that the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) describes only categories of projects: 

 

The initial environmental review indicates that the proposed project may have 

potentially significant effects on the environment in the following categories: 

aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous 

materials, noise, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, tribal 

cultural resources, and mandatory findings of significance. The EIR will include 

an analysis of these impact areas, as well as feasible mitigation measures and 

alternatives to avoid or reduce potential impacts. 

 

(NOP at p. 1.) 

 

My office requests that District supplement its NOP to identify “with sufficient information 

describing the project and the potential environmental effects to enable the responsible agencies 

to make a meaningful response.” (See CEQA Guidelines § 15082, subd. (a)(1) & subd. (a)(1)(C) 

[minimum requirements for NOP].)  The above list of categories is not sufficient for meaningful 

responses and comments.  Please supplement accordingly. 

 

Additionally, the NOP fails to meet other basic requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 

15082, subd. (a)(1)(B) – namely: “Location of the project (either by street address and cross 

street, for a project in an urbanized area, or by attaching a specific map, preferably a copy of a 

U.S.G.S. 15’ or 7-1/2’ topographical map identified by quadrangle name). . .” (Id.)  Please 

further supplement accordingly. 

mailto:rwilliams@nocccd.edu
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North Orange County Community College District 

NOP Comments – Stadium Project 

 

 

I do note that the NOP states such information is available elsewhere through certain websites 

and at District’s office. (NOP at p. 1.)  However, that is not compliance with CEQA Guidelines, 

section 15082 and there is no go gather the information “elsewhere” or “go see our website” 

exception.   

 

In response to the April 9, 2018 NOP for the Fullerton College Sherbeck Field Improvements 

Project (“Stadium Project”), my client requests, in addition to all legally required EIR issues and 

topics, and those matters raised by other persons and responsible agencies, that the following 

issues and matters be addressed in one or more appropriate sections in the proposed EIR, 

including but not limited to:   

 

1.   Evaluate and address projected sports programming of Fullerton College should 

the Stadium Project be approved and built.    

 

2. Evaluate and address projected rentals, during weekdays and each weekend day, 

of the Stadium Project, should it be approved and built. 

 

3. Evaluate and address all actually anticipated and potential cumulative impacts 

arising from the instant development Stadium Project, and its use and implementation. 

 

4.  Evaluate and address all vegetation and environmental resource losses arising 

from not only the planned development of structures and hardscape, but also fire 

management zones, and other use areas and edge effects that may potentially arise from 

development and use of the Stadium Project. 

  

5.  Evaluate and address all field use and rental agreement proposals and policies that 

will be put in place for the Stadium Project as controls, mitigation measures, or otherwise.  

 

6. Evaluate and address how mitigation measures will be implemented and enforced 

for all third-party rentals.  

 

7. Evaluate and address the locations and distances that the proposed Stadium 

Project’s field lights, and PA loudspeaker system will have on the neighboring community. 

 

8.   Evaluate and address the locations and distances that the proposed Stadium 

Project’s building and structures may be seen and have adverse impacts on scenic and other 

visual resources. 

 

9.   Evaluate, identify and address how the Stadium Project, including road/s, would 

affect the current natural wildlife movement corridors – north to south and east to west. 
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North Orange County Community College District 

NOP Comments – Stadium Project 

 

 

10.  Evaluate and address the Stadium Project’s increase in impermeable surface 

areas and materials constituting artificial fields for runoff and water pollution impacts 

(including storm-water analyses). 

 

11. Evaluate and address the consistency and compliance with the city of Fullerton’s 

ordinances and programs controlling grading and drainage.  

 

12.  Evaluate and address all issues regarding the Stadium Project’s effect on traffic 

circulation, parking, and impacts to morning and evening commutes (and all cumulative 

effects thereof). 

 

13. Evaluate and address all issues regarding the Stadium Project’s direct, indirect, 

and cumulative effect of added greenhouse gases. 

 

14. Evaluate and address whether a plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas 

emissions been adopted in the area covered by Stadium Project, and whether the Stadium 

Project is consistent. 

 

15. Evaluate and address the baselines of all impacts currently found likely to be 

significant in the Initial Study, and evaluate whether the Stadium Project causes a cumulative 

impact for each. 

 

Project Alternatives Analysis 

 

Review and consider the following impact-reducing project alternatives that will fulfill one or 

more important goals and purposes of the project. 

  

1.  Alternative location at Fullerton High School or Yorba Linda High School  

2.  A reduction in Stadium Project size  

3.  A field policy for the number of events, and hours of events, along with a field use 

policy or use agreement for rentals or other third party use.   

4.  A reduction in planned rental use and rental caps.  

 

Pursuant to CEQA and Public Resources Code § 21092.2, please provide my office (at the above 

address) written notice of any available documents, and any informational or decision-making 

meetings for, or relating to, the herein subject Stadium Project (whether preliminary or final)   
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North Orange County Community College District 

NOP Comments – Stadium Project 

 

 

 

 

Should you have any questions or desire any clarification about any of the above, please do not 

hesitate to call and ask.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Craig A. Sherman  
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