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Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Project EIR for the Mt. San Antonio

College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2)

Responsible and Concerned Agencies

The Mt. San Antonio Community College District (District) is the Lead Agency and will prepare a Draft

Subsequent Project Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for the Physical Education Project (Phase

1, 2) and hosting the 2020 Olympics Track & Field Trials at Hilmer Lodge Stadium. The project will result

in the replacement of the existing Hilmer Lodge Stadium with a new stadium and ancillary facilities.

We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information

that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed update. Your

agency will need to use the Draft SEIR prepared by the District when considering your input for the project

described in the Draft SEIR.

The project description, location and the probable environmental effects are included in the complete NOP

document which is posted on the college’s website (see below).

The prior 2002, 2005, 2008, 2012 and 2015 Facility Master Plans were evaluated in the Final Program

EIRs (SCH 2002041161) that were certified in December 2002, January 2006, September 2008, December

2013 and October 2016. The Physical Education Project (PEP) was previously evaluated in the 2015

Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects Final EIR and the project description is

unchanged. The certified 2015 FMPU/PEP Final EIR is posted on the District’s website.

This Draft SEIR will address only those issues needed to make the prior 2002–2015 documentation

adequate for the project. The project-specific environmental effects may include additional impacts at the

Campus/Temple and Kellogg/Interstate 10 intersection that were not evaluated in the prior Final

Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161). The Draft SEIR will also evaluate any new impacts, or revisions

required to make the prior documentation adequate for the project. The California Division of the State

Architect (DSA) submittals for the project remains unchanged, and the plans for hosting the 2020 Olympic

Trails remain unchanged.

Document Available for Review:

The complete NOP document is posted on the District’s website:
http://www.mtsac.edu/construction/reports-and-publications/environmental-impact-reports.html

The NOP document may also be reviewed at the following locations:

Walnut Public Library Mt. San Antonio College Library
Reference Desk Building 6, Library, 2nd floor, Reference Desk
21155 La Puente Avenue 1100 North Grand Avenue
Walnut, California 91789 Walnut, California 91789

Time for Review:

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but

not later than 30 days after receipt of this Notice. We will also need the name for a contact person in your

agency.

http://www.mtsac.edu/construction/reports-and-publications/environmental-impact-reports.html
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Please send your response to Becky Mitchell, Assistant Director at the address below:

Project Title: Mt. San Antonio College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2)

Project Applicant: Mt. San Antonio Community College District

Date: April 14, 2016

Contact: Becky Mitchell, Assistant Director

Telephone: (909) 274-5175

Facsimile: (909) 468-3931

E-Mail Address: facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu

NEWS PAPER NOTICE – DRAFT 1 – MARCH 31, 2017 – PUBLISH APRIL 7

mailto:facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu


























 
 
SENT VIA USPS AND E-MAIL:              May 5, 2017 

facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu 

Rebecca Mitchell, Manager, Facilities Support Services 

Facilities Planning & Management 

Mt. San Antonio College 

100 North Grand Avenue 

Walnut, CA 91789-1399 

 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Project Environmental Impact Report 

for the Mt. San Antonio College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) 
 

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

comment on the above-mentioned document.  The 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 Subsequent Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  Please send SCAQMD a copy of the 

Draft Subsequent Project EIR upon its completion.  Note that copies of the Draft Subsequent Project EIR 

that are submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not forwarded to SCAQMD.  Please forward a copy of 

the Draft Subsequent Project EIR directly to SCAQMD at the address shown in the letterhead.  In 

addition, please send with the Draft Subsequent Project 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 files.  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 

The 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.  The SCAQMD recommends 

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

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

3720.  More recent guidance developed since this Handbook was published 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. 

 

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

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

recommended regional significance thresholds 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, the 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 

mailto:facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993)
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http://www.caleemod.com/
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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 the SCAQMD 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.  Guidance1 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 §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: 

 Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD 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 

                                                 
1 In April 2017, ARB published a technical advisory, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-

Volume Roadways: Technical Advisory, to supplement ARB’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.  Available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.    

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
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
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 SCAQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the 2016 AQMP available 

here (starting on page 86): http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-

Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf?sfvrsn=5  

 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 and health risks 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 § 15126.6 

(d), the Draft Subsequent Project 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 a responsible agency for the proposed project.  For more information on permits, please visit the 

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

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 the SCAQMD’s Public 

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

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

 

SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project air quality and health 

risk impacts are accurately evaluated and 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 

LAC170413-04 

Control Number 

 

 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf?sfvrsn=5
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf?sfvrsn=5
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/
mailto:lsun@aqmd.gov


 

 

1021 E. Miramar Avenue    Claremont, California 91711-2052 

Telephone (909) 621-5568    Fax (909) 625-5470    http://www.threevalleys.com 

 
 

 

May 8, 2017 

 

VIA E-MAIL 

 

Mt. San Antonio College 

Attn:  Ms. Rebecca Mitchell 

1100 N. Grand Avenue 

Walnut, CA 91789-1399 

 

RE:  Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR 

 

Dear. Ms. Mitchell: 

 

Pursuant to your letter dated April 24, 2017 and California Water Code Sections 10910-10915 

and Sections 79560-79565, Three Valleys Municipal Water District (TVMWD) recognizes the 

additional supply of water required by the above-referenced project. TVMWD further 

acknowledges that the amount specified by Mt. SAC in its EIR document can be served by the 

existing water connection (designated as PM-1) on Metropolitan Water District’s (MWD) 

Orange County Feeder without additional construction or expansion of the connection. 

 

Mt. SAC’s current Tier 1 allocation appears sufficient to cover the additional water demand of 

48,000 gallons per day and no need for new or expanded entitlements are warranted at this time. 

It should be noted, however, that during years of drought or limited water availability, all of 

TVMWD’s member agencies (including Mt. SAC) are subject to a decrease in their annual 

allocations. While these conditional changes in allocation do not necessarily limit the amount of 

water that an agency can take, exceeding the established amount will result in additional fees and 

costs to the agency. 

 

Please contact TVMWD if you require any clarifications or have any additional questions. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

Mario C. Garcia 

Manager of Engineering & Operations 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Brian Bowcock 

David D. De Jesus 

Carlos Goytia 

Dan Horan 

Bob Kuhn 

John Mendoza 

Joseph T. Ruzicka 

 
GENERAL MANAGER/CHIEF ENGINEER 

Richard W. Hansen, P.E. 



Response to MT SAC NOP dated April 14, 2017 

Responder: United Walnut Taxpayers (UWT) 

Date May 14, 2017 

1) Project submitted to DSA as Application number 03-11612 as ACE (Athletic Complex East), there 

was no updated submittal for PEP (Physical Education Project).  

2) An SEIR was prepared on the above mentioned project after obtaining DSA approval.  This 

practice was clearly admonished in judge Chalfant’s Preliminary ruling of March 14, 2017.  

3) The ACE (PEP) is NOT exempt from City zoning under 53094; the ACE or PEP is not a class room 

facility neither is the 91,727 gsf buildout of supporting buildings.   

4) Mt SAC needs to apply for a conditional use permit (CUP) prior to proceeding with the project in 

addition to obtaining all necessary permits including hauling and grading. 

5) Hilmer Lodge Stadium is designated a historic resource within a designated historic district; the 

board has waived the historic status of the stadium with a statement of overriding 

considerations without obtaining the necessary approvals from the State to demolish this 

historic structure.  The stadium is eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources and 

is a historic landmark in the City of Walnut. 

6) The project is subject to the City’s noise as well as any other City ordinance and standards since 

it is a non-classroom facility. 

7) The ACE (PEP) necessarily includes removal and disposal of remaining earthen materials from 

the stadium hill as an integral component of this project.  These required earthmoving activities, 

including the timing of hauling and disposal in relation to other campus projects must be 

included, and related environmental impacts addressed as a part the ACE. 

8) The NOP states that the ACE project is not subject to City zoning ordinances. However, as stated 

in Judge James Chalfont’s Preliminary ruling of March 14.   The grading component of such 

projects would not be exempt from City of Walnut permitting ordinances, and should be so 

stated in this environmental document. 

9) UWT strongly objects to the use of approximately $90 million in taxpayers’ money on a project 

that was not part of the so called 2008 “Master Plan” referenced in Measure RR and approved 

by voters. 

 





















 

DATE: May 19, 2017 
 
TO: Responsible and Concerned Agencies 
 
SUBJECT:  Notice of Completion (NOC) of the Mt. San Antonio College Physical Education 

Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
 (SCH 2002041161) 

FROM: Rebecca Mitchell, Assistant Director 
Facilities Planning & Management 
Mt. San Antonio College 
1100 North Grand Avenue 
Walnut, California 91789-1399 

 
The Mt. San Antonio Community College District (District) is the Lead Agency and has completed a 
Draft Subsequent Project Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for the Physical Education 
Project (Phase 1, 2) and hosting the 2020 Olympics Track & Field Trials at Hilmer Lodge Stadium.  
The project will result in the replacement of the existing Hilmer Lodge Stadium with a new stadium 
and ancillary facilities.  The California Division of the State Architect (DSA) submittals for the PEP 
project remains unchanged, and the plans for hosting the 2020 Olympic Trials and Special Events 
at the stadium remain unchanged. 
 
The project description, location and the probable environmental effects are included in the Draft 
SEIR posted on the college’s website (see below). 
 
The prior 2002, 2005, 2008, 2012 and 2015 Facility Master Plans were evaluated in the Final 
Program EIRs (SCH 2002041161) that were certified in December 2002, January 2006, September 
2008, December 2013 and October 2016.  The Physical Education Project (PEP) was previously 
evaluated in the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects Final 
Program/Project EIR and the project description is unchanged.  The certified 2015 FMPU/PEP Final 
Program/Project EIR is posted on the District’s website. 
  
This Draft SEIR addresses only those issues needed to make the prior 2002–2015 documentation 
adequate for the project.  The project-specific environmental effects include additional impacts at 
the Campus/Temple Avenue and Kellogg Drive and Interstate 10 intersections that were not 
evaluated in the prior Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161).  The Draft SEIR evaluates any 
new impacts, or revisions required to make the prior documentation adequate for the project.   
 
A Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) is recommended for PEP impacts on historic 
resources, on traffic level of service (i.e. when further improvements are not feasible) and for 
congestion during two weekday pm peak periods when hosting the 2020 Olympic Trials. The traffic 
study also evaluates 2015 FMPU impacts due to the student enrollment increases at the two 
intersections in the City of Pomona. 
  



 
Document Available for Review: 
 
The complete Draft SEIR document is posted on the District’s website: 
 
http://www.mtsac.edu/construction/reports-and-publications/environmental-impact-reports.html 
 
 
The Draft SEIR may also be reviewed at the following locations: 
 
Walnut Public Library    Mt. San Antonio College Library 
Reference Desk     Building 6, Library, 2nd floor, Reference Desk 
21155 La Puente Avenue    1100 North Grand Avenue 
Walnut, California 91789    Walnut, California 91789 
 
Time for Review: 
 
The Draft SEIR is being circulated for a 45-day public review period from May 19 to July 3, 2017.  
All comments on the Draft SEIR must be received by 5:00 pm on Monday, July 3, 2017. 
 
All public comments should be forwarded as written correspondence or pdf attachments to e-mails.  
Freestanding e-mail comments are discouraged.  Please include the name, and full mailing 
address, of the respondent in all communication and the date the comments are sent.  If an agency 
is responding, please provide a person, e-mail address and phone number.  
 
Please send your comments to Rebecca Mitchell, Manager, Facilities Support Services at the 
address below: 
 
 
Project Title: Mt. San Antonio College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) 
Project Applicant: Mt. San Antonio Community College District 
Date:   May 19, 2016 
 
Contact:  Rebecca Mitchell 
Telephone:  (909) 274-5175 
Facsimile:  (909) 274-2931 
E-Mail Address: facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu 
 
Comments Due:  5:00 pm on Monday, July 3, 2017 
 
 

http://www.mtsac.edu/construction/reports-and-publications/environmental-impact-reports.html
mailto:facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu














1

6-3. City of Pomona (July 28, 2016)

The City of Pomona requests that the traffic study include the following five items, which

were also included in Figure 4: Project Trip Distribution (see Appendix A16).

As requested, Deepak Kaushik, PE, Iteris and Mika Klein participated in a phone

conference with Pomona staff on August 10 to discuss their concerns.

As stated in Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines “CEQA does not require a lead

agency (i.e. District) to conduct every test or perform all research, study and

experimentation recommended or demanded by commentators”.

6-3.1 “Should include the intersection of South Campus and Temple Avenue as a study intersection.”

6.3.1 It is not expected that a significant amount of campus traffic would use South

Campus Drive to access Temple Avenue, as opposed to alternate routes. Mt. SAC

campus bound traffic would more than likely use Grand Avenue from the west and

Temple Avenue from the east. Both Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue have a higher

speed limit (45 mph) than Campus Drive (35 mph). In addition, Grand Avenue and

Temple Avenue (arterial roadways) have higher roadway capacities than Campus Drive

(collector).

While some campus bound traffic may still use Campus Drive to access Mt SAC in both

directions, it would likely not be a significant amount. As a result, the South Campus

and Temple Avenue intersection was not included in the analysis.

In order to assess this intersection thoroughly, it is anticipated that traffic counts during

the 2016 fall term school year would need to be collected at this intersection. It is

understood that the new parking structure would be opening on September 15, 2016.

Thus, new traffic counts at this intersection should not be collected until at least the third

week of the fall term, in order to capture a typical school-related Cal Poly and Mt SAC

traffic with the new structure in place.

Also, as shown in Appendix A35 (Temple Avenue/South Campus Drive Improvements),

an additional southbound right-turn lane and eastbound left-turn lane have been

incorporated into the intersection to enhance traffic flow and reduce delay resulting from

the new parking structure. These two intersection improvements serve the critical

movements that Mt SAC FMPU trips would hypothetically utilize. Thus, with these

improvements in place, it is unlikely that this intersection would be impacted by the Mt

SAC FMPU traffic if it were to be included in the report.
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The 1,500 parking space Parking Structure II (Lot K) at Cal Poly Pomona is located off

of Campus Drive north of Temple Avenue. The $41 million project is scheduled for

completion in September 2016.

Other Cal Poly projects under construction include Innovation Village (Phase 5) with

123,000 gsf with completion projected in 2016 and a Student Services Building with

completion projected in 2018. The later project includes a new traffic signal on Kellogg

Drive and University Avenue. A right-turn only lane will also be added at Temple

Avenue to University Avenue.

Future projects include construction of 1,000 bed dormitories, which will replace existing

dorms, and a realignment of Kellogg Drive.

Caltrans also is beginning a three-year construction project to add carpool lanes

between Citrus Avenue and SR-57. (Projects to Change Face of Campus, Poly Centric

University News Center, May 20, 2016).

6-3.2 “Include a percentage of traffic associated with Kellogg Drive as a high percentage of vehicles

come exit 10 Fwy eastbound and continue to Kellogg Dr.”

6.3.2 In the eastbound direction from I-10, the use of the I-10 to Kellogg Drive to

Campus Drive route to reach Temple Avenue is a slower speed route, as well as a

longer distance, than the I-10 to Grand Avenue route. The assumption is campus trips

are exiting eastbound on the 10 Freeway, continuing south on Kellogg Drive through

Cal Poly Pomona and west to Mt. SAC. The magnitude of this am peak traffic is

unknown. The Kellogg Drive exit is 3.6 miles east of the Grand Avenue exit from 10

Freeway. Thus, a route from I-10 Freeway at Citrus Avenue to Grand/Mountaineer

compared to the Kellogg exit to Grand/Bonita is 3.9 miles shorter.

Kellogg Drive and Campus Drive have a posted speed limit of 35 mph, include a stop-

controlled intersection at University Drive, four signalized intersections, and the streets

are adjacent to Cal Poly Pomona. Grand Avenue has a posted speed limit of 45 mph

and does not include any stop-controlled intersections. Grand Avenue includes three

signalized intersections (Holt Avenue, Cameron Avenue, Shady Mountain Road) before

reaching the Mt SAC campus. Thus, our conclusion is that the I-10 to Grand Avenue

route would be more attractive to drivers heading to Mt SAC.

In the westbound direction from I-10, the use of the I-10 to Kellogg Drive to Campus

Drive route to reach Temple Avenue is a slower speed route than the 57 Freeway to

Temple Avenue route. Kellogg Drive and Campus Drive have a posted speed limit of 35
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mph, consist of more roadway curvatures than Temple Avenue, include a stop-

controlled intersection at University Drive, and are adjacent to Cal Poly Pomona.

Temple Avenue has a posted speed limit of 45 mph and does not consist of any stop-

controlled intersections. Thus, our conclusion is the 57 Freeway to Temple Avenue

route would be more attractive to drivers heading to Mt SAC.

While some campus bound traffic may still use the I-10/Kellogg Drive ramp to access Mt

SAC in both directions, it would likely not be a significant amount.

Also, as shown in Appendix A35 (Temple Avenue/South Campus Drive Improvements),

an additional southbound right-turn lane and eastbound left-turn lane have been

incorporated into the intersection to enhance traffic flow and reduce delay resulting from

the new parking structure. These two intersection improvements serve the critical

movements that Mt SAC FMPU trips would hypothetically utilize. Thus, with these

improvements in place, it is unlikely that this intersection would be impacted by the Mt

SAC 2015 FMPU traffic if it were to be included in the report and include an altered trip

distribution.

6-3.3 “South Campus volume percentage distribution appears to be too low and not realistic.”

6.3.3 The volume percentage distribution in the traffic study was based on routes that

were deemed to be generally most attractive to motorists. Temple Avenue has a posted

speed limit of 45 mph versus Campus Drive that has a posted speed limit of 35 mph. In

addition, westbound/southbound Kellogg Drive reduces to one lane west of Red Gunn

Lane for approximately 1,800 feet. Conversely, Temple Avenue consists of three lanes

in each direction, consistently, between SR-57 and Campus Drive. Our professional

judgment, as traffic engineers, is the distribution is appropriate and realistic.

Also, as shown in Appendix A35 (Temple Avenue/South Campus Drive Improvements),

an additional southbound right-turn lane and eastbound left-turn lane have been

incorporated into the intersection to enhance traffic flow and reduce delay resulting from

the new parking structure. These two intersection improvements serve the critical

movements that Mt SAC FMPU trips would hypothetically utilize. Thus, with these

improvements in place, it is unlikely that this intersection would be impacted by the Mt

SAC FMPU traffic if it were to be included in the report and include an altered trip

distribution.

6-3.4 “Provide data or methodology to justify the percentage trip distribution along 57 Fwy of 10 percent

northbound and 10 percent southbound.”

6.3.4 Detailed origin/destination data was not collected, nor is it appropriate for this



4

level of planning analysis. However, information used in the 2008 Draft EIR was applied

to the current traffic study which was based on existing campus traffic patterns

associated with the general locations of student residences provided by Mt. SAC.

Ultimately, a combination of the general student resident locations and engineering

judgment, based on the surrounding circulation network, was used to determine project

trip distribution.

6-3.5 “Justify 4 percent distribution from Temple Ave east of 57 Fwy.”

6.3.5 Detailed origin/destination data was not collected, nor is it appropriate for this

level of planning analysis. However, information used in the 2008 Draft EIR was applied

to the current traffic study which was based on existing campus traffic patterns

associated with the general locations of student residences provided by Mt. SAC.

Ultimately, a combination of the general student resident locations and engineering

judgment, based on the surrounding circulation network, was used to determine project

trip distribution.
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EXHIBIT A 
Environmental Mitigation Monitoring Program  

Parking Structure 2 
California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 

 
 
Section 1: Authority 
 
This Environmental Mitigation Monitoring Program has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the 

California Environmental Quality Act, known as CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), 

to provide for the monitoring of mitigation measures required of the Parking Structure 2 project, as set 

forth in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the project (State Clearinghouse No. 
2014051024).  This report will be kept on file in the office of the California State Polytechnic University, 

Pomona, Facilities Planning and Management, 3801 West Temple Avenue, Pomona, CA 91768. 

 
Section 2: Monitoring Schedule 
 
The California State Polytechnic University, Pomona will be responsible for ensuring compliance with 

mitigation monitoring applicable to implementation of the Project.  Staff will prepare or cause to be 

prepared reports identifying compliance with mitigation measures, as appropriate.  Once construction has 

begun and is underway, monitoring of the mitigation measures associated with construction will be 

carried out by the California State Polytechnic University, Pomona. 
 
Section 3: Changes to Mitigation Measures 
 
Any substantive change in the monitoring and reporting program made by the Lead Agency will be 

reported in writing.  Modifications to the mitigation measures may be made by the Lead Agency subject 

to one of the following findings, documented by evidence included in the record: 

 

a.  The mitigation measure included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and the 

Mitigation Monitoring Program is no longer required because the significant environmental 

impact identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been found not to exist, or to occur at 

a level which makes the impact less than significant as a result of changes in the project, changes 

in conditions of the environment, or other factors. 

 

OR 

 

b.  The modified or substitute mitigation measure to be included in the Mitigation Monitoring 

Program provides a level of environmental protection equal to or greater than that afforded by the 

mitigation measure included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring 

Program; and 

 

The modified or substitute mitigation measures do not have significant adverse effects on the 

environment in addition to or greater than those which were considered by the Board of Trustees 

and other responsible hearing bodies in their decision on the Mitigated Negative Declaration and 

the proposed project; and 
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The modified or substitute mitigation measures are feasible, and the Lead Agency, through 

measures included in the Mitigation Monitoring Program or other Lead Agency procedures, can 

assure their implementation. 

 
Findings and related documentation supporting the findings involving modifications to mitigation 

measures will be maintained in the project file with the Mitigation Monitoring Program and will be made 

available to the public upon request. 

 
Section 5: Mitigation Monitoring Matrix 
 
The mitigation monitoring matrix identifies the environmental issue areas for which monitoring is 

required, the required mitigation measures, the time frame for monitoring, and the responsible monitoring 

agencies. 

 
 

 

Mitigation Measures 

Time Frame / 

Monitoring 

Milestone 

Responsible 

Monitoring Party 

Traffic/Circulation  
 

1.  University Drive & Temple Avenue – Convert the westbound right-

turn lane into a free-flow right-turn lane.  

 

The north side of University Avenue has an additional travel lane to 

capture the free-flow vehicles. A raised island (“porkchop”) will be 

necessary to separate westbound right-turn lanes from the eastbound left-

turn traffic and northbound through traffic, as well as providing a refuge 

for pedestrians. Pedestrian crossings from the island may require the 

installation of call-buttons for north-south and east-west crossings.  

Modification of the curb return on the northeast corner will be required to 

install this mitigation. 

 

2.  South Campus Drive & Temple Avenue – Add a second (dual) 

southbound right-turn lane on South Campus Drive and a second (dual) 

eastbound left turn lane on Temple Avenue.  

 

The additional southbound right-turn lane will require widening of the 

west side of South Campus Drive. The additional eastbound left-turn lane 

can be accommodated within the existing curb-to-curb street width and 

will require restriping and modification to the center median, as well as 

modification to the traffic signal head to cover both lanes. After the 

mitigation, the southbound approach would provide one left-turn lane, 

one shared through/left-turn lane, and two right-turn lanes. The eastbound 

approach will provide two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one 

shared through/right-turn lane. 
 

 

 

Prior to operation 

 

 

California State 

Polytechnic 

University, 

Pomona 

Prior to operation  California State 

Polytechnic 

University, 

Pomona 

Short-term Construction Effects 
 
1. During high wind episodes (wind speeds exceeding a sustained rate of 

25 miles per hour); grading or other high-dust generating activities 

will be suspended. 

 

 

During 

construction 

 

 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

 

2.  During smog alerts, all construction activities will be suspended. 

 

During 

 

CSU Pomona and 
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Mitigation Measures 

Time Frame / 

Monitoring 

Milestone 

Responsible 

Monitoring Party 

 construction 

 

contractor 

 3. All construction equipment will be properly tuned. During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

4.  Diesel particulate filters are installed on diesel equipment and trucks 

and low sulfur diesel will be used for construction equipment. 

 

During 

construction 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

5. Gasoline, butane, or electric power construction equipment will be 

used if feasible. 
 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

6. To reduce emissions from idling, the contractor shall ensure that all 

equipment and vehicles not in use for more than 5 minutes are turned off, 

whenever feasible. 

 

During 

construction 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

7. Low VOC-content asphalt and concrete will be utilized to the extent 

possible. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

8.  All stockpiles will be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting.    During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

9.   Speeds on unpaved roads will be limited to less than 15 miles per 

hour. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

10.  All haul trucks that carry contents subject to airborne dispersal will 

be covered. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

11. All access points to the site used by haul trucks will be kept clean 

during site grading. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

12.  Exposed surfaces will be watered as needed. During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

13.  Electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline 

generators will be used to the extent available. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

14.  As needed, outdoor activities in the site vicinity will be limited 

during high-dust and other heavy construction activities. 

 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

15.  Throughout the construction period, the ventilation system in the I-

Poly Pomona High School building will be tested and put on a more 

frequent maintenance schedule to ensure that it is functioning properly 

and providing proper ventilation.   

  

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

16.  Construction hours will be restricted per City of Pomona regulations, 

which limit the hours of construction activity between 7:00 am and 6:00 

pm Monday through Friday, and from 8:00 am and 6:00 pm on 

Saturdays.  No construction activity will take place on Sunday or federal 

holidays. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 
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Mitigation Measures 

Time Frame / 

Monitoring 

Milestone 

Responsible 

Monitoring Party 

 

18.  Construction staging areas will be located as far as possible from 

nearby uses. 

 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

19.  A flag person will be employed as needed to direct traffic when 

heavy construction vehicles enter the campus from South University 

Drive and West Temple Avenue. 

 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

20.  Construction and haul trucks will use the City of Pomona designated 

truck routes to travel to and from the site. 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

21. Construction-related truck traffic will be scheduled to avoid peak 

travel time on the I-10 freeway, and State Route 57, as feasible. 

 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

22.  Hauling of equipment and materials and other truck trips during 

construction will be scheduled during non-peak hours, to the extent 

feasible. 

 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

23. Construction inert materials, including vegetative matter, asphalt, 

concrete, and other recyclable materials will be recycled to the extent 

possible. 

 

During 

construction 

 

CSU Pomona and 

contractor 

 
Compliance with Existing Regulations during Construction 
 

For construction, in compliance with the existing regulations and as applicable a Construction Storm Water General 

Permit will be obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board,  and  Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

will be instituted to reduce the entry of construction debris, sediment, and other material from the construction site 

into local waterways. The SWPPP may include the following: 

 

 Schedule excavation and grading work for dry weather 

 Use as little water as possible for dust control 

 Never hose down dirty pavement or impermeable surfaces where fluids have spilled 

 Avoid excavation and grading activities during wet weather 

 Construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site and line channels with grass or 

roughened pavement to reduce the velocity of runoff 

 Install sediment filters and/or debris traps at or near entrances to the storm drain system 

 Cover stockpiles and excavated soil with tarps or plastic sheeting 

 Plant permanent vegetation as soon as possible 



United Walnut Taxpayers 

P. O. Box 1665 

Walnut, CA 91788 

Contact person: Layla Abou-Taleb, President 

July 1, 2017  

Response to Mt SAC NOC of the Mt San Antonio College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft 

SEIR Report (SCH 2002041161) 

1) The proposed deferral of addressing traffic and parking mitigation to a future date pending a 

future traffic study in 2020 is not allowed under CEQA. As such the SEIR does not present an 

adequate or complete document and a “good faith effort at full disclosure” as required by 

CEQA guidelines. 

  

2) Table 2.5 of page 43 list the City of Walnut as “Interested” Party, UWT believes and the court 

affirmed that the City of Walnut is the Primary Agency responsible for the review and approval 

of grading and truck hauling plans.  

 
3) While on page 57 the report states “.. any intersection operating at LOS A-D without project 

traffic in which project traffic caused the intersection to degrade to LOS E or F must mitigate 
the impact to bring the intersection back to at least LOS D. Table 5 of page 59 indicates 
otherwise at three intersections.  It is unacceptable that this negative impact can be addressed 
by the board of trustees overriding consideration as recommended in by the NOC. This 
negative impact is also shown in Tables 3.17 and 3.18 of Page 75. 
 

 
4) As stated in UWT’s comments on the NOP Draft Subsequent Project and Program EIR for 2015 

Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects (February 10, 2016), Mt. SAC is 
proceeding with the unlawful use of Measure RR funding for ongoing and proposed activities 
of the Physical Education (new stadium) Project, because this facility was not explicitly named 
in Measure RR language made available to voters.  This means that voters were unaware when 
casting their ballots that these significant expenditures of funds would be made by Mt. SAC on 
the new stadium, which would be repaid through their property taxes for many years.   
The United Walnut Taxpayers has provided Mt. SAC with formal notice to our objection of this 
unlawful expenditure of Measure RR funds on the Physical Education (new stadium) Project in 
our Compliant to the LA Superior Court (March 24, 2015),   in our comments on the Notice of 
Preparation Draft Subsequent Project and Program EIR for 2015 Master Plan Update and 
Physical Education Projects (February 10, 2016), to the LA Superior Court (June 12, 2017), and 
again in these comments to the NOP of the Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft SEIR 
Report (July 2017). 



Measure RR has been characterized as a “Classroom Repair, Education Improvement, Public 
Safety/Job Training Measure” supporting educational interests of Mt. San Antonio College by 
highlighting needs to renovate, construct and update classroom facilities for technology 
adequacy. Measure RR devotes few words to the notion of renovating or constructing any type 
of athletic facility with the words, “phase two athletic complex, including hard courts, gym, 
fields and tracks,” let alone any reference to the subject massive stadium reconstruction 
project. 
Mt. SAC, in the NOP for the SEIR 2015 Master Plan Update, and once again in NOP of the 
Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft SEIR Report, remains resolved to change the 
objective of Measure RR by characterizing the expensive new stadium reconstruction project 
as a “Physical Education Project” which changes the name from the previous “Athletic 
Complex” in an effort to mislead citizens and loosely associate it after-the-fact with the word 
“education” referenced in Measure RR. 
     

5) Two of the Project alternatives listed on Table 7.1, are no longer available as it is regrettable 

that  the historic stadium  and all auxiliary building were demolished /, without any 

consideration to the historic value of the stadium to the Walnut residence.  The fact is that 

stakeholders are left only with 2 alternatives which amount to the same end result which is a 

new PEP.  As such the SEIR does not present an adequate or complete document and a “good 

faith effort at full disclosure” as required by CEQA guidelines. 

 

6) Page 15 Addresses Mitigation measures regarding the Biological Resources  (BIO-17) and 

states: “If clearing, grading, or construction will occur from Feb 1 –July 31, pre-construction 

surveys shall be conducted in the construction area and in appropriate nesting habitat within 

500 feet of the construction area.” 

The demolition and multiple activities have occurred in the period mentioned above, UWT 

demands that Mt SAC provides its survey reports to the stakeholders, if conducted, if not then 

that will be violation of the Biological Study conduced by its own consultants. 

7) Proposed Disposal of Excess Dirt from the Stadium Hill to the West Parcel; 
Important legal proceedings of the Los Angeles Superior Court in the past several months will 
prevent Mt. SAC’s ability to depose of excess dirt from what is commonly known as the 
stadium hill at the Physical Education Project to its proposed disposal area at the West Parcel 
because of legally defective CEQA documents cited therein.   
 
On May 4, 2017, Judge James C. Chalfant (Department 85, LA Superior Court) issued a 
Peremptory Writ of Mandate concerning the West Parcel Solar Project (Attachment 1), which 
included his Judgment on Consolidated Actions, United Walnut Taxpayers (UWT), City of 
Walnut and Mt. San Antonio College by incorporation, May 4, 2017 (Attachment 2) and by 
reference incorporated his March 14, 2017, Decision regarding Petitions for Writs of Mandate 
by UWT, the City of Walnut  and Mt. SAC (Attachment 3).  
 
In his Judgment, Judge Chalfant states:  ……………“as to UWT’ s Fifth Cause of Action based on a 
District pattern and practice of improperly using programmatic EIRs to approve master plan 



program projects (2002 to 2012 EIRs) in a legally defective manner, UWT is entitled to 
judgment for declaratory and injunctive relief”………… 
 
Specific to the West Parcel Solar Project, Judge Chalfant ruled in his Peremptory Writ of 
Mandate:  “Mt. San Antonio College shall set aside all approvals, including the Addendum for 
their development of their “West Parcel Solar Project” on undeveloped land south of Temple 
Avenue/Amar Road and west of Grand Avenue, in the area commonly known as the “West 
Parcel” (APN 8709-023-917 (the “Project”).” 
 
Judge Chalfont further states in his Writ: “Respondents are further restrained from taking any 
action in furtherance of the project unless and until they prepare and circulate an initial study 
for the project and thereafter prepare appropriate CEQA documents and/or make an 
appopriate CEQA determination and finding.”    
 
On June 28, 2017, Mt. San Antonio College President Bill Scroggins, consistent with Judge 
Chalfant’s May 4 Writ of Mandate and  Judgement, recommended and the Board of Trustees 
took action and approved his recommendations (Attachment 4) stating:    
 
“It is recommended the Board of Trustees set aside approvals for the West Parcel Solar Project 
and the Addendum to the 2012 Master Plan Environmental Impact Report, as presented.”   
 
Judge Chalfont’s Writ of Mandate and Judgment (May 4, 2017), and the Mt. SAC Board of 
Trustees Action (June 28, 2017) renders invalid the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board’s Technically Conditioned Water Quality Certification of the Proposed West Parcel Solar 
Project (May 23, 2016 )  and the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife’s Streambed 
Alteration Permit for this project.   Specifically, Judge Chalfant has “set aside” the fundamental 
CEQA basis for the Water Quality Certification and Streambed Alteration Permit and now 
requires Mt. SAC to “prepare and circulate an initial study for the project and thereafter 
prepare appropriate CEQA documents and/or make an appopriate CEQA determination and 
finding.” As a result the West Pacel is no longer available as a disposal area for excess dirt from 
the PEP stadium hill. 
 

Mt. SAC has intiated the new CEQA process for solar generation ordered by Judge Chalfant and 

consistent the Board of Trustees Action, which has “set aside approvals for the West Parcel 

Solar Project and the Addendum to the 2012 Master Plan Environmental Impact Report”.  The 

United Walnut Taxpayers will activley participate in Mt. SAC’s preparation of  “appropriate 

CEQA documents” for the proposed solar generation project, and specifically  requests Mt. SAC 

evaluate a suitable array of alternative locations and methods of solar generation, such as 

solar panels mounted atop parking lot canopies.   
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CITY OF WALNUT 
 

 
July 3, 2017 
 
Rebecca Mitchell 
Mt. San Antonio Community College 
Facilities Planning & Management 
1100 North Grand Avenue 
Walnut, CA 91789-5611 
facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu 
(909) 274-5175 
 
VIA E-MAIL and HAND DELIVERY 
 
Re: Comments to the Mt. San Antonio College District Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft 
Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects Final 
Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (SCH 2002041161) 
 
Dear Ms. Mitchell, 
 
On behalf of the City of Walnut (the “City”), we appreciate this opportunity to review and provide 
comments to the District’s circulation of its Physical Education Project (“PEP”) (Phase 1, 2) (sometimes 
referred to herein as the “Project”) Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update 
and Physical Education Projects Final Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (SCH 2002041161) 
(the “SEIR”). 
 
Our comments are provided in several attachments that provide 1) a matrix that provides both general 
comments and page/section specific comments addressing the adequacy of the SEIR, and 2) letters 
and memoranda from our technical review team that separately detail issues and comments for Traffic, 
Noise and Air Quality/Greenhouse Gases (Kunzman Associates), Geotechnical (Group Delta), and 
Cultural, Historical and Biological Resources (ECORP).  
 
Among our principal concerns with the organization and adequacy of the SEIR are the following: 
 

 Section 7.0 Alternatives Analysis. The purpose of an alternatives analysis is to determine 
whether there is an environmentally superior alternative that will meet most of the Project’s 
objectives. Consequently, a complete list of Project Objectives for the PEP (Phases 1, 2) is 
needed for analysis of the Project and each alternative. It is unclear from the discussion whether 
these alternatives ‘would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project’ (CEQA 
Guidelines 15126.6).  

 
The analysis in these sections should also specifically address whether the alternatives ‘would 
avoid or substantially lessen’ (15126.6) each of the six (6) impacts identified as unavoidable and 
adverse in Section 7.0. The unavoidable adverse impact associated with Land Use and 
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Planning, and how the alternative affects Land Use and Planning, should be discussed under 
each alternative. The conclusion in the SEIR is ambiguous and not adequately supported by 
substantial evidence as to whether Alternative 1 Revise Physical Education Project 2020 or 
Alternative 2 No Olympic Trials and Field Training is considered the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.  

 
The alternatives analysis should also evaluate whether the alternatives are potentially feasible, 
reasonable and realistic. The Stadium has been recently demolished. (See Exhibit No. 1, 
attached.) This means that two of the three alternatives (No Project and Alternative 1) are no 
longer feasible alternatives.  Moreover, in its June 29, 2017 edition the LA Times notes that it 
has been officially announced that Mt. SAC will host the 2020 Olympic track trials. In effect, this 
decision removes Alternative 2 as a feasible alternative. Therefore, the SEIR does not consider 
any feasible alternatives, including potentially Environmentally Superior Alternatives and the No 
Project Alternative, as required by CEQA. A viable alternative that reduces impacts on 
surrounding roadways and land use is needed, as well as a No Project Alternative that reflects 
continuation of current conditions (e.g., no stadium on the campus). 

 
 Environmental and Project Baseline. The PEP (Phases 1, 2) Project SEIR fails to establish a 

current, stable environmental baseline for purposes of identifying significant impacts. Although 
the baseline for an EIR is typically established under CEQA to coincide with issuance of the 
NOP, the conditions at the Project site have changed substantially with the demolition of the 
stadium after the NOP was published (Exhibit No. 1). With the current SEIR, the baseline should 
be existing site conditions with the demolition of the stadium. In numerous instances, the SEIR 
refers the reader to any of a series EIRs dating from the Final Program EIR certified in 
December 2002 with Supplemental or Subsequent EIRs in 2005, 2008, 2012 and 20161. The 
SEIR refers the reader to earlier documents with the assertion that ‘conditions have not 
changed’, without providing evidence of what those conditions are in 2017. It is obvious that 
conditions on the site have changed, because the stadium has been demolished. The changing 
frame of reference throughout this section for dates of relevant plans, projects and enrollments 
is confusing, as is the true baseline for evaluation of impacts within this SEIR. A consistent 
baseline is needed for existing conditions, including campus buildings, projected building 
activity, enrollment, and environmental setting. 

 
 Construction Impacts. Additional project-level construction information is needed to 

adequately assess traffic, noise and air quality impacts to surrounding public roadways and 
residential neighborhoods. Although actual construction schedules may differ from time frames 
identified in this SEIR, a project-level analysis of the PEP (Phases 1, 2) requires 1) earthwork 
quantities, 2) a grading plan 3) an exhibit that provides a timeline (or series of timelines) 
representing a best current estimate for site preparation, grading and construction for Phases 1 
and 2, and the individual projects included within these phases, and 4) current haul plan. These 
exhibits are needed to provide an adequate project-level assessment of impacts for construction 
traffic, grading and haul, air quality, noise and other issues. 

 

                                                 
1
 Although the SEIR refers to the Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical 

Education Projects Subsequent Program and Project DEIR (SCH 2002041161) as the “Final 2015 EIR”, it was 
circulated for public comment in June 2016 and certified as Final by the Board of Trustees in October 2016 and is 
referred to herein as the “2015 FMPU EIR” or the “2016 EIR”. 
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 Excessive Reliance Upon 2015 FMPU EIR and Other CEQA Documents. The draft SEIR is 
described as a ‘unique’ combination of Program EIR, Subsequent EIR and Project EIR in a 
single document. The SEIR falls short of adequately meeting the purposes of each of these 
three different types of EIRs as described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168, 15162, and 
15161. In tiering and streamlining the CEQA review, the document is overly selective and 
focused in its disclosure of PEP Phase 1 and 2 impacts. The EIR repeatedly references back to 
the 2015 FMPU Program EIR/Subsequent PEP Project EIR without providing proper context for 
impact findings. In relying on these earlier documents, the SEIR also fails to provide sufficient 
project-level information and analysis to be an adequate project-level analysis document (see 
previous comment). Additionally, because the SEIR references the 2015 FMPU EIR, and the 
2015 FMPU EIR references any of a series of EIRs dating back to 2002, the characterization of 
the baseline for environmental resources as well as the impacts of the PEP Phase 1 and 2 
impacts are unclear and confusing. One of the basic purposes of CEQA is to ‘inform 
governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental 
effects of proposed activities’ (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002). The SEIR fails to provide a 
clear description of the environmental effects of the PEP Phase 1 and 2 Project. 

 
 Lack of Comprehensive Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The segmentation 

and partial disclosure of Impacts and Mitigation Measures in Table 1.2 and throughout the SEIR 
frustrates a clear understanding of all environmental impacts and proposed Mitigation Measures 
for the PEP (Phases 1, 2). A consolidated summary table is needed that identifies all impacts 
and proposed mitigation measures. Again, this deficiency in the SEIR does not meet the basic 
purpose of CEQA to inform decision makers and the public (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002). 

 
 Limited Geographic Scope of Cumulative Impact Analysis. The SEIR assertion that the 

geographical area for analysis of impacts other than traffic (i.e. aesthetics, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, greenhouse gases, historical resources, 
parking, public services, water quality, etc.) is limited to the College campus is sweeping and 
made without supporting evidence. The campus is surrounded by residential areas representing 
sensitive local receptors for air quality, noise, visual impacts on the north, west and south. Air 
quality impacts are regional in scope. 

 
 Land Use and Zoning Regulations. The Mt. SAC campus is located wholly within the City’s 

boundaries. Nevertheless, the College has demonstrated a pattern of ignoring the City’s zoning, 
grading, and haul route regulations.  The alleged exemption from the City Zoning Ordinances 
approved by the Board by Resolution No. 16-03 on October 12, 2016 is beyond the scope of 
Government Code Section 53094 because it relates to nonclassroom facilities. The SEIR’s 
identification of relevant regulations should include the Walnut General Plan and Walnut 
Municipal Code. The District should acknowledge that the 2015 FMPU and PEP propose uses 
that will not be “directly used for or related to student instruction” and are not exempt from the 
City’s Zoning Ordinance. The College should engage in proper land use regulatory and 
entitlement processing in compliance with City land use requirements. 

 
In addition, reference in the SEIR Table 1-2 to the “Preliminary Ruling by the Superior Court 
upon review of the Final Mt. San Antonio College 2012 Facility Master Plan Final EIR (SCH 
2002041161)” should be revised to acknowledge the final ruling as reflected in the Judgment 
entered and Writ of Mandate issued on May 4, 2017. 
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cc: Walnut City Council 

City Manager Rob Wishner 
Community Development Director Tom Weiner 

  



EXHIBIT No. 1 

 

Hilmer Lodge Stadium (Condition as depicted in the May 2017 SEIR) 

 

 

Hilmer Lodge Stadium (Existing Condition July 2017) 

 



ATTACHMENT A 
 

ECORP CEQA Comments on Draft Subsequent Project (SEIR) for  
Mt. SAC Physical Education Project (PEP) (Phase 1,2) 

  



Draft Subsequent Project (SEIR) for Mt. SAC Physical Education Project (PEP) (Phase 1, 2) – ECORP COMMENTS 

1 
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX  

Comment 
Number 

Page/Section/Paragraph Comment 

1 General Comment The PEP and Program/Project SEIR continue to be a moving target, making establishing a 
stable environmental baseline for purposes of identifying significant impacts difficult. The 
baseline for an EIR is typically established under CEQA to coincide with issuance of the NOP. 
With the current SEIR, that is April 2017. However, since publication of the NOP, the 
stadium has been demolished and significant grading has occurred on the site. In numerous 
instances, the SEIR refers the reader to any of a series EIRs dating from 2002-2016. The SEIR 
refers the reader to earlier documents with the assertion that ‘conditions have not 
changed’, without providing evidence of what those conditions are in 2017. In fact, 
conditions have changed significantly, because the stadium has been demolished and 
substantial grading has occurred on the site. 

2 General Comment The site-specific PEP environmental baseline has changed since issuance of the NOP in April 
2017 with respect to demolition and grading activities that have since occurred at the 
Hillman Stadium site. Hillman Lodge Stadium has been demolished. These changed 
conditions are not clearly identified in the Draft SEIR and project-level impacts associated 
with these activities (i.e. air quality, noise, haul truck routes, aesthetics) are not specifically 
addressed. The Final SEIR needs to update this Draft SEIR with respect to existing 
conditions, and any changes to impact conclusions as a result of changed conditions. 

3 General Comment Throughout the Draft EIR document there are numerous instances of sentences with words 
missing and incomplete sentences that, in some cases, bear on the intent of the authors. A 
careful proof reading of the document to clarify these sentences is needed with the Final 
EIR (i.e. Errata). 

4 General Comment Introduction and Summary. This section indicates “this document is unique in that it 
includes three types of environmental impact reports (EIR) in one document: (1) 
Subsequent EIR, (2) Program EIR, and a Project EIR.” While perhaps unique, the draft EIR 
falls short of adequately meeting the purposes of these three different types of EIRs in a 
single informational document. The document is highly selective and overly focused in its 
disclosure of PEP Phase 1 and 2 impacts. The EIR repeatedly references back to the 2015 
FMPU Program EIR/Subsequent PEP Project EIR without providing proper context for impact 
findings. The organization of this EIR frustrates a clear understanding of precisely what 
aspects of the 2015 FMPU Program EIR and PEP Project EIR are changed with this 
Subsequent EIR. A consolidated series of tables is recommended that provide side-by-side 



Draft Subsequent Project (SEIR) for Mt. SAC Physical Education Project (PEP) (Phase 1, 2) – ECORP COMMENTS 

2 
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX  

Comment 
Number 

Page/Section/Paragraph Comment 

comparisons of what specific changes are identified with respect to the FMPU Program and 
PEP Project Description (Phases 1, 2), Programmatic vs. Project-level Impacts, and 
Programmatic vs. Project-level Mitigation Measures. 

5 General Comment Thresholds of Significance. For reasons cited in its letters of April 1, 2016, to the District 
Board of Trustees and May 11, 2016, to Mikaela Klein, Senior Facilities Planner, the City of 
Walnut objects to the use of numerous imprecise and ambiguous Thresholds of Significance 
in the 2015 FMPU and PEP Subsequent Program/Project SEIR. As the current SEIR relies 
almost entirely upon the thresholds, analyses and findings of the 2015 FMPU EIR, its brief 
summary of impacts is similarly flawed. 

6 Introduction and Summary In describing this document as a Project EIR (p.2), there is reference to additional analysis 
included for the PEP project (Phases 1 and 2) for a geology/soils study, biological resources 
study, a structural assessment existing facilities at HLS, and an aesthetic evaluation. These 
studies are not located in the current SEIR Appendices. Please indicate where the reader 
can find this information. 

7 1.4 Summary of Impacts Table 1.2 Summary of New or Revised Impacts. The segmentation of Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures between this table, the reference to lists in individual topic sections, the full 2016 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (10/12/2016 in Appendix G), and the complete list of 
Mitigation Measures recommended for the PEP in Appendix H frustrates a clear 
understanding of all adopted and proposed Mitigation Measures for the PEP with this SEIR. 
A consolidated summary table in this section is needed that lists all applicable and proposed 
measures, using strikethrough and underline (or similar track changes).  

8 Table 1.2 Land Use/Planning – The Project requires compliance with City Zoning Ordinances and 
without Mt. Sac’s compliance with the City’s entitlement process to obtain a Conditional 
use Permit or revisions to the City of Walnut’s existing Zoning Ordinance, implementation of 
PEP Phase 1 and 2 would result in a significant and unavoidable conflict with applicable land 
use plans adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

9 Table 1.2 Transportation – The first impact statement is ambiguous with its reference to ‘unusual’ 
parking demand. At the least, this should be identified as a significant parking demand. 
With respect to MM TR-20, this should be revised to provide some assurance through a 
performance standard that parking demand will not exceed parking capacity. The reference 
to the ‘Planning Plan’ is unclear. As TR-20 references TR-19 (Shuttle Route system) as part of 
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the parking mitigation, TR-19 should be identified included in Table 1.2. 

10 Table 1.2 The second impact statement should identify off-campus spillover parking as a possible 
significant impact from the lack of parking capacity. 

11 Table 1.2 The statement ‘Required Truck Hauling Plans must be reviewed by the City of Walnut’, 
while true, is not an impact statement per se. Truck Hauling Plans must comply with local 
City regulations and ordinances to mitigate potentially significant impacts on City streets 
and neighborhoods. Please show the referenced revisions to MMs TR-28 and TR-50 in this 
table. 

12 Table 1.2 The fourth impact statement indicates that the PEP and 2015 FMPU/PEP will result in a less 
than cumulatively considerable impact to the Kellogg Drive and Interstate 10 intersection in 
2020. The document does not discuss if the combined impacts of the PEP, 2015 FMPU/PEP 
and Olympic Trials in 2020 would result in a cumulatively considerable impact. 

13 Project Description  Location and Setting .1st paragraph. 1st sentence should be corrected to indicate Mt. SAC is 
located south of Interstate 10 

14 Project Description 3rd paragraph. Re: ASF and other abbreviations used in this EIR. Please include a List of 
Abbreviations. 

15 Project History Table 2.1. Projects Under Construction (May 2017). With demolition of Hilmer Lodge 
Stadium (D4), unpermitted grading occurred without required City permits pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure TR-50.  

16 Project History The statement that “Projects occupied in 2020 are considered when future cumulative 
service demands (i.e. water, wastewater and energy demand) are projected for the 
campus” needs clarification. If this SEIR focuses on projects occurring between the baseline 
and projects occupied by December 31, 2020 (SEIR page 10), then future cumulative service 
demands for these projects should be evaluated in this SEIR (or addressed in an updated 
Program EIR). 

17 2.3 Project Characteristics Page 22, 2nd paragraph. Re: reference to Appendix K. There is no Appendix K in this SEIR. 

18 2.3 Project Characteristics 5th paragraph. Reference to 2016 Relays will be held offsite. 

19 2.3 Project Characteristics Page 23, 2nd paragraph. Please confirm where analysis of visual impacts of these PEP 
facilities can be found. 

20 2.3 Project Characteristics 4th & 5th paragraphs. References to ‘PEC’ project. What is this? Also, where are operational 
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demands for energy, water and wastewater provided? 

21 2.3 Project Characteristics 6th paragraph. Although considered ‘unlikely’, a capacity stadium event and an aquatics 
event occurring simultaneously should be considered as a worst case scenario for traffic and 
parking impact analyses. 

22 2.3 Project Characteristics Table 2.2 PEP Statistics. Please confirm these statistics are current for April/May 2017. 

23 2.3 Project Characteristics Page 40. Re: descriptions of 2020 Olympics Track & Fields and Special Events. Though not 
changed from the prior 2015 Final EIR, these italicized summary descriptions are helpful for 
reference. It is recommended this format be replicated elsewhere in the SEIR, including the 
impact analyses. 

24 2.3 Project Characteristics Exhibit 2.5. Hilmer Lodge Stadium Site (2016). Please confirm if this exhibit accurately 
reflects April/May 2017 baseline conditions. 

25 2.3 Project Characteristics Exhibit 2.8. Erosion Control Plan. This exhibit is unreadable in its current format. There is no 
apparent reference or discussion in the SEIR of drainage and erosion control measures. 
Also, please include the current Grading Plan for PEP Phases 1 and 2. 

26 2.5 Intended Uses of this EIR Table 2.5 Responsible and Interested Agencies. Identify City of Walnut as Responsible 
Agency for Grading and Truck Haul Plans. 

27 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3.1 Thresholds of Significance. The complete list of thresholds being used by the District 
should be included in this SEIR. 

28 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3.1.1 Existing Conditions for Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2). 

29 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

A. PEP Land Use /Planning. 3rd paragraph, last sentence. Note that future grading export will 
be subject to City of Walnut grading and haul requirements. 

30 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

B. PEP Traffic/Parking Existing Conditions. Page 49, last paragraph. The truck hauling plan is 
an area of interest for the City of Walnut. Please include an exhibit of the truck hauling plan. 

31 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Reference to Supplement to an EIR is incorrect. The current SEIR is described as a 
Subsequent EIR. 

32 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Under the heading PEP Traffic Impact, sections A, B, and C describe at length related 
projects for cumulative traffic impact analysis at Cal Poly Pomona and the City of Pomona. A 
clear summary or synthesis as to the implications for PEP traffic and cumulative traffic 
impacts is needed. 

33 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, Figure 2 and Table 5. Existing Plus Project Conditions (Year 2014). Please clarify to which 
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Impacts and Mitigation Measures Project these refer and the utility of using year 2014 existing conditions data. 

34 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3.1.5 (A) Cumulative Impact Analysis. 2nd paragraph. The assertion that the geographical 
area for analysis of other impacts (i.e. aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, energy, geology/soils, greenhouse gases, historical resources, parking, public 
services, water quality, etc.) is limited to the College campus is sweeping and made without 
supporting evidence. The campus is surrounded by residential areas representing sensitive 
local receptors for air quality, noise, visual impacts on the north, west and south. Air quality 
impacts are regional in scope. 

35 3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions, 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3.1.6 Mitigation Measures for Traffic Cumulative Impacts. Mitigation Measure TR-60 does 
not indicate the status and funding mechanism for this traffic signal. If the traffic signal is 
not operational by 2020, the cumulative impact may be significant and unavoidable. 

36 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 90, 1st paragraph. Unable to locate referenced Section 3.9. 

37 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Pursuant to 2017 OPR adopted CEQA Environmental Checklist (Appendix G), please add 
‘Tribal Cultural Resources’ to CEQA Environmental Checklist issues. There is no Appendix K 
included with this SEIR. It is unclear why the CEQA Thresholds of Significance identified in 
Section 4.0 deviate from the Mt. SAC CEQA Thresholds of Significance adopted via 
Resolution No. 15-09. To provide adequate support for the Checklist responses in this 
section, please provide a list of sources of information following each of the Environmental 
Findings. For responses that rely upon the 2015 FMPU/PEP Final EIR provide section/page 
reference. 

38 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 92. Air Quality. Please include threshold criteria a, b and c and Finding of Effect for 
each. 

39 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 92. Biological Resources. Please include threshold criteria a, b and d and Finding of 
Effect for each. 

40 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 93. Cultural Resources. The cultural resources section of the 2017 EIR (page 93) 
contains two new cultural resources CEQA checklist items that were not included in the 
2015 FMPU EIR. Item d is the checklist item about disturbance of human remains and Item 
e is the new checklist item about Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52). The response to Item d 
says that the PEP site has been graded in the past and there is no potential for human 
remains. The response for Tribal Cultural Resources (Item e) states that the PEP site has no 
established cultural tribal value. It is then stated that the PEP has No Impact on Items 5 (d, 
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e). This is true for Item d (human remains), but is unknown for Item e (Tribal Cultural 
Resources). The statement that the PEP site has no established cultural tribal value is 
apparently based on Native American consultation conducted in 2014 and reported in the 
2015 FMPU EIR. However, to properly address Item e, there must be evidence of 
compliance with AB 52, a formal consultation process requiring notification to Native 
American tribes who have requested consultation under AB 52. The purpose of the AB 52 
consultation process is to identify Tribal Cultural Resources that could be impacted by the 
project. AB 52 consultation is required for all CEQA documents for which a notice of 
preparation (NOP) is filed for an ND, MND, or an EIR after July 1, 2015. Since the NOP for 
the 2017 EIR was filed in April 2017 (2017 EIR Appendix A), the AB 52 process is required. 
There is no evidence of compliance with AB 52. It is possible that no tribes requested 
consultation under AB 52, but if this is the case, this must be stated in the EIR. 

41 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 93. Geology and Soils. Please include threshold criteria a ii) and its Finding of Effect. 

42 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 94. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Please include threshold criteria a) and its Finding of 
Effect. 

43 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 95. Hydrology and Water Quality. Please include threshold criteria a, b and c and 
Finding of Effect for each. 

44 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 95. Land Use and Planning. Please include threshold criteria b) and its Finding of Effect. 
Note that Land Use and Planning remains an unavoidable adverse impact, as indicated in 
Section 8.0. 

45 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 96. Noise. Please include threshold criteria a) and c), and Finding of Effect for each. 

46 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 97. Public Services. Please address effects on municipal police, fire and off-campus 
parks created by attendees to the OTFT and Specials Events. 

47 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 97. Recreation. See comment re: parks under Public Services. 

48 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page 98. Transportation and Traffic. Please include threshold criteria a) and d), and Finding 
of Effect for each. 

49 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Page98. Utilities and Service Systems. Please identify the PEP Buildout Year corresponding 
to PEP serviceability findings and sources of information address ability to serve OTFT and 
Special Events peaks for water and wastewater. 

50 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant Mandatory Findings of Significance. Please include CEQA Checklist criteria b) regarding 
cumulatively considerable impacts and provide its Finding of Effect. 
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51 5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Update 

Page 100, 1st paragraph. Unable to locate Section 3.10 referenced here. 

52 5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Update 

Page 101. Mitigation Measure TR-28. This programmatic measure should also include a 
requirement for a parking monitoring program with assurances of adequate parking supply 
to meet demand with buildout of individual projects and campus events. 

53 5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Update 

Page 103. Revised District Threshold of Significance. Re: Haul Routes. It is recommended 
this be revised as follows: Haul Routes – Does the project result in export of 5,000 cy or 
more on any public roadway? The mitigation for this potentially significant impact is 
provided with Mitigation Measure TR-50, as specified in Table 1.2 and Appendix H. 

54 5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Update 

Page 105. In Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on page 105, it says that Hilmer Lodge Stadium, 
the Gymnasium, and Buildings 27A – 27C are potentially eligible as historic resources in the 
California Register of Historic Resources. This should be revised to say Hilmer Lodge 
Stadium, the Gymnasium, and Buildings 27A – 27C are eligible as historical resources in the 
California Register of Historical Resources. The buildings were determined eligible when the 
2015 FMPU EIR was certified (no longer potentially eligible; they would now be eligible but 
for the fact that HLS has recently been demolished). Also, historic resources should be 
changed to historical resources. 

55 6.0 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts The interspersing of numbered impact statements with background explanations is 
confusing. Please list all the unavoidable adverse impacts (1-6) in sequence, followed by any 
necessary explanations of what has been added and deleted. 

56 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project 

The SEIR evaluates three alternatives: No Project (35,986 fall enrollment headcount), 
Alternative 1: Revise Physical Education Project, and Alternative 2: No 2020 Olympic Track 
and Field Trials. The Stadium has been recently demolished. This means that two of the 
three alternatives (No Project and Alternative 1) are no longer feasible alternatives.  
Moreover, in its June 29, 2017 edition the LA Times notes that it has been officially 
announced that Mt. SAC will host the 2020 Olympic track trials. In effect, this decision 
removes Alternative 2 as a feasible alternative. Therefore, the FEIR does not consider any 
feasible alternatives, including potentially Environmentally Superior Alternatives and the No 
Project Alternative, as required by CEQA. A viable alternative that reduces impacts on 
surrounding roadways and land use is needed, as well as a No Project Alternative that 
reflects continuation of current conditions (e.g., no stadium on the campus). 
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57 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project 

A list of the Project Objectives for the PEP is needed for the analysis of each alternative in 
this section. As a complete list of Project Objective for the PEP is not included in the SEIR, it 
is unclear from the discussion whether these alternatives ‘would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project’ (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6). The analysis in these sections 
should also specifically address whether the alternatives ‘would avoid or substantially 
lessen’ (15126.6) each of the six (6) impacts identified as unavoidable adverse in Section 
7.0. The unavoidable adverse impact associated with Land Use and Planning should be 
discussed under each alternative. 

58 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project 

Historic Resources. The No Project should discuss the existing conditions at the time the 
notice of preparation is published [15126.6 (2)]. Grading activity has already occurred 
within the PEP. The discussion of No Project and Alternative 1 should describe the timing 
and extent of grading and demolition that has already occurred, and the impact, such 
activity has had on the Historic District and historic Hilmer Lodge Stadium. 

59 7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed 
Project  

Table 7.1 Project Alternatives Comparisons. This table identifies Alternative 1-Revise 
Physical Education Project 2020 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. [15126.6(2)]. 
Yet, the Preferred Alternatives (page 116) indicates Alternative 1 is not the ‘superior’ 
alternative. Please explain this apparent discrepancy. There is no prior discussion of the 
California Black Walnut Management Plan (CBWMP) and Land Use Management Area 
(LUMA) in Section 7.0 or elsewhere in the SEIR to support the assertion that the benefits of 
these make Alternative 2 the environmentally superior alternative. Moreover, there is no 
explanation why the CBWMP and LUMA cannot be implemented with Alternative 1. 

60 Appendices Appendices A through H need to include tabs to identify and separate each Appendix. 

61 Appendices Appendix A – Notice of Preparation and Responses. The NOP dated April 14, 2017, 
establishes an environmental baseline for evaluation of impacts in this SEIR. The Thresholds 
of Significance identified in the Initial Study Checklist are appropriate for use in the SEIR.  

62 Appendices Appendix H – Draft 2017 Mitigation Monitoring Plan. This provides a list of mitigation 
measures only. Assurances of the ability to implement and enforce these measures are 
needed. Information needs to be added to each of the remaining columns, including Other 
Agencies/Firm Involved, Timing, Date Completed, and Responsible Party/Signature. 

63 Notice of Completion (separately 
provided May 19, 2017) 

The NOC does not fully comply with content requirements of CEQA 15085. The project 
description is exceedingly brief and unsupported by any tables or exhibits. The NOC merely 
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indicates the “the project remains unchanged.” The NOC fails to include either of the 
methods prescribed in 15085 for identifying the location of the project (i.e. specific map, 
street address and cross streets) and refers the reader to the District’s website. The date 
under Project Title and Applicant is incorrectly shown as May 19, 2016. 
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1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 (714) 973-8383 5005 La Mart Drive, Suite 201 
Orange, California 92868 www.traffic-engineer.com Riverside, California 92507 

 

June 28, 2017 
 
 
 
Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services 
ECORP CONSULTING, INC. 
215 North Fifth Street 
Redlands, CA 92374 
 
Dear Ms. Surdzial: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide this traffic impact analysis peer review of the 
Mt. San Antonio College – Physical Education Project (Phase I and II) in the City of Walnut. 
 
In a letter dated July 19, 2016, Kunzman Associates, Inc. conducted a peer review of the Mt. SAC 2015 
Facilities Master Plan Update & Physical Education Projects Traffic Impact Study (Draft Report), Iteris (April 
1, 2016).  In a subsequent letter dated August 22, 2016, Kunzman Associates, Inc. conducted a peer review 
of  the Mt. SAC 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update & Physical Education Projects Traffic  Impact Study 
(Technical Appendix), Iteris (April 1, 2016).  Specifically, technical appendices A, B, C, and D to Appendix 
B.1 were peer reviewed. Iteris provided a responses to the Kunzman Associates, Inc. peer reviews in letters 
dated August 29, 2016 and August 31, 2016. 
 
The Mt. SAC 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update & Physical Education Projects Traffic Impact Study (Final 
Report and Technical Appendix) was prepared by Iteris (September 1, 2016).  In addition, the Traffic Study 
Updated for PEP Phase I and II (Draft Report) was prepared by Iteris (May 3, 2017).  These documents are 
provided with peer review comments below. 
 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2016 REPORT 
 
COMMENT 1 
 
Page 3.  Revise Grand Avenue to have posted speed limits ranging from 40 to 50 miles per hour. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
Page 3.  Revise Amar Road/Temple Avenue to have a posted speed limit of 40 miles per hour. 
 
COMMENT 3 
 
Page 3.  Revise to “Lemon Avenue, oriented in a north‐south direction, is a two‐lane undivided to four‐
lane divided roadway…”. 
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COMMENT 4 
 
Page 3.  Revise Lemon Avenue to have posted speed limits ranging from 25 to 35 miles per hour. 
 
COMMENT 5 
 
Page 3.  Revise to “Cameron Avenue terminates at Grand Avenue on the east end”. 
 
COMMENT 6 
 
Page 4.  Revise to state that Valley Boulevard allows on‐street parking south of Temple Avenue. 
 
COMMENT 7 
 
Page 5.  Intersection #6, change Montaineer to Mountaineer throughout report. 
 
COMMENT 8 
 
Page 10.  Table 4 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 9 
 
Page 11.   Figure 3 should show existing  right  turn overlap and  free  right  turn  lanes at  the study area 
intersections. 
 
COMMENT 10 
 
Page  11.    Intersection  #1  (Nogales  Street  &  Amar  Road)  appears  to  provide  sufficient  width  for  a 
westbound right turn  lane (defacto = minimum of 19 feet  in width).   Please correct  in Level of Service 
calculations. 
 
COMMENT 11 
 
Page 11.   Intersection #2 (Lemon Avenue & Amar Road) appears to not provide sufficient width for4 a 
westbound right turn  lane (defacto = minimum of 19 feet  in width).   Please correct  in Level of Service 
calculations. 
 
COMMENT 12 
 
Page 11.  Intersection #11 (Grand Avenue & Baker Parkway) currently provides a southbound free right 
turn lane.  Please correct in Level of Service calculations. 
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COMMENT 13 
 
Page 11.  Intersection #13 (Grand Avenue & SR‐60 EB Ramps) currently provides a 3rd southbound through 
lane.  Please correct in Level of Service calculations. 
 
COMMENT 14 
 
Page 11.  Intersection #16 (Lot F & Temple Avenue) does not provide southbound lanes.  Please correct in 
Level of Service calculations. 
 
COMMENT 15 
 
Page  12.    Typically,  trip  generation  for  junior/community  colleges  is  based  upon  student  full  time 
equivalents.  Please confirm or explain. 
 
COMMENT 16 
 
Page 15.  Figure 4 assigns 24% of the project trip distribution to Grand Avenue south of Temple Avenue.  
However, the remaining project trip distribution south of Temple Avenue only adds to 20%.  Explain. 
 
COMMENT 17 
 
Page 18.   An areawide growth rate obtained from the  latest Congestion Management Program for Los 
Angeles County should be included for Year 2020 traffic conditions. 
 
COMMENT 18 
 
Page 20.  Table 7 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 19 
 
Page 23.  Table 8 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 20 
 
Page 24.   An areawide growth rate obtained from the  latest Congestion Management Program for Los 
Angeles County should be included for Year 2025 traffic conditions. 
 
COMMENT 21 
 
Page 26.  Table 9 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
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COMMENT 22 
 
Page 29.  Table 10 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 23 
 
Page 29.  Table 10 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue intersection has a significant impact with 
mitigation.  Explain. 
 
COMMENT 24 
 
Page 30.  Confirm that Table 11 includes the following cumulative development projects that are under 
construction/built since 2015 traffic counts were taken: 
 

‐ New Innovation Village Project, City of Pomona1 
‐ Tentative Tract Map No. 50867, City of Walnut2 
‐ 20650 San Jose Hills Road Project, City of Walnut3 

 
COMMENT 25 
 
Page 32.  Table 11 footnote should include sf = square feet. 
 
COMMENT 26 
 
Page 40.  Table 14 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 27 
 
Page 44.  Table 15 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 28 
 
Page 44.  Table 15 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue intersection has a significant impact with 
mitigation.  Explain. 
 
 
 
                                                 
1  Traffic Impact Study for the New Innovation Village Research/Office Building Project, Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. 
(June 2014). 

 
2  Trip Generation Assessment associated with an Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Walnut Hills 
Development Project – Lot 269 at Walnut Hills, LLG (October 27, 2015). 

 
3  20650 San Jose Hills Road 26‐Unit Residential Development Traffic Impact Study, Crown City Engineers, Inc. (October 2013). 
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COMMENT 29 
 
Page 49.  Table 16 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 30 
 
Page 52.  Table 17 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization. 
 
COMMENT 31 
 
Page 52.  Table 17 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue intersection has a significant impact with 
mitigation.  Explain. 
 
COMMENT 32 
 
Page 54.   1st paragraph should reference the  latest Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles 
County. 
 
COMMENT 33 
 
Page  54.    Section  13  should  include  a  discussion  of  current  improvements  being  constructed  at  the 
following interchanges: 
 

‐ Grand Avenue at I‐10 Freeway 
‐ Grand Avenue at SR‐60 Freeway 

 
COMMENT 34 
 
Appendix B.  Intersection # 10 (Grand Avenue & Valley Boulevard) traffic volumes are different from traffic 
count worksheets.  Explain. 
 
COMMENT 35 
 
General.   A queuing analysis  should be performed  to  confirm  that adequate  left  turn  storage will be 
provided at the study area intersections for future traffic conditions. 
 
MAY 3, 2016 REPORT 
 
COMMENT 36 
 
General.  See Comments 15, 17, 20, and 24 above. 
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COMMENT 37 
 
Page 22.  The Olympic Track and Field Trails Traffic section should be analyzed at the intersections included 
within the September 1, 2016 Traffic Impact Study. 
 
COMMENT 38 
 
General.  A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) and Parking Management Plan (PMP) should be provided for 
major events. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
It has been a pleasure to serve your needs on this project.  Should you have any questions or if we can be 
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714) 973‐8383. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.          KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Carl Ballard, LEED GA            William Kunzman, P.E. 
Principal              Principal 
 
JN 7016 
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Noise Review (Kunzman Associates) 
  



 

1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 (714) 973-8383 5005 La Mart Drive, Suite 201 
Orange, California 92868 www.traffic-engineer.com Riverside, California 92507 

 

June 26, 2017 
 
 
 
Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services 
ECORP CONSULTING, INC. 
215 North Fifth Street 
Redlands, CA 92374 
 
Dear Ms. Surdzial: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide this noise impact analysis peer review of the 
Mt.  San Antonio College  Facilities Master  Plan Update  (FMPU)  and  Physical  Education  Projects Draft 
Subsequent Project EIR (SEIR) in the City of Walnut.  Kunzman Associates, Inc. has reviewed the Technical 
Noise Analysis  for  the Mt.  San Antonio College  Facilities Master  Plan Update  and Physical  Education 
Projects prepared by Greve & Associates, LLC (May 26, 2016). 
 
DRAFT SEIR COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 1 
 
The noise study published on the mtsac.edu website (Report #16‐008NZ May 26, 2016) is different than 
the noise study listed in the bibliography of the most recent Draft SEIR (Report #16‐002NZ April 15, 2016).  
Also, the bibliography lists a traffic study update, but there was no noise study update to reflect this new 
information. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
The Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge construction noise impacts.  Furthermore, the Draft SEIR improperly 
pushes aside any construction noise findings that are outlined within the technical noise study.  Table 3.7 
of the Draft SEIR says that the FMPU noise impact is less than significant with mitigation.  However, the 
noise study clearly states on pages 44/45 that there are projects with the potential to create a significant 
construction noise impact; and, therefore the noise impacts associated with these projects must still be 
considered to be significant (see last paragraph of Section 3.1.1 of the noise study). 
 
The  findings within  the  Draft  SEIR  should  be  changed  from  less  than  significant with mitigation  to 
Significant and Unavoidable.  Furthermore, the Draft SEIR should list indicate the mitigation measures that 
are outlined within the technical noise study.  The technical noise study indicates that for certain phases 
of construction, construction noise control plans will be required.  All of these type of findings need to be 
identified within the Draft SEIR.  The Draft SEIR needs to be revised and updated with the proper findings. 
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TECHNICAL NOISE ANALYSIS COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 3 
 
Page 13, Table 1/Page 15 Table 2 – Tables 1 and 2 do not indicate on what days the noise measurements 
were taken or how long the noise measurements were for.  The sources “Ambient Noise Levels” (memo 
to Ms. Mikaela Klein, Greve & Associates, dated August 23, 2016) and “Stadium Noise Measurements – 
Hilmer Lodge Stadium were given, but these memos were not found in the public file.  These details should 
be available for review. 
 
COMMENT 4 
 
Page 17, Existing Roadway Noise Levels: The only assumptions listed for the traffic noise report were the 
ADTs and posted speed limits.  There are no indications as to what vehicle mix data or roadway geometry 
were used in the FHWA Model.  There was no source listed to find what these assumptions might have 
been.  Please provide noise output calculations worksheets so that findings can be validated. 
 
COMMENT 5 
 
Page 20, Thresholds of Significance: Threshold 2 states: 
 
“Site‐specific construction projects lasting more than one year, with site preparation, demolition, grading 
and shell building construction, located within 1,500 feet or less from a sensitive off‐site land use have a 
significant construction noise impact if: (1) Construction occurs outside of permitted construction hours, 
and (2) Lmax noise levels from 7 a.m. to 7 pm are less than 90 dBA and less than 65 dBA Leq at any off‐
site sensitive receptor property line and (3) From 7 p.m. to 7 a.m., the Lmax is less than 75 dBA and less 
than 55 dBA Leq offsite at any off‐site sensitive property line. Construction hours are defined in Mitigation 
Measure 5a in the Mitigation Monitoring Program as 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Monday through Saturday.” 
 
Each time that the Threshold says “less”, likely “more” was meant.  This typo needs to be revised and the 
thresholds need to be updated. 
 
COMMENT 6 
 
Page 20, Construction Thresholds of Significance: Threshold #2 – It appears that Threshold #2 requires 
that all three (3) stipulations must be met in order for construction noise to have a significant impact.  This 
threshold should be described in a more simplistic manner. 
 
For  example,  Stipulation  #1  isn’t  necessary  because  it  is  covered  by  Stipulation  #3.    Stipulation  #3 
describes the noise limits for construction that occurs during evening/nighttime hours (7:00 PM to 7:00 
AM). 
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Further  simplification  and  clarification  of  the  construction  threshold  is  recommended.    As  it  stated 
currently, it appears that all three (3) stipulations are required in order for the construction noise to be 
determined to be significant. 
 
COMMENT 7 
 
Page 20, Thresholds of Significance: The Threshold of Significance 4 allows for traffic‐related net noise at 
sensitive receptors such as residences or hospitals to 70 CNEL.  While analysis has been done to ensure 
that levels do not increase more than 3 dBA at 100 feet from the centerline, no analysis has been done to 
ensure that the off‐campus sensitive receptor areas affected by the increased traffic noise are not pushed 
above 70 CNEL. 
 
COMMENT 8 
 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The technical noise study cites construction noise levels from “Handbook of 
Noise Control, Cyril Harris, 1979 (see Exhibit 8).  The levels provided in this Exhibit range from 68 to 105 
dBA.   When comparing the construction equipment evaluated to the  levels presented within Exhibit 8, 
the  levels do not coincide.   The  technical noise study states  that construction equipment has a  range 
between 70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  However, according to Exhibit 8, the peak (Lmax) noise 
levels for the equipment listed (graders, dozers, scrapers, front loaders, trucks, cranes, concrete mixers, 
and concrete pumps) are actually louder, 85 dBA to 97 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 
 
Furthermore, the generalized statement that Leq levels are typically 15 dB lower than Lmax (peak) levels 
is incorrect.  For example, if a sensitive receptor is located 50 feet from the noise source, then the Leq and 
the Lmax would be very similar in noise reading. 
 
The  technical  noise  study  does  not  adequately  evaluate  nor  provide  output  construction  noise 
calculations.    It  is difficult  to understand what assumptions, equipment,  locations are used within  the 
construction noise evaluation.  Instead, the study suggests that most of the construction will occur over 
1,500  feet  away  from  any  sensitive  uses  and  therefore  the  impact  would  be  considered  less  than 
significant. 
 
For areas where construction would occur closer to sensitive receptors there is no quantitative evaluation.  
At no point does the assessment evaluate the combined noise  level of multiple pieces of construction 
equipment operating simultaneously.  Instead, the technical noise study describes that there would be a 
significant impact and further evaluation would be required when more information is available. 
 
Although a list of construction equipment may not be readily available at this time, the technical noise 
study could utilize the construction equipment within the air quality study and utilize either the FHWA’s 
construction noise model or the FTA’s construction noise methodologies to calculate the potential impact. 
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COMMENT 9 
 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The technical noise study states  that “The average noise  levels  (Leq) are 
typically 15 dB  lower than the peak (Lmax) noise  levels,” where average  levels were defined as typical 
levels  in the same paragraph.   This  implies that the Leq  levels of the equipment are 55 to 70 dBA at a 
distance  of  50  feet.    According  to  Exhibit  8  (and  the  2006  FTA  Transit  Noise  and  Vibration  Impact 
Assessment), the typical noise levels of the construction equipment listed actually vary between 82 dBA 
and 89 dBA at 50 feet, not 55 dBA and 80 dBA as implied.  While the technical noise study lists these as 
worst‐case examples, the FTA manual lists them as typical. 
 
COMMENT 10 
 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The quantitative analysis also only accounted for one piece of equipment at 
a time.  Multiple pieces of equipment are generally in operation at any given time, so their operational 
levels should be combined appropriately.  The 2006 FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
provides a generally well‐accepted estimation methodology for construction noise.  Furthermore, the FTA 
manual  provides  the  calculations  to  determine  how much  noise  reduction  is  achieved  using  various 
mitigation measures (e.g., temporary barriers).  Generalization suggestions are even provided for projects 
such as these, early in development. 
 
COMMENT 11 
 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The ambient levels from Site 7 were used as a comparison when in fact, Site 
6 is closer to the stadium construction, had lower measured ambient levels, and had a more direct line‐
of‐site to the stadium, meaning it would be more impacted than Site 7.  Site 6 should have been used for 
comparison. 
 
COMMENT 12 
 
Page 38 Table 10 – The method of calculating the football stadium noise is not presented.  The technical 
noise study simply states that noise measurements were taken at 3 stadiums, and the documentation has 
been provided.   None of  this documentation  is available  for viewing.   The only data available  is  that 
presented in Table 2.  The levels in Table 10 do not match any levels presented in Table 2.  The Lmax values 
given in Table 2 are up to 27.7 dBA higher than the levels listed in Table 10.  These levels are also lower 
than the Leq values given in Table 2.  Using Table 2, both Site 1 and Site 2 have the potential for Leq levels 
up to or  louder than 50 dBA Leq, which would have significant  impact for games going past 10:00 PM 
according to Threshold of Significance 6. 
 
Furthermore, it is difficult to understand the calculations between the reference measured levels and the 
projected levels.  It is requested that the additional measurements and calculation worksheets be included 
to determine proper evaluations.  Note, there is no information on the duration of the measurement. 
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COMMENT 13 
 
Page 38, Parking Lot F: It is stated that “traffic associated with parking lots is not of sufficient volume to 
exceed community noise standards”, but there is no evidence/ evaluation to back up this claim. 
 
COMMENT 14 
 
Page 38 Table 11 – There is no source associated with the parking lot noise levels.  The tables sources Site 
1 from Table 1 of the study…however this measurement was performed at a residence and describes that 
the dominant source was traffic noise. 
 
COMMENT 15 
 
Page 41 Table 14 – Comment 12 applies here also.  The technical noise study says the event will be well 
under the significance thresholds without any restrictions, yet the only significance thresholds given are 
the Lmax thresholds, and the levels in the table still fall below the Lmax levels presented in Table 2, even 
though Table 2  represents noise  levels of at  receivers during a game with 4500 people and Table 14 
represents noise levels of 17,000 people and 20,000 people.  For instance, at Site 1, Lmax levels of stadium 
with an attendance of about 4500 people reached 68.8 dBA during the first measurement.  The predicted 
noise level of the 2020 Olympic Trials with an attendance of 20,000 people is predicted to have peak noise 
levels of 47.5 dBA. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
It has been a pleasure to serve your needs on this project.  Should you have any questions or if we can be 
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714) 973‐8383. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.          KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 

 
Mike Dickerson, INCE            William Kunzman, P.E. 
Senior Associate            Principal 
 
JN 7016a 
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June 28, 2017 
 
 
 
Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services 
ECORP CONSULTING, INC. 
215 North Fifth Street 
Redlands, CA 92374 
 
Dear Ms. Surdzial: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide this air quality impact analysis peer review of 
the Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Master Plan Update (FMPU) and Physical Education Projects Draft 
Subsequent  Project  EIR  (SEIR).    Kunzman Associates,  Inc. has  reviewed  the  Technical Air Quality  and 
Greenhouse Gas Analyses  for  the Mt.  San Antonio College  Facilities Master Plan Update  and Physics 
Education Projects prepared by Greve & Associates, LLC (April 15, 2016) (hereinafter referred to as the 
AQR and GHG). 
 
AQR and AQ‐RELATED DRAFT SEIR COMMENTS 
 
GLOBAL COMMENT:  
 
Both the AQR and GHG report analyses are poorly organized, with inadequate descriptions of what exactly 
is being analyzed for construction and operation of the project.  It is difficult to ascertain how whatever is 
being analyzed relates exactly to the project as described on page 1 of the AQR, which is as follows: 
 
Mt. San Antonio College is located in the City of Walnut on over 420 acres.  It has an estimated 2014‐2015 
fall enrollment of 35,986 students (headcount).  The college has proposed a 2015 Facilities Master Plan 
Update (FMPU), and the corresponding Land Use Plan is shown as in Exhibit 1.  The major change from 
the 2012 FMP is the re‐design of the athletic facilities south of Temple Avenue and east of Bonita Avenue 
as shown in Exhibit 2.  The existing stadium will be demolished and a new stadium built on‐site.  Other 
changes  for  the 2015 FMPU  include  the relocation of  the Public Transportation Center  to Lot D3, and 
expanded Wildlife  Sanctuary  and  Open  Space  area,  and  a  pedestrian  bridge  across  Temple  Avenue 
connecting the Physical Education Complex to Lot F.  The net increase in square footage at 2015 FMPU 
buildout is approximately 500,000 gross square feet.  Special annual events will continue to be held on 
campus that  include the Mt. SAC/Brooks Relays and the Mt. SAC Cross‐Country Invitational (XC Invite).  
The District is also filing an application to host the 8‐day 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials in late July or 
August 2020. 
 
The methodology is flawed, and as a result, it is difficult to determine what the impacts may actually be.  
It is unknown from the description given above, how many acres the improvements actually represent.  
Details and examples are given in the comments below. 
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COMMENT 1 
 
The air quality study and greenhouse gas study published to the www.mtsac.edu website (Reports #16‐
008AQ April 15, 2016 and #16‐008GHG April 15, 2016) are different than the AQR and GHG reports listed 
in  the bibliography of  the most  recent Draft SEIR).   Also,  there was a Traffic  Impact Study update  in 
September 2016, but  there was no  indication that either the AQR and GHG reports were updated  (or 
whether  they needed  to be updated)  to reflect this new  information;  furthermore, text  in the second 
paragraph on page 19 of the AQR cites the Traffic Impact Study as "(Iteris, January 2016)".  Both the AQR 
and GHG report should have used (or at  least refer to) the  latest version of the project‐specific Traffic 
Impact Study. 
 
Additionally,  there  were  no  AQ  or  GHG  technical  reports  available  on  the  Mt.  SAC  website 
(http://www.mtsac.edu/construction/reports‐and‐publications/environmental‐impact‐reports.html)  for 
review of the West Parcel Solar (WPS) Project. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
According to the CalEEMod output in the appendices, the AQR analyzed existing emissions from a 35,986 
student junior college on 420 acres.  Those daily criteria pollutant emissions were reported in Table 3 on 
page 10 of the AQR, and also Table 3.3.4 on page 149 of the Draft SEIR. 
 
The CalEEMod output (all winter outputs, no summer emissions provided) of the AQR also showed that 
analysis was performed for the following: 
 
1. FMPU Buildout including demolition and excluding PEP.  This analysis was done for 259.02 TSF of 

junior college  land use on 5.95 acres, operational  in 2025, with construction from 1/1/2017 to 
3/23/2018. 

2. FMPU ‐ Building G construction and demolition.  This analysis was done for 50 TSF of junior college 
land use on 5 acres, operational in 2021, with construction from 1/1/2019 to 2/24/2020. 

3. FMPU ‐ Building A construction (No demolition).  This analysis was done for 50 TSF on 1.15 acres, 
operational  in  2025,  with  construction  from  1/1/2025  to  12/11/2025  (construction  output 
includes demolition, even though it should not [according to the title]). 

4. FMPU ‐ 2020.  This analysis is for a 39,731 student junior college land use (1,734,347.04 of floor 
surface area) on 39.82 acres.  Operational in 2020.  No construction emissions report is included 
with this output, so it is assumed that this CalEEMod run represents operational emissions only. 

5. FMPU ‐ 2025.  This analysis is for a 46,139 student junior college land use (1,883,113.86 of floor 
surface area) on 43.23 acres.  Operational in 2025.  Again no construction emissions report, so it 
is assumed that this CalEEMod run represents operational emissions only. 

6. PEP ‐ Phase 1 ‐ Construction Only.  This analysis is for a 91.73 TSF junior college land use on 2.11 
acres, general light industry of 79.40 TSF on 1.82 acres, 174.43 TSF of other non‐asphalt surfaces 
on 4 acres, 107.57 TSF of parking  lot  land uses on 2.47 acres, and 21.80 acres of city park  land 
uses, operational in 2019, with construction from 10‐3‐2016 to 8‐16‐2018. 

7. PEP ‐ Phase 2 ‐ Construction Only.  This analysis is for a 117.90 TSF junior college land use on 2.71 
acres, enclosed parking structure (to simulate pool area) of 23.09 TSF on 0.53 acres, and 68.81 
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TSF of other non‐asphalt surfaces (to simulated tennis courts) on 1.58 acres, operational in 2021, 
with construction from 2/1/18 to 9/28/2020. 

 
On page 12 of the AQR under subheading 2.2.1.1 Overall Construction Emissions, it states that the "long‐
term buildout of the 2015 FMPU will result in new construction of 454,485 square feet (including PEP).  
To make room for some of the new construction, demolition of some existing buildings is necessary.  The 
FMPU indicates that approximately 122,976 square feet will be demolished."  When the square footage 
for "FMPU Buildout including demolition and excluding PEP" for the junior college land use of 259.02 TSF 
is added to PEP Phase 1 JC land use of 91.73 TSF and PEP Phase 2 JC land use of 117.90 TSF, the total is 
468,650  SF, which  is  a  smaller  amount  from  the  "500,000  gross  square  feet" detailed  in  the  project 
description, and a larger amount from the "454,485 square feet (including PEP)" given both in the report 
and above.  Page 146 of the Draft SEIR, third paragraph down, has a different number again (454,906 SF).  
Which  is  the  correct  square  footage?    The  largest  square  footage  possible  needs  to  be  analyzed  to 
calculate the project's potential "worst‐case" construction‐related impacts. 
 
The analysis needs to be revised with the correct square footage using the  latest version of CalEEMod 
(version 2016.3.1) and the findings within the Draft SEIR should be revised as needed, with the proper 
results. 
 
COMMENT 3 
 
Several areas in the CalEEMod output conflict with the information provided in the text of the AQR.  For 
example: 
 
a) On page 15 of  the AQR under  the subheading 2.2.1.3 Construction Emissions  for Building A,  it 

states there that Building A will be 167,200 gsf by 2025.  Whereas the CalEEMod output shows 
that  the analysis of Building A  (No Demolition)  is  for a 50.00 TSF  junior college on 1.15 acres; 
therefore, emissions for Building A are under‐reported and the emissions need to be revised and 
re‐analyzed  for  inclusion  in Tables 8 and 9 of the AQR.   Furthermore, according to  the output 
header and the text on page 15, "Demolition will be required to clear the site for Building A, but 
this was assumed  to occur during  the  construction of Building G."   However, demolition was 
analyzed  for  this part of  the project,  and  the demolition emissions were  reported under  the 
Demolition Activity in Table 8 on page 16 and Table 9 for the LST analysis on page 17 of the AQR.  
It is unknown how many SF of existing buildings (16, 18, 18, 19 and 21) were analyzed as being 
demo'd, as there are no details  in the report or CalEEMod output regarding what the building 
square footage is for the buildings being demo'd.  Therefore, those details need to be made clear 
and described in the text of the revised AQR and Draft SEIR. 

b) The CalEEMod Output with the heading PEP ‐ Phase 1 ‐ Construction Only, shows an analysis for 
a 91.73 TSF junior college land use on 2.11 acres, general light industry of 79.40 TSF on 1.82 acres, 
174.43 TSF of other non‐asphalt surfaces on 4 acres, 107.57 TSF of parking lot land uses on 2.47 
acres, and 21.80 acres of city park land uses.  It is unknown what part of PEP Phase 1 is represented 
by the general  light  industrial  land uses, other non‐asphalt surfaces use and the 21.80 acres of 
City park uses.  These details need to be included, in a similar manner as they were for PEP ‐ Phase 
2. 



 
Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services 
ECORP CONSULTING, INC. 
June 28, 2017 
 

 
www.traffic-engineer.com 

 
4 

c) On page 13 of the AQR, 1st paragraph, it states "It was also assumed that the overlap between 
construction phases would be minimal."  However, although the construction for the portions of 
each phase of  the  FMPU may not overlap,  as  shown by  the  construction  timing  given  in  the 
CalEEMod output, portions of the construction FMPU overlap with the construction of the PEP; 
therefore, those overlapping construction emissions for the FMPU and the PEP need to be added 
together  and  compared  against  the  regional daily  thresholds.    Furthermore,  as  shown  above 
(taken from the CalEEMod output), PEP phase 1 overlaps with PEP phase 2 in 2018, as construction 
of PEP phase 1 is from 10‐3‐2016 to 8‐16‐2018 and construction of PEP phase 2 goes from 2/1/18 
to 9/28/2020.  Therefore, the overlapping portions of PEP phase 1 and 2 construction should to 
be added together, then added to the overlapping portion of the FMPU, for a combined total for 
maximum daily construction emissions that can be compared against daily regional construction 
thresholds. 

 
COMMENT 4 
 
The values reported in Table 5 on page 13 of the AQR and also Table 3.3.9 on page 156 of the Draft SEIR 
incorporates flawed methodology.  In Table 5, the total emissions for FMPU (excluding PEP), PEP phase 
and  PEP  phase  2 were  added  together  and  the  values  shown  in  the  Total  Construction  row.    Those 
emissions were then divided by either 5 years or 10 years, then those emissions were then compared to 
the SCAQMD daily construction emissions  thresholds.   This methodology  is  incorrect, as  the SCAQMD 
requires  that  the  project's  maximum  daily  emissions  be  compared  to  the  mass  daily  significance 
thresholds. 
 
It is understandable that, for a Master Plan, precise construction timing may not available; however, the 
most  conservative,  worst‐case  scenario  should  be  ascertained  and  analyzed,  then  those  resultant 
emissions  can  then be  compared  to  the mass daily  significance  thresholds.    It  is  incorrect  to average 
criteria pollutant emissions over the 5 or 10 years of potential project construction to then compare those 
average values to the thresholds.  This type of analysis completely under‐estimates the project's maximum 
daily emissions.   The construction activities during the 5 or 10 year duration of construction should be 
accurately modeled in CalEEMod, using those time frames (as applicable) to the extent feasible. 
 
Construction  emissions  need  to  be  re‐modeled  using  correct methodology  and  the  latest  version  of 
CalEEMod.  It is likely that construction‐related emissions will be significant.  Furthermore, it is unknown 
whether the construction and operation of the West Parcel Solar (WPS) Project will overlap this project, 
as details and technical AQ‐GHG reports were not available for review.  This information would need to 
be verified and included as part of the cumulative impact review. 
 
COMMENT 5 
 
Operational emissions were reported in Table 10 for Existing, Year 2020 and Year 2025.  Per the Traffic 
Impact Study, the project is expected to grow by an additional 3,745 students by 2020 and then by a total 
of 7,153 students by 2025.  As the majority of project‐related emissions are sourced from vehicles, and 
the project will adding 4,606 daily vehicle trips in 2020 and a total of 8,798 vehicle trips by 2025. 
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The operational analysis needs to be consistent with the project as analyzed in the Iteris Traffic Impact 
Study, which does not discount any project‐related trips by subtracting existing trips.  Existing emissions 
values should only be subtracted from project emissions values if the existing operational portion of the 
site will no longer be operational (and generating emissions) once the project becomes fully operational 
in 2025.  This is not the case, and the added trips from new students will only increase the overall regional 
operational emissions sourced from the Mt. SAC campus. 
 
Per SCAQMD recommendations, when measuring project emissions, it is appropriate to include regulatory 
requirements, such as the  federal and state regulations that require vehicles  to be more efficient and 
lower‐emitting.    However,  "the  proposed  Project's  emissions  themselves  should  not  be masked  by 
comparing  it to an existing condition baseline where air quality  is worse than what  it will be when the 
proposed  Project  is  operational1"  It  is  appropriate  to  assume  that  vehicles will  comply with  existing 
regulatory requirements; however their  increase  in activity and the additional 8,798 trips needs  to be 
accounted for and shouldn’t be masked by improvements brought on by those regulations.  Therefore, 
the analysis of  the project‐related operational emissions  should be  remodeled using 3,745 additional 
students for year 2025 and a total of 7,153 additional students for 2025 buildout (as detailed in the Traffic 
Impact  Study).    Those  emissions  then  need  to  be  compared  to  the  regional mass  daily  operational 
thresholds  to ascertain whether  just  the project‐related  increase  in  student  vehicular  traffic  volumes 
exceed SCAQMD operational thresholds. 
 
COMMENT 6 
 
CO Hot Spot analysis on pages 18 and 19 of the AQR cited the Iteris January 2016 Traffic Impact Study.  
The  latest  (final)  Traffic  Impact  Study  is dated  September 1, 2016.   Please  verify  that no  changes  to 
intersection volume data are needed due to changes in the final Traffic Impact Study. 
 
COMMENT 7 
 
According to page 11 of the Draft SEIR, "(18) All Special Events maximum daily attendance increases for 
2015 – 2020 will be evaluated with specific focus on hosting the 10‐day 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials 
(i.e., air quality, noise, traffic, parking)." 
 
In  Section  2.2.4  Local  Air  Quality  During  Olympic  Trials,  the  only  pollutant  examined  was  CO  at 
intersections within  the  project  vicinity.   According  to  the  Iteris  2020 Olympic  Track  and  Field  Trials 
Focused Traffic Study, there is a projected maximum event attendance of 20,000 guests.  Analysis of the 
additional mobile source criteria pollutant emissions should also be conducted to evaluate the increase 
in project‐related operational emissions due to hosting the Olympic Trials at the Mt. SAC campus.  There 
is no trip generation data available in the Iteris 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials Focused Traffic Study; 
therefore, that information would need to be generated by the traffic analysts, in order for the AQ‐GHG 
analysts to model the AQ‐GHG emissions impacts for all criteria pollutants and GHGs for the duration of 
the Olympic Trials. 
                                                 
1   SCAQMD Comment  Letter on  the Recirculated Draft Environmental  Impact Report  (RDEIR)  for  the Proposed General Plan 
Amendment  No.  960:  General  Plan  Update  Project,  April  3  2015,  available  at:  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default‐
source/ceqa/comment‐letters/2015/april/deirno960.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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Analysis and discussion of all of the criteria pollutant emissions sourced from the additional traffic due to 
the 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials need to be included in the AQR. 
 
COMMENT 8 
 
Section 2.2.5 Compliance with Air Quality Planning, the revised report will need to reference the latest, 
approved, 2016 version of the AQMP. 
 
COMMENT 9 
 
Section 2.3.3 Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions During Construction.   Please update  this  section  to 
reflect the latest OEHA and SCAQMD‐preferred methodology which uses a 30‐year exposure instead of 
70‐year.  As SCAQMD does not currently require construction‐based HRAs, a discussion of the localized 
construction‐sourced  PM  emissions  should  be  included,  to  show  that  construction‐based  particulate 
matter (PM) emissions (including diesel exhaust emissions) do not exceed any local thresholds.  Therefore, 
no  significant  short‐term  toxic  air  contaminant  impacts  are  anticipated  during  construction  of  the 
proposed  project.    This  statement  could  vary,  depending  on  the  results  of  the  revised  construction 
analysis. 
 
COMMENT 10 
 
Section  2.4  Cumulative  Impacts  only  addresses  local  CO  impacts  from  CO  hot  spots.    The  potential 
cumulative  impacts of the other criteria pollutants (VOC, NOx, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5) also need to be 
addressed/analyzed within this section. 
 
COMMENT 11 
 
Section 3.2 Short‐Term Impacts, under 3.0 Mitigation Measures on page 30 of the AQR states that the 
NOx emissions during grading of PEP Phase 1 exceed SCAQMD Thresholds.   Mitigation Measure AQ‐1 
requires the use of Tier 4 engines in equipment greater than 50 hp.  This mitigation measure is supposed 
to  reduce  the NOx  emissions  during  grading  from  147.2  lbs  per  day  down  to  75.7  lbs  per  day,  and 
references the CalEEMod output in the appendix.  However, when the CalEEMod for PEP Phase 1 (dated 
3/24/2016 @ 9:58 AM)  is reviewed, the mitigated portion of the grading output shows onsite grading 
emissions of 74.8137  lbs and offsite grading emissions to be 72.4028  lbs, which give a  total mitigated 
grading emissions value of 147.2165 lbs.  Therefore, it is unclear where the mitigated value of 75.7 lbs per 
day, as reported above, came from, as it is not included in the CalEEMod Appendix. 
 
An additional Table showing the mitigated construction results for comparison to SCAQMD construction 
thresholds for PEP Phase 1 should be included in the report.  Furthermore, the discussion of the efficacy 
of the mitigation measure should be separate and not included as part of the mitigation measure. 
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COMMENT 12 
 
Section 4.0 Unavoidable Significant Impacts will potentially need to be revised for both short‐term and 
long‐term impacts pending revisions based on previous comments. 
 
COMMENT 13 
 
The air quality section of the Draft SEIR will also need to be revised, as needed, based on the revisions to 
the AQR. 
 
GHG and GHG‐RELATED DRAFT SEIR COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 14 
 
On page 33 of the GHG report, the operational GHG emissions were handled in a manner similar to the 
way the operational criteria pollutant emissions were handled.  Similar to what was discussed in comment 
5  above,  subtracting  the  existing  emissions  of  56,762 MTCO2e/year  from  either  the  year  2020 GHG 
emissions of 55,764 MTCO2e/year or year 2025 GHG emissions of 59,006 MTCO2e/year is not correct and 
does not account for the increase of 4,606 daily vehicle trips from additional students in 2020 and a total 
of 8,798 vehicle trips from the total increase in students by 2025. 
 
The operational GHG analysis needs to be revised as detailed in comment 5 above.  It is anticipated that 
the  project  will  exceed  the  SCAQMD  and Mt.  SAC‐adopted  GHG  threshold  of  3,000 MTCO2e/year; 
therefore, as stated on page 25 of the GHG report, "the annual emissions per service population  (the 
number of students and persons employed by the college complex  in this case) should not exceed 4.6 
MTCO2EQ/yr, or a significant  impact will be determined."   As the GHG emissions will be based on the 
increase in the number of students, the service population used to determine significance should also be 
based on that same number of students (plus any additional staff anticipated to be employed by 2025 to 
meet the needs of these additional students). 
 
COMMENT 15 
 
Similar to what was stated above in comment 3 a), Section 2.2.2 Construction Emissions for Building A on 
page 27 of the GHG report states that Building A will be 167,200 gsf by 2025.   Whereas the CalEEMod 
Annual output shows that the analysis of Building A (No Demolition) is for a 50.00 TSF junior college on 
1.15 acres;  therefore, GHG emissions  for Building A are under‐reported and  the emissions need to be 
revised and re‐analyzed for inclusion in Tables 5 and 9 of the GHG report.  Furthermore, according to the 
output header and the text on page 27 of the GHG Report, "Demolition will be required to clear the site 
for Building A, but this was assumed to occur during the construction of Building G."  However, demolition 
was analyzed for this part of the project, and the demolition emissions were likely included in construction 
totals in both Table 4 and 8. 
 
 
 



 
Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services 
ECORP CONSULTING, INC. 
June 28, 2017 
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COMMENT 16 
 
Similar to as stated above in comment 7, analysis and discussion of all of the GHG emissions sourced from 
the additional traffic due to the 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials need to be included in the revised 
GHG report. 
 
COMMENT 17 
 
Conclusions drawn on page 35 of the GHG Report regarding the significance of the GHG emissions will 
need  to  be  revised  based  on  the  aforementioned  comments  and mitigation measures will  likely  be 
required. 
 
Furthermore,  the GHG  section  of  the Draft  SEIR will  also  need  to  be  revised  based  on  the  requisite 
revisions to the GHG Report. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
It has been a pleasure to serve your needs on this project.  Should you have any questions or if we can be 
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714) 973‐8383. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.          KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 
Katie Wilson, M.S.            William Kunzman, P.E. 
Senior Associate            Principal 
 
JN 7016b 
 



ATTACHMENT E 
 

Geologic Review (Group Delta) 
  



 

 

370 Amapola Avenue, Suite 212, Torrance, CA 90501    TEL: (310) 320‐5100
Anaheim – Irvine – Ontario – Oakland – San Diego – Torrance – Victorville 
www.GroupDelta.com 

 

 
 
June 26, 2017 
 
Mr. Thomas F. Holm 
Senior Environmental Manager 

ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
1801 Park Court Place, B‐103 
Santa Ana, California, 92701 
 
 
Subject:   City of Walnut Third Party Review of 

Geotechnical Study Report  
City of Walnut, Mount San Antonio College  
Physical Education Project (PEP) 
Walnut, California 

 
Reference:  Converse Consultants, Geotechnical Study Report (Final), Proposed Athletic Complex 
    East, Mount San Antonio College, Walnut, California, January 23, 2015. 

 
Dear Mr. Holm, 

Group Delta is pleased to a present this letter report summarizing the findings of our third‐party review 
of  the  referenced  report  in  support  of  the  preparation  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) 
documentation for the proposed City of Walnut Mount San Antonio College (Mt. SAC) Physical Education 
Project (PEP).  
 

Project Understanding 
 
We understand that the referenced report is intended to be used as technical background for preparation 
of  CEQA‐related  geologic/geotechnical  hazards  sections  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR) 
documentation for the proposed City of Walnut Mt. SAC Physical Education Project (PEP). The proposed 
PEP is in planning phase and consists of a new athletic complex within the southeast portion of the Mt. 
SAC campus. New multi‐level structures, bleachers, bridges, pavements, and retaining walls are included 
in the proposed athletic complex development.  
 
Our review scope of work included the following items.  

 Review of preliminary project plans or other  information which provides a description of  the 
proposed project. 

 Review of the geologic/geotechnical report by Converse Consultants, including: 
o Review that CEQA geologic hazards have been addressed in the report. 
o Review that geotechnical design recommendations have been performed in accordance 

with the 2016 California Building Code. 
o Review public sources of information that identify geologic hazards, such as Alquist‐Priolo 

fault maps and State of California Earthquake Hazard Zones. 
o Review geologic/geotechnical data presented in the report. 
o Review the analyses and results presented in the geologic/geotechnical report. 
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o Assess the need for additional geotechnical work. 
o Review measures  presented  in  the  geologic/geotechnical  report  to mitigate  geologic 

hazards. 

 Preparing  this  letter  report  with  review  comments,  including  observations  on  the  need  for 
additional geotechnical investigation. 

 Review the responses to review comments by the preparer of the geologic/geotechnical report 
for the project. Our scope includes one round of review comments and review of responses to 
those comments. 
 

Review Comments 

The following is a list of our third‐party review comments for the referenced report. 

1. No site plans which included proposed grades were available for review at the time of this letter.  

2. Include a site plan with current and proposed grades as well as geology. Define maximum cuts 

and fills.  

3. CEQA Check  list  items  for geologic hazards at  the  site  including:  fault  rupture,  strong ground 

shaking,  lateral  spreading,  inundation,  seiche,  tsunami, volcanic eruption, and expansive  soils; 

have been adequately addressed.   

4. CEQA Check  list  items  for geologic hazards at  the  site  including:  seismic history,  liquefaction, 

landsliding,  soil  erosion/debris  flow,  flooding,  and  hazardous  minerals;  need  to  be  further 

addressed as follows.  

a) Discuss any historical earthquake related impacts at the campus.  

b) Discuss historical high ground water at the site and relate to liquefaction analysis performed. 

Provide  a  discussion  of  liquefiable/dry  seismic  settlement  layers  and  how  it  relates  to 

stratigraphy encountered across the site.  

c) Extend cross sections to include the perimeters of the site. Include significant slopes onsite 

and adjacent to the site. Discuss stability of proposed slopes and neighboring natural slopes 

and potential impacts to the proposed development. Provide a recommendation to address 

potential hazards.  

d) Identify surface drainage pathways onto and across the site and discuss potential impacts to 

the proposed development. Provide a recommendation to address potential flood hazard. 

e) The California Geological Survey (CGS), Radon Potential Zone Map for Southern Los Angeles 

County, California, dated January 2005 (available online), indicates the site is located within 

an area with a moderate potential for indoor‐radon levels above 4.0 Picocuries per Liter, the 

Environmental Health Division action level. Discuss the potential hazard and impacts to the 

proposed project. Provide a recommendation.  

f) Discuss potential methane, oil and gas hazard and impacts to the proposed project. Include 

proximity to nearby landfills and active wells within 0.25 miles. Provide a recommendation. 

5. Identify the general location and depth of buried canyon drain in relation to proposed buildings. 

Show  on  plan  and  cross  sections.  Discuss  potential  project  impacts  and  provide  a 

recommendation.   

6. Seismic parameters are calculated using the United States Geological Survey U.S. Seismic Design 

Maps website application. While the site coordinates (latitude and  longitude) stated  in Section 

6.1  of  the  subject  report  appear  to  be  incorrect  (inconsistent with  site  coordinates  noted  in 
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Section 2.1), based on our  independent  check,  the values provided  in Table No. 3 are  in  fact 

correct for the subject site. Update the table with appropriate coordinates.  

7. The report also includes a site‐specific hazard analyses as required by Section 1616A.1.3 of 2016 

CBC, in accordance with Section 21.2 of ASCE 7‐10. The site‐specific response spectrum data, and 

seismic design parameters presented in Tables No. 5, and 6, respectively appear to be correctly 

evaluated, and adequately addressed. 

8. The  field exploration,  laboratory  testing, and analyses of  subsurface  conditions, appear  to be 

adequate  per  Section  1803  of  2016  CBC,  and  meet  the  current  local  standard  of  care  in 

geotechnical practice. 

9. The report adequately provides grading recommendations per Section 1804  including need for 

over‐excavation,  and  removal  of  unsuitable  soils,  canyon  bottom  subdrains,  site  drainage, 

subgrade preparation, re‐use of on‐site materials, compaction of fill material, cut/fill transitions, 

and trench backfill requirements. 

10. The report provides adequate and generally reasonable recommendations regarding vertical and 

lateral capacity, and the anticipated static and seismic settlement of shallow  foundations, and 

relatively short caisson foundations, as well as vertical and lateral capacity recommendations for 

cast‐in‐drilled‐hole (CIDH) piles. The recommendations are generally in accordance with Section 

1808, 1809, and 1810 of 2016 CBC. 

11. The report provides  lateral earth pressures  for cantilever and restrained retaining walls with a 
level backfill, and additional surcharge for inclined backfill, as well as includes recommendations 

for retaining wall drainage. The report also provides seismic earth pressures for walls taller than 

6 feet, as required by Section 1615A.1.6 of 2016 CBC. 

12. A limited screening of soil corrosivity was included in the subject report. The report includes some 

preliminary  corrosion  mitigation  measures,  but  recommend  that  a  corrosion  consultant  be 

consulted for appropriate mitigation procedures and construction design. A more comprehensive 

corrosion evaluation should be performed as recommended in the subject report. 

13. The  report  also  includes  adequate  recommendations  for  temporary  sloped  and  shored 

excavations.  The  recommendations  for  shored excavations  include  lateral earth pressures  for 

cantileveled  shoring,  and  braced  shoring,  recommendations  for  the  design  of  soldier  piles, 

recommendations  for  allowable  capacity  of  drilled  anchors,  and  surcharge  pressures  on  the 

shoring. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the undersigned. 
 
Sincerely, 
GROUP DELTA CONSULTANTS, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Pirooz Kashighandi, Ph.D., P.E.                Michelle A. Sutherland, CEG #2577   

Senior Engineer                   Senior Engineering Geologist 

      
 
Distribution: Addressee (1 PDF file via email)



ATTACHMENT F 
 

Cultural Resources Review (ECORP) 
  



 
 

1801 Park Court Place, Building B, Suite 103  ●  Santa Ana, CA 92701  ●  Tel: (714) 648-0630  ●  Fax: (714) 648-0935  ●  www.ecorpconsulting.com 
 

June 27, 2017 
(2017-140) 

 
 
Barbara Liebold, City Attorney 
c/o Liebold McClendon & Mann 
9841 Irvine Center Drive 
Irvine, CA 92618  
 
Subject:  CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION -- Review of Cultural Resources Technical 

Reports and Cultural Resources Sections of Environmental Documents for Mount San Antonio 
College 2015 Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects, Walnut, Los Angeles 
County, California 

 
Dear Ms. Liebold: 
 
I have reviewed the cultural resources technical report and the cultural resources EIR sections 
prepared for the Mount San Antonio College Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects, 
Walnut, Los Angeles County. The reviewed reports/sections are: 
 
Appendix H – Cultural Resources, in 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education 
Projects: Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (SCH 2002041161), Appendices, 
Volume 2 of 2 
 
Cultural Resources Sections 3.6, 3.7.1 I, 3.7.2 I, 3.8.1 I, 3.8.2 I, 3.8.3, 4.2 in 2015 Facilities Master 
Plan Update and Physical Education Projects: Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program 
EIR (SCH 2002041161) (2016), Volume 1 of 2 
 
Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures in Appendices G (2016) and H (2017) in Physical Education 
Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical 
Education Projects Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161), Volume 2 
 
Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects 
Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161): Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) (2017) 
 
 
Appendix H is the evaluation report for additional buildings, including the stadium and associated 
buildings, that will be impacted by the project at Mount San Antonio College (SAC). The Mount SAC 
Historic District (District) was previously evaluated as eligible in a technical report prepared in 2012. 
The current technical report (Appendix H) evaluates the Hilmer Lodge Stadium (Stadium) and 
associated buildings as individual properties and as contributing elements to the District. The District 
was evaluated as eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1 (association with important historical events) 
in 2012. Appendix H summarizes the District’s eligibility under Criterion 1 and states again that the 
District is recommended as eligible. The District retains integrity because 33 of 44 (75 percent) 
contributing elements remain. The Stadium (and associated facilities) is evaluated as individually 
eligible and as a contributor to the District. I agree with these evaluations. Appendix H also correctly 
states that the District and the Stadium, as resources eligible for the CRHR, are historical resources as 
defined by CEQA. 
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The Stadium is proposed for demolition as part of the project. Appendix H correctly states that 
demolition of the Stadium will result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. Renovation is proposed for the Library, Bookstore, and Technology Center, which are 
contributing elements to the District and, therefore, historical resources under CEQA. However, if the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are followed during renovation, the project will 
not result in a significant direct impact to a historical resource, as correctly stated in Appendix H. It is 
also correctly stated in Appendix H that demolition of the Stadium will result in an adverse visual 
impact on the District. 
 
Appendix H contains recommended mitigation measures including standard measures for unanticipated 
discovery of archaeological material and human remains. For the historic period buildings that are 
contributing elements to the District and individually eligible properties, it is recommended that the 
project be redesigned to avoid demolition of them. If redesign to avoid demolition is not feasible, other 
measures to document and interpret the historical resources are recommended. These measures 
include a HABS Level II narrative report, large format photos, and reproduction of as-built drawings; 
establishment of Heritage Hall with interpretive panels in the new stadium; and providing a history of 
Mount SAC on the school’s website.  These mitigation are appropriate. 
 
Appendix H correctly states that demolition of a historical resource cannot be mitigated to less than 
significant using the recommended mitigation measures. Even with the mitigation measures applied, 
there would still be a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.  
 
I agree with the evaluation, analysis of impacts, and recommended mitigation measures in Appendix H. 
However, there is a repeated use of improper terminology. The correct term for a significant cultural 
resource as defined by CEQA is ”historical resource” [CCR Title 14, Section 15064.5(a)]. However, the 
incorrect term ”historic resource” is used in several places in the document. Instances of this occur in 
the third paragraph of the Executive Summary, the second paragraph of the Introduction, the first 
paragraph on page 65, and on pages 69, 71, 73, and 75. In addition, the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) is used in the Executive Summary and in the Introduction. The term APE is used only in Section 
106 (federal projects subject to NEPA) documents. For CEQA documents, the term project area or 
study area should be used. 
 
 
The cultural resources sections of the 2016 EIR are well written and follow the CEQA Guidelines for 
cultural resources. The evaluation recommendations from the technical report are correctly stated as 
determinations. Cultural resources that are recommended as eligible in a technical report are 
determined to be eligible when the EIR is certified and therefore are Historical Resources. The impacts 
analysis from Appendix H is correctly repeated and the mitigation measures recommended in Appendix 
H are now required in the EIR. There is a minor issue with the mitigation measures. In Appendix H 
there was a summary paragraph for the measures for buildings to be demolished. This was followed by 
details of each measure contained in the summary paragraph. In the EIR, the summary paragraph has 
become CR-04 and the details of each measure are in CR-05 through CR-09. I don’t think CR-04 should 
be a mitigation measure since it is only a summary of the rest of the mitigation measures.  
 
The EIR correctly states that even with the mitigation measures applied, there would still be a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and therefore, an unmitigated 
significant impact because documentation and recording of historic-period buildings that are Historical 
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Resources and that will be demolished will not reduce impacts to less than significant, as found in the 
Oakland Montgomery Ward case (which is cited in the EIR). A Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(SOC) is required for unmitigated significant impacts. The 2015 EIR refers to an SOC prepared for the 
2012 EIR, but I do not see a reference to an SOC for the unmitigated significant impact resulting from 
demolition of the Stadium which was only analyzed in the 2015 EIR.  
 
There is also an instance of the use of historic resource rather than historical resource on page 261 of 
the EIR. 
 
The mitigation measures are repeated in the Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures in Appendices G 
(2016) and H (2017). 
 
The 2017 PEP EIR incorporates the 2016 EIR by reference. Thus, the same impacts analysis and 
mitigation measures for the District are included by reference. The cultural resources section of the 
2017 EIR (page 93) contains two new cultural resources CEQA checklist items that were not included in 
the 2016 EIR. Item d is the checklist item about disturbance of human remains and Item e is the new 
checklist item about Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52). The response to Item d says that the PEP site 
has been graded in the past and there is no potential for human remains. The response for Tribal 
Cultural Resources (Item e) states that the PEP site has no established cultural tribal value. It is then 
stated that the PEP has No Impact on Items 5 (d, e). This is true for Item d (human remains), but is 
unknown for Item e (Tribal Cultural Resources). The statement that the PEP site has no established 
cultural tribal value is apparently based on Native American consultation conducted in 2014 and 
reported in the 2016 EIR. However, to properly address Item e, there must be evidence of compliance 
with AB 52, a formal consultation process requiring notification to Native American tribes who have 
requested consultation under AB 52. The purpose of the AB 52 consultation process is to identify Tribal 
Cultural Resources that could be impacted by the project. AB 52 consultation is required for all CEQA 
documents for which a  notice of preparation (NOP) is filed for an ND, MND, or an EIR after July 1, 
2015. Since the NOP for the 2017 EIR was filed in April 2016 (2017 EIR Appendix A), the AB 52 process 
is required. There is no evidence of compliance with AB 52. It is possible that no tribes requested 
consultation under AB 52, but if this is the case, this must be stated in the EIR.  
 
In Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on page 105, it says that Hilmer Lodge Stadium, the Gymnasium, and 
Buildings 27A – 27C are potentially eligible as historic resources in the California Register of Historic 
Resources. This should be revised to say Hilmer Lodge Stadium, the Gymnasium, and Buildings 27A – 
27C are eligible as historical resources in the California Register of Historical Resources. The buildings 
were determined eligible when the 2016 EIR was certified (no longer potentially eligible; they are now 
eligible). Also, historic resources should be changed to historical resources. 
 
In the Alternatives Analysis (Section 7) Alternative 1 includes renovation of the Aquatic Center and 
renovation of Hilmer Lodge Stadium, rather than demolition. The Aquatic Center is a contributing 
element of the District and the Hilmer Lodge Stadium is individually eligible as well as a contributing 
element of the District. Renovation of the Hilmer Lodge Stadium apparently cannot be done using the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation because it is stated that Alternative 1 would still 
result in a significant adverse impact to Hilmer Lodge Stadium. Renovation of the Aquatic Center would 
result in less impacts to a Historical Resource (the Aquatic Center), but it is not stated whether these 
impacts would still be significant. The Alternatives Analysis notes that a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (SOC) would be required for all alternatives except the no-project alternative. 
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If you have any questions regarding this review, please contact me at (714) 648-0630 or 
rmason@ecorpconsulting.com.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 

 
Roger D. Mason, Ph.D., RPA 
Director of Cultural Resources 
 
Cc: Tom Holm 



ATTACHMENT G 
 

Biological Resources Review (ECORP) 



 
 

1801 Park Court Place, Building B, Suite 103  ●  Santa Ana, CA 92701  ●  Tel: (714) 648-0630  ●  Fax: (714) 648-0935  ●  www.ecorpconsulting.com 
 

June 28, 2017 
(2017-140) 

 
 
Barbara Liebold, City Attorney 
c/o Liebold McClendon & Mann 
9841 Irvine Center Drive 
Irvine, CA 92618  
 
Subject: CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION -- Review of Biological Resources Technical 

Reports and Biological Resources Sections of Environmental Documents for Mount San 
Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects, Walnut, Los 
Angeles County, California 

 
Dear Ms. Liebold: 
 
I have reviewed the Biological Technical Report (April 14, 2016) and the biological resources EIR 
sections prepared for the Mount San Antonio College Master Plan Update and Physical Education 
Projects, Walnut, Los Angeles County. In the order in which they are discussed, the reviewed 
reports/sections are: 
 

• Appendix G – Biological Resources, in 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education 
Projects: Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (SCH 2002041161), 
Appendices, Volume 2 of 2 

 
• Biological Resources Sections 3.7.1 H, 3.7.2 H, 3.8.1 H, 3.8.2 H, 3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, and 

5.5 in 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects: Draft Subsequent 
Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (SCH 2002041161) (2016), Volume 1 of 2 

 
• Biological Resources Mitigation Measures in Appendices G (2016) and H (2017) in Physical 

Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan 
Update and Physical Education Projects Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161), Volume 2 

 
• Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education 

Projects Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161): Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) 
(2017) 
 

The review does not include several documents which are referred to within the EIR, including previous 
technical studies from 2008 and 2012, or permits issued for previous projects by state or federal 
agencies. Below is a discussion of the materials reviewed, by report/section. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that the above documents no longer reflect the existing conditions at 
the site. The stadium has been demolished and significant grading has occurred, which have changed 
biological conditions on the site. The SEIR should be revised to reflect the actual conditions on the site. 
 
Appendix G is the Biological Technical Report for the Mount San Antonio College (SAC) 
2015 Facilities Master Plan Update.  
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This report was based upon a field survey conducted during March 2016 and review of the biological 
findings in previous analyses of the 2008 and 2012 Master Plan Updates. The biological field work 
conducted served to update the vegetation mapping, provide general zoological and botanical surveys, 
and to provide a protocol burrowing owl habitat assessment and burrow survey.  
 
According to the results of this study, there were four native or “naturalized” vegetation communities 
present that were mostly associated with the southern half of the property. These communities were 
mule fat scrub, California walnut woodland, non-native grassland, and Venturan coastal sage scrub. 
Other areas mapped included extensive agriculture, non-native vegetation, disturbed habitat and 
developed areas. Vegetation community mapping followed Holland (1986). For the most part I agree 
with the vegetation mapping, however this area is not known to be within the typical range of the 
Venturan association of coastal sage scrub. Notable vegetative elements of Venturan coastal sage 
scrub recorded by Holland (1986), such as purple sage (Salvia leucophylla), are absent and the site is 
located within the range where the Riversidean sub-association is more to be expected. Further, 
although the description of this plant community within the report is accurate, the plant list of what 
was actually observed does not contain most of the species described. This, however, is a minor 
discrepancy that would not affect the findings. 
 
There is only a single mention of jurisdictional resources, including those regulated by the U.S. Army 
Corps (USACE), within the document, under the section describing the mule fat scrub. The report does 
not include a method for the evaluation of areas regulated by the USACE. The conclusion is that there 
is no USACE jurisdiction present based on the landscape position of the mule fat scrub. For the mule 
fat scrub located within a clear upland area, this conclusion seems reasonable. For the mule fat scrub 
within the stormwater facility/detention basin, no evaluation of vegetative, soil or hydrologic 
characteristics was included as is customary in following the USACE guidelines for evaluating wetlands 
in such a location. It is also possible for wetlands to be isolated, occurring outside of a lake or stream. 
Further, some artificial features can function like a stream and be thus considered jurisdictional by the 
state. Although I concur that a wetland or jurisdictional feature seems unlikely at this location, for the 
reasons stated, I would prefer more data upon which to base the conclusion.  
 
I concur with the conclusions based on the evaluation of common plant and wildlife species that could 
be present on this property, the evaluation of potentially-occurring sensitive plant species, and the 
evaluation of potentially-occurring sensitive animal species. However, there are several of the individual 
potential-to-occur conclusions for sensitive plant species (Table 2) that are errant. For instance, 
slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras) is given a “low” designation when it should be 
“none” because suitable habitat (Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub) is not present. Nevin’s barberry 
(Berberis nevinii) should also be “none” because, as the report concludes, this plant would have been 
observed if present. Many of the conclusions provided are similarly listed as “low” when they probably 
should be “none” because of lack of habitat or other factors.  
 
Sensitive animal species that were previously observed in or near the study area include coastal 
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus 
Brunneicapillus sandiegensis), and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). The report concludes that 
sage scrub on site could be potentially occupied by the gnatcatcher and cactus wren but that the least 
Bell’s vireo is likely absent from the site. I concur with these findings. The potential-to-occur 
conclusions (Table 3) seem accurate to me, except for the conclusion of “low” for the coast range newt 
(Taricha torosa). This species is only found within larger, interconnected riparian systems with nearly 
perennial flows and should be “not expected” for this site.  
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Appendix E of the report contains a burrowing owl habitat assessment and burrow survey report. I 
reviewed this report and the survey methods, results, and conclusions are accurate and logical in my 
opinion and they meet the evaluation standard currently accepted for this species. 
 
The report correctly identifies sensitive riparian habitat (mule fat scrub), the sage scrub, and the 
California walnut woodland. However, I do not concur that non-native grassland should be considered 
a sensitive habitat under CEQA, as is stated in the report. Non-native grassland has been listed by 
some local jurisdictions elsewhere as a sensitive habitat, but not by the State of California, Los Angeles 
County or the City of Walnut. In the context of this site and its known resources, the non-native 
grassland plant community would not be considered sensitive.  
 
The Regional and Regulatory Context section of the report provides an overview of federal and state 
regulatory frameworks applicable to the project and a discussion of wildlife corridors. The report 
correctly summarizes the federal and state regulatory framework. The wildlife corridor discussion 
correctly describes the understood functions of wildlife corridors and their use by animal species. The 
conclusion is that, due to topographic and other physical factors, no portions of the site are expected 
to function as wildlife corridors. While this is true for larger and less urban-adapted animals, such as 
mountain lion (Felis concolor), it is not true for more urban-associated animals such as the coyote 
(Canis latrans) and opossum (Didelphius virginiana) and several common bird species.  
 
Within the impact section of the document, there is a discussion of the thresholds of significance, a 
discussion of the direct impacts of the project, and a discussion of the indirect impacts of the project. 
The significance thresholds correctly summarize those found within CEQA. Within the direct and 
indirect impact sections, I concur with the findings. The mitigation section of the report identifies 
mitigation measures for direct impacts to individual California black walnut trees and nesting 
birds/raptors, while also addressing indirect impacts due to the potential spread of non-native plant 
species, night lighting of the campus, and errant construction activities. The report concludes that 
implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures will reduce all project impacts to below a 
level of significance. These mitigation measures are appropriate and the final conclusion is accurate. 
 
Biological resources sections of the 2016 EIR 
 
The biological sections reflect the same information as is found within the Technical Appendix G, 
Biological Technical Report.  There are minor spelling errors (top of page 300, it refers to the 20154 
FMPU and PEP), but otherwise the sections are well written and follow the CEQA Guidelines for 
biological resources. The impacts analysis from Appendix G is correctly repeated and the mitigation 
measures recommended in Appendix G are now required in the EIR.  
 
Biological Resources Mitigation Measures in Appendices G (2016) and H (2017) in Physical 
Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan 
Update and Physical Education Projects Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161), 
Volume 2 
 
The mitigation measures contained within the 2016 EIR are repeated in the Biological Resources 
Mitigation Measures in Appendices G (2016) and H (2017). 
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Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education 
Projects Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161): Physical Education Project (Phase 
1, 2) (2017) 
 
The 2017 PEP EIR incorporates the 2016 EIR by reference. Thus, the same impacts analysis and 
mitigation measures for the District are included by reference. The biological resources section of the 
2017 EIR (page 92) contains one new biological resources CEQA checklist item that was not included in 
the 2016 EIR. Item c is the checklist item about substantially adverse effects on federal wetlands under 
the Clean Water Act Section 404. The response to Item c says that there are no federal wetlands or 
Section 404 resources located on the PEP site, a conclusion that is supported by the conclusions found 
within the Biological Technical Report included within the 2016 EIR (Appendix G). 
 
If you have any questions regarding this review, please contact me at (909) 307-0046 or 
staylor@ecorpconsulting.com.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Scott I. Taylor 
Senior Biological Program Manager 
 
Cc: Tom Holm 
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July 19, 2017

Ms. Rebecca Mitchell
Mt. San Antonio College
Facilities Planning and Management
1100 North Grand Avenue
Walnut, CA 91789

RE: Responses to Comments in Attachment B: Traffic Review (Kunzman Associates) from the City
of Walnut, July 3, 2017

Dear Ms. Mitchell:

I have reviewed the comments provided by Kunzman Associates in Atatchment B the City of Walnut
letter dated July 3, 2017. The responses are provided in the following table.

City of Walnut (Kunzman letter)

Comment Response

6-8.1
Page 3. Revise Grand Avenue to have posted speed limits
ranging from 40 to 50 miles per hour.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis. xxx expand once only xxx.
The posted speed limit does not impact the level of
service, which is dependent on trips and signalization
timing.

6-8.2
Page 3. Revise Amar Road/Temple Avenue to have a posted
speed limit of 40 miles per hour.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.3
Page 3. Revise to “Lemon Avenue, oriented in a north‐south 
direction, is a two‐lane undivided to fourlane divided 
roadway…”.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.4
Page 3. Revise Lemon Avenue to have posted speed limits
ranging from 25 to 35 miles per hour.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.5
Page 3. Revise to “Cameron Avenue terminates at Grand
Avenue on the east end”.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.
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6-8.6
Page 4. Revise to state that Valley Boulevard allows on‐street 
parking south of Temple Avenue.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.7
Page 5. Intersection #6, change Montaineer to Mountaineer
throughout report.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.8
Page 10. Table 4 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.9
Page 11. Figure 3 should show existing right turn overlap and
free right turn lanes at the study area intersections.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis. xxx expand once xxx The
intersection characteristics were identified in xxxx date
for all intersections exept the Campus Drive/Temple and
Kellogg/I-10 intersection. The identification coincides
with the traffic study in the 2015 FMPU/PEP. See
Response 6-8.10.

6-8.10

Page 11. Intersection #1 (Nogales Street & Amar Road)
appears to provide sufficient width for a westbound right turn
lane (defacto = minimum of 19 feet in width). Please correct
in Level of Service calculations.

Comment is noted. The recommended adjustment
would either improve or have no effect on the
intersection LOS, thus the traffic study presents a
conservative analysis.

6-8.11

Page 11. Intersection #2 (Lemon Avenue & Amar Road)
appears to not provide sufficient width for4 a westbound
right turn lane (defacto = minimum of 19 feet in width).
Please correct in Level of Service calculations.

Based on evaluation in Google Earth, the #2 westbound
through lane is measured to be between 19 and 20 feet,
which should provide adequate width for a de-factor
right-turn lane.

6-8.12
Page 11. Intersection #11 (Grand Avenue & Baker Parkway)
currently provides a southbound free right turn lane. Please
correct in Level of Service calculations.

Comment noted. The recommended adjustment would
either improve or have no effect on the intersection LOS,
thus the traffic study presents a conservative analysis.

6-8.13
Page 11. Intersection #13 (Grand Avenue & SR‐60 EB Ramps) 
currently provides a 3rd southbound through lane. Please
correct in Level of Service calculations.

The analysis and EIR reflects the configurations at the
time that the traffic study was prepared (2015). The
recommended adjustment would either improve or have
no effect on the intersection LOS, thus the traffic study
presents a conservative analysis.

6-8.14
Page 11. Intersection #16 (Lot F & Temple Avenue) does not
provide southbound lanes. Please correct in Level of Service
calculations.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.15
Page 12. Typically, trip generation for junior/community
colleges is based upon student full time equivalents. Please
confirm or explain.

Comment is noted. ITE specifies the trip rate for
students, not the method by which students are
projected. ITE rates are based on surveys of sites that
have both full-time and part-time students. Assuming all
new students as full-time enrollment is a worst-case
projection of trips and parking demand for any given
weekday when campus is full session.

6-8.16

Page 15. Figure 4 assigns 24% of the project trip distribution
to Grand Avenue south of Temple Avenue. However, the
remaining project trip distribution south of Temple Avenue
only adds to 20%. Explain.

Comment is noted. While some smaller trip percentages
are not directly shown on the Figure, 24% of the project
trip distribution is destined for or originates from south
of Temple Avenue.



Iteris, Inc.
Los Angeles, CA 90017-4633 Page 3

6-8.17
Page 18. An areawide growth rate obtained from the latest
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
should be included for Year 2020 traffic conditions.

Comment is noted. An areawide growth rate was not
used for this analysis, as a 2020 No Project baseline
scenario was not the intent of this section. Rather, an E +
P scenario that compares the project’s trip generation
impact in 2020 to Existing conditions is the purpose of
this section.

6-8.18
Page 20. Table 7 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.19
Page 23. Table 8 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.20
Page 24. An areawide growth rate obtained from the latest
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County
should be included for Year 2025 traffic conditions.

Comment is noted. An areawide growth rate was not
used for this analysis, as a 2025 No Project baseline
scenario was not the intent of this section. Rather, an E +
P scenario that compares the project’s trip generation
impact in 2020 to Existing conditions is the purpose of
this section.

6-8.21
Page 26. Table 9 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.22
Page 29. Table 10 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.23
Page 29. Table 10 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue
intersection has a significant impact with mitigation. Explain.

At this intersection, no feasible mitigation measure was
recommended. Thus, the intersection remains
significantly impacted. As stated in the first sentence on
Page 30, project impacts are reduced to less than
significant only at locations where improvements were
considered feasible.

6-8.24

Page 30. Confirm that Table 11 includes the following
cumulative development projects that are under
construction/built since 2015 traffic counts were taken:
‐ New Innovation Village Project, City of Pomona1 
‐ Tentative Tract Map No. 50867, City of Walnut2 
‐ 20650 San Jose Hills Road Project, City of Walnut3 

Cumulative project lists were provided by each individual
jurisdiction best knowledge at the time. When the traffic
study was prepared in month/year.

6-8.25 Page 32. Table 11 footnote should include sf = square feet.
Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.26
Page 40. Table 14 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.27
Page 44. Table 15 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.
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6-8.28
Page 44. Table 15 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue
intersection has a significant impact with mitigation. Explain.

At this intersection, no feasible mitigation measure was
Available. Thus, the intersection remains significantly
impacted. As stated in the first sentence on Page 45,
project impacts are reduced to less than significant only
at locations where improvements were considered
feasible.

6-8.29
Page 49. Table 16 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.30
Page 52. Table 17 footnote should include ICU = Intersection
Capacity Utilization.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.31
Page 52. Table 17 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue
intersection has a significant impact with mitigation. Explain.

At this intersection, no feasible mitigation measure was
available. Thus, the intersection remains significantly
impacted. As stated in the first sentence on Page 53,
project impacts are reduced to less than significant only
at locations where improvements were considered
feasible.

6-8.32
Page 54. 1st paragraph should reference the latest Congestion
Management Program for Los Angeles County.

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.33

Page 54. Section 13 should include a discussion of current
improvements being constructed at the following
interchanges:
‐ Grand Avenue at I‐10 Freeway 
‐ Grand Avenue at SR‐60 Freeway 

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis.

6-8.34
Appendix B. Intersection # 10 (Grand Avenue & Valley
Boulevard) traffic volumes are different from traffic count
worksheets. Explain.

After further review, the Existing Conditions LOS output
sheets “Base Vol” row volumes correctly match the
traffic count sheets for the am & pm peak hours. In the
pm peak hour, the U-turn volumes from the traffic count
sheets are considered as part of the left-turn movement
in the LOS output sheets.

6-8.35
General. A queuing analysis should be performed to confirm
that adequate left turn storage will be provided at the study
area intersections for future traffic conditions.

The traffic study conforms to the Los Angeles County
traffic impact review guidelines. A queuing analysis is not
considered a requirement of these guidelines.

6-8.36 General. See Comments 15, 17, 20, and 24 above. Comment noted.

6-8.37
Page 22. The Olympic Track and Field Trails Traffic section
should be analyzed at the intersections included within the
September 1, 2016 Traffic Impact Study.

??? A Olympic Track and Field Trials (OTFT) analysis was
prepared for these intersections in the 2015 FMPU/PEP
Draft EIR. Xxxx now sure I get this comment xxx.

6-8.38
General. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) and Parking
Management Plan (PMP) should be provided for major
events.

Comment noted. Preparation of a TMP and PMP are not
considered relevant to LOS and significant impact
analysis. See Mitigation Measures TR-16, 20, 25 in
Appendix H1.

If any additional information is required, please feel free to contact me at 213.802.1715.
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Sincerely,

Iteris, Inc.

Deepak Kaushik
Senior Transportation Engineer
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  July 13, 2017 
 
To:   Rebecca Mitchell, MtSAC 
 Sean Absher 
 Sid Lindmark, Lindmark and Associates 
  
From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates, LLC 
 
Subject: Response to Noise Comments 
 
Please find responses to noise comments submitted by the City of Walnut.  These are the 
comments found in Attachment C of the comment letter. 
 
DRAFT SEIR COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 1 
The noise study published on the mtsac.edu website (Report #16‐008NZ May 26, 2016) is different than the noise study 
listed in the bibliography of the most recent Draft SEIR (Report #16‐002NZ April 15, 2016).  Also, the bibliography lists a 
traffic study update, but there was no noise study update to reflect this new information. 
 
Response 1 
Mt. SAC staff occasionally completes minor edits in sub-consultants reports prior to posting 
the final report on the campus website and changing the date.  There are no significant 
changes between the two 2015 FMPU/PEP noise reports.  Appendix D1 of the Draft EIR 
included an earlier report. 
  
Since there are no sensitive noise receptors close to the Campus/Temple and Kellogg 
Drive/I-10 interchange, no new noise study was required.  The noise studies in the certified 
2015 FMPU/PEP Final EIR remain relevant for the PEP (Phase 1, 2) project.  The enrollment 
projections have not changed, which determine trips on the area circulation network.  
 
COMMENT 2 
The Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge construction noise impacts.  Furthermore, the Draft SEIR improperly pushes aside any 
construction noise findings that are outlined within the technical noise study.  Table 3.7 of the Draft SEIR says that the 
FMPU noise impact is less than significant with mitigation.  However, the noise study clearly states on pages 44/45 that 
there are projects with the potential to create a significant construction noise impact; and, therefore the noise impacts 
associated with these projects must still be considered to be significant (see last paragraph of Section 3.1.1 of the noise 
study). 



 
 

 
The findings within the Draft SEIR should be changed from less than significant with mitigation to Significant and 
Unavoidable.  Furthermore, the Draft SEIR should list indicate the mitigation measures that are outlined within the technical 
noise study.  The technical noise study indicates that for certain phases of construction, construction noise control plans will 
be required.  All of these type of findings need to be identified within the Draft SEIR.  The Draft SEIR needs to be revised 
and updated with the proper findings. 
 
Response 2 
The comments do not reflect the context in which they are written.  The projects being 
discussed on pp. 44 – 45 in Appendix D1 (noise study) do not occur until after 2020 
(Appendix K1).  The mitigation measure described on p. 44 is applicable in the future when 
more detailed plans for the projects are available.  Therefore, the current CEQA 
documentation does not provide CEQA clearances for these projects and additional 
documentation will be completed when project-specific plans are available. 
 
Table 3.7 in the 2017 EIR is an accurate duplicate of Table 3.8.23 and Table 3.11.11 in the 
2015 FMPU/PEP DEIR.  No further response is required. 
 
TECHNICAL NOISE ANALYSIS COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 3 
Page 13, Table 1/Page 15 Table 2 – Tables 1 and 2 do not indicate on what days the noise measurements were taken or 
how long the noise measurements were for. The sources “Ambient Noise Levels” (memo to Ms. Mikaela Klein, Greve & 
Associates, dated August 23, 2016) and “Stadium Noise Measurements – Hilmer Lodge Stadium were given, but these 
memos were not found in the public file. These details should be available for review. 
 
Response 3 
Ambient measurements were taken on August 17, 2015, and each site was measured for 15 
minutes.  The report is attached.  Stadium noise measurements around Hilmer Lodge 
Stadium were made October 24, 2015.  Two 15-minute measurements were made at each 
site.  The report is attached. 
 
COMMENT 4 
Page 17, Existing Roadway Noise Levels: The only assumptions listed for the traffic noise report were the ADTs and posted 
speed limits. There are no indications as to what vehicle mix data or roadway geometry were used in the FHWA Model. 
There was no source listed to find what these assumptions might have been. Please provide noise output calculations 
worksheets so that findings can be validated. 
 
Response 4 
The vehicle mix and time distribution is provided below.  For this analysis it was assumed that 
the roadway was straight and level.  With this data the commenter should be able to confirm 
the noise outputs if desired. 
 
The traffic distributions that were used in the CNEL calculations are presented below.  The arterial 
traffic distribution estimate used for the roadways was compiled by the Orange County Environmental 
Management Agency, and is based on traffic counts at 31 intersections throughout the Orange County 
area.  Arterial traffic distribution estimates can be considered typical for arterials in Southern California.   

 
 
  



 
 

Traffic Distribution by Time of Day 
 Percent of ADT 

Vehicle Type Day Evening Night 

   Automobile 75.51% 12.57% 9.34% 

   Medium Truck 1.56% 0.09% 0.19% 

   Heavy Truck 0.64% 0.02% 0.08% 

 
 
COMMENT 5 
Page 20, Thresholds of Significance: Threshold 2 states: “Site‐specific construction projects lasting more than one 
year, with site preparation, demolition, grading and shell building construction, located within 1,500 feet or less 
from a sensitive off‐site land use have a significant construction noise impact if: (1) Construction occurs outside of 
permitted construction hours, and (2) Lmax noise levels from 7 a.m. to 7 pm are less than 90 dBA and less than 65 
dBA Leq at any offsite sensitive receptor property line and (3) From 7 p.m. to 7 a.m., the Lmax is less than 75 dBA 
and less than 55 dBA Leq offsite at any off‐site sensitive property line. Construction hours are defined in Mitigation 
Measure 5a in the Mitigation Monitoring Program as 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Monday through Saturday.” Each time that 
the Threshold says “less”, likely “more” was meant. This typo needs to be revised and the thresholds need to be updated. 
 
Response 5 
The commentator is correct.  The corrected language without typos should read: 
 
Site-specific construction projects lasting more than one year, with site preparation, 
demolition, grading and shell building construction, located within 1,500 feet or less from a 
sensitive off-site land use have a significant construction noise impact if: (1) Construction 
occurs outside of permitted construction hours, and (2) Lmax noise levels from 7 a.m. to 7 pm 
are more than 90 dBA and more than 65 dBA Leq at any offsite sensitive receptor property 
line and (3) From 7 p.m. to 7 a.m., the Lmax is more than 75 dBA and more than 55 dBA Leq 
offsite at any off-site sensitive property line. Construction hours are defined in Mitigation 
Measure 5a in the Mitigation Monitoring Program as 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. on Monday through 
Saturday. 
 
It should be noted that the analysis already is based on the correct language, and therefore, 
no changes to the analysis or determination of impacts needs to made. 
 
COMMENT 6 
Page 20, Construction Thresholds of Significance: Threshold #2 – It appears that Threshold #2 requires that all three (3) 
stipulations must be met in order for construction noise to have a significant impact. This threshold should be described in a 
more simplistic manner. 
 
For example, Stipulation #1 isn’t necessary because it is covered by Stipulation #3. Stipulation #3 describes the noise limits 
for construction that occurs during evening/nighttime hours (7:00 PM to 7:00 AM). 
 
Further simplification and clarification of the construction threshold is recommended. As it stated currently, it appears that all 
three (3) stipulations are required in order for the construction noise to be determined to be significant. 
 



 
 

Response 6 
The use of the word “and” between the three stipulations make it clear that all conditions 
must be met for an impact to occur.  Stipulation #1 is needed to cover a Sunday situation.  No 
change to the significance threshold is needed other than those identified in Response 5. 
 
COMMENT 7 
Page 20, Thresholds of Significance: The Threshold of Significance 4 allows for traffic‐related net noise at sensitive 
receptors such as residences or hospitals to 70 CNEL. While analysis has been done to ensure that levels do not increase 
more than 3 dBA at 100 feet from the centerline, no analysis has been done to ensure that the off‐campus sensitive receptor 
areas affected by the increased traffic noise are not pushed above 70 CNEL. 
 
Response 7 
The comment is incorrect.  If the noise increase is less than or equal to 3 dB, then no noise 
impact will occur.  Only if a noise increase greater than 3 dB occurs and the noise level 
exceeds 65 CNEL for residences and hospitals or 70 CNEL for commercial areas does an 
impact occur.  As shown in Table 5 of the noise report there were no increases greater than 3 
dB, therefore, no additional analysis was needed. 
 
COMMENT 8 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The technical noise study cites construction noise levels from “Handbook of Noise Control, 
Cyril Harris, 1979 (see Exhibit 8). The levels provided in this Exhibit range from 68 to 105 dBA. When comparing the 
construction equipment evaluated to the levels presented within Exhibit 8, the levels do not coincide. The technical noise 
study states that construction equipment has a range between 70 to 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. However, according to 
Exhibit 8, the peak (Lmax) noise levels for the equipment listed (graders, dozers, scrapers, front loaders, trucks, cranes, 
concrete mixers, and concrete pumps) are actually louder, 85 dBA to 97 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. 
 
Furthermore, the generalized statement that Leq levels are typically 15 dB lower than Lmax (peak) levels is incorrect. For 
example, if a sensitive receptor is located 50 feet from the noise source, then the Leq and the Lmax would be very similar in 
noise reading. 
 
The technical noise study does not adequately evaluate nor provide output construction noise calculations. It is difficult to 
understand what assumptions, equipment, locations are used within the construction noise evaluation. Instead, the study 
suggests that most of the construction will occur over 1,500 feet away from any sensitive uses and therefore the impact 
would be considered less than significant. 
 
For areas where construction would occur closer to sensitive receptors there is no quantitative evaluation. At no point does 
the assessment evaluate the combined noise level of multiple pieces of construction equipment operating simultaneously. 
Instead, the technical noise study describes that there would be a significant impact and further evaluation would be 
required when more information is available. Although a list of construction equipment may not be readily available at this 
time, the technical noise study could utilize the construction equipment within the air quality study and utilize either the 
FHWA’s construction noise model or the FTA’s construction noise methodologies to calculate the potential impact. 
 
Response 8 
The range of noise that is being quoted in the report is for equipment that will likely be used 
for construction.  The “105 dBA” figure quoted in the comment is for pile driving which is not 
planned for use (refer to Section 2.2.2).  The comment that Lmax and Leq are “very similar” at 
distances 50 feet is wrong.  Leq is an average noise level while Lmax is the maximum noise 
level.  The noise level would have to be constant at the Lmax level for the Leq to be equal to 
the Leq irregardless of distance.   
 
The methodology used for the calculations is straightforward.  The noise levels are presented 
in the text, an exhibit is presented showing the location of the residents to the various 
projects, and a standard 6 dB per doubling of the distance was used for the drop-off rate.  No 



 
 

adjustments were made for intervening buildings or topography unless noted.  The comment 
is incorrect, the analysis clearly shows that most of the construction would occur at distances 
less than 1,500 feet.  Of the 26 projects listed in Table 4, all but 2 are listed as being closer 
than 1,500 feet.  This is also shown in Exhibit 9. 
 
The equipment used for critical projects is not known at this time, and 6 projects were 
identified as needing additional analysis with a corresponding mitigation measure (see 
Section 3.1.1).  The equipment list in the air quality analysis may not be suitable for the noise 
analysis since the two assessments have vastly different purposes. 
 
COMMENT 9 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The technical noise study states that “The average noise levels (Leq) are typically 15 dB lower 
than the peak (Lmax) noise levels,” where average levels were defined as typical levels in the same paragraph. This implies 
that the Leq levels of the equipment are 55 to 70 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. According to Exhibit 8 (and the 2006 FTA 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment), the typical noise levels of the construction equipment listed actually vary 
between 82 dBA and 89 dBA at 50 feet, not 55 dBA and 80 dBA as implied. While the technical noise study lists these as 
worst‐case examples, the FTA manual lists them as typical. 
 
Response 9 
The noise levels in Exhibit 8 and the FTA study are maximum sound levels (Lmax).  Our 
comment in the report that Leq noise levels are typically 15 dB less than Leq noise levels is 
based on our general observations/measurements of construction noise.  This may not line 
up exactly with the “typical” Lmax levels shown in Exhibit 8 but it is generally consistent with 
the levels indicated in Exhibit 8.  
 
COMMENT 10 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The quantitative analysis also only accounted for one piece of equipment at a time. Multiple 
pieces of equipment are generally in operation at any given time, so their operational levels should be combined 
appropriately. The 2006 FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provides a generally well‐accepted estimation 
methodology for construction noise. Furthermore, the FTA manual provides the calculations to determine how much noise 
reduction is achieved using various mitigation measures (e.g., temporary barriers). Generalization suggestions are even 
provided for projects such as these, early in development. 
 
Response 10 
The Lmax levels are due to one piece of equipment.  The Lmax levels of 2 and more pieces of 
equipment rarely occur at the same exact time and rarely add together in the field.  The FTA 
methodology is good, but does have flaws, and it is not required for this analysis. 
 
COMMENT 11 
Page 37, Construction Noise: The ambient levels from Site 7 were used as a comparison when in fact, Site 6 is closer to the 
stadium construction, had lower measured ambient levels, and had a more direct lineof‐ site to the stadium, meaning it 
would be more impacted than Site 7. Site 6 should have been used for comparison. 
 
Response 11 
The distance to the closest residence was used for the analysis.  This location is not at Site 6 
or at Site 7.  However, it is on the same street as Site 7, and Site 7 was chosen for comparison 
with ambient noise levels because our opinion is that it is more representative of the 
residence assessed. 
 
  



 
 

COMMENT 12 
Page 38 Table 10 – The method of calculating the football stadium noise is not presented. The technical noise study simply 
states that noise measurements were taken at 3 stadiums, and the documentation has been provided. None of this 
documentation is available for viewing. The only data available is that presented in Table 2. The levels in Table 10 do not 
match any levels presented in Table 2. The Lmax values given in Table 2 are up to 27.7 dBA higher than the levels listed in 
Table 10. These levels are also lower than the Leq values given in Table 2. Using Table 2, both Site 1 and Site 2 have the 
potential for Leq levels up to or louder than 50 dBA Leq, which would have significant impact for games going past 10:00 PM 
according to Threshold of Significance 6. 
 
Furthermore, it is difficult to understand the calculations between the reference measured levels and the projected levels. It 
is requested that the additional measurements and calculation worksheets be included to determine proper evaluations. 
Note, there is no information on the duration of the measurement. 
 
Response 12 
The three stadium measurement reports are attached to these responses.  A spreadsheet is 
also attached which shows the stadium calculation noise.  Basically the Hilmer Stadium noise 
measurements were normalized as best as possible.  Event noise was then adjusted based on 
crowd size.  The noise levels presented in Table 10 are peak noise levels, and comparing 
them to the Leq criteria is inappropriate.  They should be compared against the Lmax criteria 
which is clearly identified. 
 
COMMENT 13 
Page 38, Parking Lot F: It is stated that “traffic associated with parking lots is not of sufficient volume to exceed community 
noise standards”, but there is no evidence/ evaluation to back up this claim. 
 
Response 13 
Parking lots do not generate significant noise levels based on the CNEL noise scale for 
several reasons.  The traffic volumes are low compared to arterial roadways which do 
generate significant CNEL noise levels.  Additionally, the speeds in parking lots are very slow 
which leads to low noise generation. And finally, the lots at MtSAC have essentially no 
nighttime traffic which leads to low CNEL noise levels. 
 
COMMENT 14 
Page 38 Table 11 – There is no source associated with the parking lot noise levels. The tables sources Site 1 from Table 1 
of the study…however this measurement was performed at a residence and describes that the dominant source was traffic 
noise. 
 
Response 14 
Parking lot noise measurements were made by Mestre Greve Associates at a distance of 50 
feet.  The noise levels were then extrapolated using a 6 dB per doubling distance to obtain 
the noise levels presented in Table 11.  Table 1 is not sourced for the noise levels in Table 11.  
Site 1 in Table 1 was only referred to for ambient noise levels. 
 
COMMENT 15 
Page 41 Table 14 – Comment 12 applies here also. The technical noise study says the event will be well under the 
significance thresholds without any restrictions, yet the only significance thresholds given are the Lmax thresholds, and the 
levels in the table still fall below the Lmax levels presented in Table 2, even though Table 2 represents noise levels of at 
receivers during a game with 4500 people and Table 14 represents noise levels of 17,000 people and 20,000 people. For 
instance, at Site 1, Lmax levels of stadium with an attendance of about 4500 people reached 68.8 dBA during the first 
measurement. The predicted noise level of the 2020 Olympic Trials with an attendance of 20,000 people is predicted to have 
peak noise levels of 47.5 dBA. 
 



 
 

Response 15 
See Response 12.  The Lmax noise level of 68.8 dBA was not caused by crowd, PA system, or 
any other event associated with the football game. 
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  August 23, 2015 
 
To:   Ms. Mikaela Klein, Mt. San Antonio College 
  
From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates, LLC 
 
Subject: Ambient Noise Measurements (Report #15-104B) 
 
This memo presents the results of a noise measurement survey around Mt. San Antonio 
College.  The ambient noise level measurements were needed for the West Parcel Solar 
project and other upcoming projects.  The measurements were made before school was 
back in session to insure that ambient levels were at low point so that any comparisons with 
ambient noise levels would represent a worst-case approach. 
 
BACKGROUND ON NOISE SCALES 
 
The description, analysis and reporting of community noise levels around communities is 
made difficult by the complexity of human response to noise and the myriad of noise scales 
that have been developed for describing noise impacts.  Each of these scales attempts to 
quantify noise levels with respect to community response.  Most of the scales use the A-
weighted decibel (dBA) noise level to quantify noise impacts on humans.  A-weighting is a 
frequency weighting that accounts for human sensitivity to different frequencies. 
 
Several rating scales have been developed for measurement of community noise.  These 
account for:  (1) the parameters of noise that have been shown to contribute to the effects of 
noise on man, (2) the variety of noises found in the environment, (3) the variations in noise 
levels that occur as a person moves through the environment, and (4) the variations 
associated with the time of day.  Two of the predominate noise scales used are the: 
Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) and percentile noise levels (L%).  These scales are described in 
the following paragraphs. 
 

Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the 
same total energy as a time-varying signal over a given sample period.  Leq is the 
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"energy" average noise level during the time period of the sample.  Leq is the energy 
sum of all the events and background noise levels that occur during the time period.   
 
L(%) is a statistical method of describing noise which accounts for the variance in 
noise levels throughout a given measurement period.  This noise scale is used in many 
noise ordinances, including the City of Walnut’s Noise Ordinance.  L(%) is a way of 
expressing the noise level exceeded for a percentage of time.  For example since 15 
minutes is 25% of 1 hour, L(25) is the noise level that is equal to or exceeded for 15 
minutes in a one-hour period.  The percentile levels used in the City of Walnut 
ordinance include the noise level not to be exceeded for more than 30 minutes in an 
hour (L50), 15 minutes in an hour (L25), 5 minutes in an hour (L8.3), 1 minute in an 
hour (L1.7), and never to be exceeded or the maximum sound level (Lmax).   

 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Noise level measurements in the vicinity of the college campus were made to establish 
current baseline noise levels.  A  survey of the area was conducted to determine the location 
of the noise measurement sites.  Sites where selected around the perimeter of the campus 
area with an emphasis on the residential areas.  Residential areas are the most noise sensitive 
land uses in the area.  To provide noise measurement coverage of the area, eight 
measurement sites were chosen.  A series of short-term noise measurements were taken at 
the chosen sites.  All eight of the short-term measurements were taken on August 17, 2015.  
The site locations are illustrated in Exhibit 1. 

 
Noise measurements at all sites were performed using a Reed Instruments SD-4023 sound 
level meter with data logging.  During the measurements a large windscreen covered the 
sound meter’s microphone to dampen-out any unwanted wind-generated noise.  The meter 
was located on a tripod so that the microphone was at the typical ear level height of 5 feet.  
For each measurement site, 15 minutes of data were collected.  Both before and after the set 
of measurements were taken, a Reed Instruments SC-05 sound level calibrator was used to 
calibrate the sound meter to ensure that the measured sound levels readings were accurate.  
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NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 
 
At the conclusion of each set of measurements the data was downloaded from the meter and 
the Leq, Lmin, Lmax, L1.7, L8.3, L25, L50 and L90 values for the full time period were 
determined.  Prevailing weather conditions were noted along with any other factors that 
might adversely affect the noise measurements.  Table 1 shows the results of the 
measurements. 
 
Table 1 Noise Measurement Results (dBA) 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 Site 8 

Start 
Time 10:22a 10:52a 1:35p 2:10p 11:24a 12:33p 12:59p 2:40p 

Leq 52.7 55.7 46.9 51.8 61.6 43.7 50.1 59.2 

Lmax 73.6 72.4 66.5 70.9 71.4 56.9 68.1 68.7 

L1.7 63.3 67.8 57.4 64.5 68.6 50.8 62.3 65.9 

L8.3 53.1 57.6 47.6 51.2 66.0 46.5 50.4 64.0 

L25 46.0 51.2 43.1 45.9 62.5 43.6 45.4 60.8 

L50 42.2 46.7 41.3 44.2 59.8 41.7 42.5 56.4 

L90 39.2 44.2 38.9 40.1 52.6 39.2 38.8 46.3 

Lmin 37.4 42.4 37.4 37.6 45.5 36.4 37.7 42.6 

 
The noise levels for all sites were typical of urban and suburban areas.  None of the sites had 
excessively high noise levels or exceptional low noise levels.  The average noise levels (Leq) 
ranged from 47 dBA to 62 dBA.  The noise was mainly generated by traffic on the local 
roadways.  Maximum noise levels were usually caused by a louder vehicle (e.g., trucks) or an 
aircraft overflight.  Specific notes for each site are presented below. 
 
Site 1: Residence at 21034 Granite Wells Road. 
Site 1 is located in front of the residence at 21034 Granite Wells Road.  (The rear yard of this 
site was measurement Site 1 for the 2008 noise study for the Master Plan Update EIR.)  The 
dominant source of noise at this site was traffic on Granite Wells Road.  The Lmax at Site 1 
was 73.6 dBA and was due to a loud truck.  The Leq at this site was 52.7 dBA, which is typical 



  Noise Measurements 
Greve & Associates, LLC  Page 5 
 
 

 
 

for a suburban area.  Other sources of noise in the area included jet aircraft high overhead, 
birds in nearby trees, and low general aviation aircraft associated with Brackett Field Airport. 
 
Site 2: Residence at 20905 Granite Wells Road. 
Site 2 is located in line with the rear yard of the residence at 20905 Granite Wells Road along 
Stoddard Wells Road.  (The rear yard of this site was measurement Site 2 for the 2008 noise 
study for the Master Plan Update EIR.)  The dominant source of noise at this site was traffic on 
the local roadways.  The Lmax at Site 1 was 72.4 dBA and was due to a loud vehicle.  The Leq 
at this site was 55.7 dBA, which is typical for a suburban area.  Other sources of noise in the 
area included jet aircraft high overhead, birds in nearby trees, a helicopter, and low general 
aviation aircraft associated with Brackett Field Airport. 
 
Site 3: Residence at 1131 Regal Canyon Drive. 
Site 3 is located across the street from the residence at 1131 Regal Canyon Drive.  This site is 
next to the West Parcel Solar site.  A portion of North Grand Avenue can be seen from this 
site, which is typical for many homes along the West Parcel Solar site.  The traffic noise from 
North Grand Avenue was very faint.  This site had an average noise level (Leq) of 46.9 dBA, 
which is typical for a quiet suburban area.  High jet aircraft, cars on Regal Canyon Drive, and 
low levels of noise from North Grand Avenue were the primary sources of noise. 
 
Site 4: Residence at 21107 Stonybrook Drive. 
Site 4 is located in front of the residence at 21107 Stonybrook Drive.  This area is also next to 
the West Parcel Solar site.  The small amount of traffic on Stonybrook Drive was the most 
significant source of noise in the area.  This site had an average noise level (Leq) of 51.8 dBA.  
Other sources of noise experienced in the area included high jet aircraft, wind in the trees, 
birds, and air conditioners. 
 
Site 5: Residence at 1433 Kem Way. 
Site 5 is located in front of the residence at 1433 Kem Way.  Kem Way is a frontage road that 
runs parallel to North Grand Avenue.  The dominant source of noise at this site was traffic, 
including buses, on North Grand Avenue.  This was the loudest site measured with an Leq 
61.6 dBA, which is typical for an urban area.  Other sources of noise in the area were very 
minor compared to the traffic on North Grand Avenue. 
 
Site 6: Residence at 21647 Sleepy Hollow Court. 
Site 6 is located in front of the residence at 21647 Sleepy Hollow Court.  This area backs up to 
Mt. San Antonio College.  Sleepy Hollow Court is a dead-end road that has very little traffic.  
This site had the lowest noise level and the Leq at this site was 43.7 dBA, which is typical for a 
quiet suburban area.  A car on Sleepy Hollow Court, minor construction at a residence a few 
houses away, and birds were the main sources of noise.  No noise from the college campus 
was heard. 
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Site 7: Residence at 21880 Buckskin Drive. 
Site 7 is located in front of the residence at 21880 Buckskin Drive.  This area also is adjacent  
to Mt. San Antonio College.  Buckskin Drive is a dead-end road.  This site had an average 
noise level (Leq) of 50.1 dBA, which is typical for a suburban area.  High jet aircraft, distant 
traffic, a low general aviation aircraft, and a residential air conditioner were heard during the 
measurements.  No noise from the college campus was heard. 
 
Site 8: Stadium Parking Lot. 
Site 8 was the only site monitored that was not representative of a residential neighborhood.  
Site 8 is located in the southeast corner of the parking lot across West Temple Avenue from 
the existing stadium.  The site is dominated by traffic noise from West Temple Avenue.  The 
site had an average (Leq) noise level of 59.2 dBA.  Some low flying general aviation aircraft 
were also heard during the measurements. 
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  October 13, 2015 
 
To:   Ms. Mikaela Klein, Mt. San Antonio College 
  
From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates, LLC 
 
Subject: Stadium Noise Measurements – Cerritos College (Report #15-110B) 
 
This memo presents the results of a noise measurement survey around Cerritos College 
stadium.  The noise level measurements were needed to develop a database of football 
stadium noise levels to be used for the anticipated Athletic Complex East development.  The 
measurements were made during the Cerritos College homecoming game in the hopes of 
monitoring one of the louder games.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
A survey of the area around Cerritos College was conducted to determine the location of the 
noise measurement sites.  Sites where selected around the perimeter of the stadium area 
with an emphasis on the residential areas.  Residential areas are the most noise sensitive land 
uses in the area.  Also we wanted to measurements in all directions around the stadium.  To 
provide noise measurement coverage of the area, four measurement sites were chosen.  A 
series of short-term noise measurements were taken at the chosen sites.  All four of the short-
term measurements were taken on Saturday, October 10, 2015.  The site locations are 
illustrated in Exhibit 1.  It should be noted that there is a Site 4A and a Site 4B.  Site 4A was 
the preferred site, however, it could not be accessed for the first round of measurements.  
Instead, Site 4B was monitored during the first round and Site 4A was monitored during the 
second round. 
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Noise measurements at all sites were performed using a Rion NL-52 sound level meter.  This 
is a Type 1 meter with current certification traceable to the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology.  The sound meter was calibrated at the beginning of the measurements and 
again at the end with no significant change.  During the measurements a large windscreen 
covered the sound meter’s microphone to dampen-out any unwanted wind-generated noise.  
The meter was located on a tripod so that the microphone was at the typical ear level height 
of about 5 feet.  For each measurement site, 15 minutes of data were collected.  All sites were 
measured, and then the measurements were repeated so that each site was monitored twice.  
 
NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 
 
At the conclusion of each set of measurements the data was downloaded from the meter and 
the Leq, Lmin, Lmax, L1.7, L8.3, L25, L50 and L90 values for the full time period were 
determined.  Prevailing weather conditions were noted along with any other factors that 
might adversely affect the noise measurements.  Table 1 shows the results of the 
measurements. 
 
Table 1 Noise Measurement Results (dBA) 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4B Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4A 

Start 
Time 

7:07p 7:37p 8:00p 8:28p 8:51p 9:11p 9:32p 9:56p 

Leq 54.4 61.5 53.5 71.3 59.6 58.3 61.1 72.6 

Lmax 69.0 72.2 67.2 93.7 73.2 74.6 80.7 85.8 

L1.7 62.4 68.2 59.4 78.9 68.1 67.1 71.8 82.5 

L8.3 56.9 65.7 56.0 71.9 63.8 60.3 62.4 78.2 

L25 54.2 62.8 53.6 67.5 59.0 57.5 57.2 70.9 

L50 52.3 58.3 52.0 62.7 56.3 55.2 55.5 66.2 

L90 49.2 54.8 50.0 55.8 53.4 52.7 52.8 62.1 

Lmin 47.3 53.1 48.7 51.8 51.0 51.3 51.5 60.7 

 
During the measurements significant noise from the stadium was observed.  Generally the 
loudest noise was from the crowd followed by the public address (PA) system and the band.  
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The monitoring logs are provided in the appendix and provide additional information on the 
sources of noise at each site. 
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Appendix 
Noise Measurement Logs 
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  October 27, 2015 
 
To:   Ms. Mikaela Klein, Mt. San Antonio College 
  
From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates, LLC 
 
Subject: Stadium Noise Measurements – Nathan Shapell Memorial Stadium  
 (Report #15-110C) 
 
This memo presents the results of a noise measurement survey around the Nathan Shapell 
Memorial Stadium in Yorba Linda.  The noise level measurements were needed to develop a 
database of football stadium noise levels to be used for the anticipated Athletic Complex 
East development.  The measurements were made during the Fullerton College game 
against Santa Ana College.  Fullerton College is in the same conference as Mt. San Antonio 
College.  The game was the “93rd annual Key to the County Game”.  Fullerton College was 
also honoring the 1965 National Champs 50 Year Anniversary at halftime.  So the intent was 
to measure one of the larger games that would be typical for this conference.  The game 
started at 6 p.m. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
A survey of the area around the stadium was conducted to determine the location of the 
noise measurement sites.  Sites where selected around the perimeter of the stadium area 
with an emphasis on residential areas and areas that would be useful for projecting future 
noise levels.  Also we wanted to measurements in all directions around the stadium, but as 
usual, were limited due to access issues.  To provide noise measurement coverage of the 
area, four measurement sites were chosen.  A series of short-term noise measurements were 
taken at the chosen sites.  All four of the short-term measurements were taken on Saturday, 
October 17, 2015.  The site locations are illustrated in Exhibit 1.   
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Noise measurements at all sites were performed using a Rion NL-52 sound level meter.  This 
is a Type 1 meter with current certification traceable to the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology.  The sound meter was calibrated at the beginning of the measurements and 
again at the end with no significant change.  During the measurements a large windscreen 
covered the sound meter’s microphone to dampen-out any unwanted wind-generated noise.  
The meter was located on a tripod so that the microphone was at the typical ear level height 
of about 5 feet.  For each measurement site, 15 minutes of data were collected.  All sites were 
measured, and then the measurements were repeated so that each site was monitored twice.  
 
NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 
 
At the conclusion of each set of measurements the data was downloaded from the meter and 
the Leq, Lmin, Lmax, L1.7, L8.3, L25, L50 and L90 values for the full time period were 
determined.  Prevailing weather conditions were noted along with any other factors that 
might adversely affect the noise measurements.  Table 1 shows the results of the 
measurements. 
 
Table 1 Noise Measurement Results (dBA) 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 

Start 
Time 

6:03p 6:31p 6:52p 7:18p 7:41p 8:03p 8:24p 8:44p 

Leq 59.2 48.5 60.7 43.0 61.8 51.3 59.6 45.1 

Lmax 81.3 62.7 69.2 52.5 76.3 61.0 68.7 55.7 

L1.7 66.8 57.7 66.3 50.2 71.2 57.2 66.0 52.6 

L8.3 61.5 52.1 64.4 47.3 66.0 54.8 63.4 49.4 

L25 57.8 48.2 62.1 42.8 61.1 52.6 61.0 45.8 

L50 55.0 44.4 59.6 40.9 57.3 50.4 57.7 42.1 

L90 50.9 41.1 54.2 38.6 51.7 42.2 52.9 37.5 

Lmin 47.8 38.6 49.1 35.7 46.5 36.6 49.6 34.3 

 
During the measurements significant noise from the stadium was observed.  Generally the 
loudest noise was from the crowd followed by the public address (PA) system and the band.  
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At this particular stadium, the crowd stomps their feet and could be clearly heard.  The 
monitoring logs are provided in the appendix and provide additional information on the 
sources of noise at each site.  The game was still underway when the measurements ended.  
It was estimated that both sides of the stadium were filled to about 30% of capacity. 
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Appendix 
Noise Measurement Logs 
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  October 27, 2015 
 
To:   Ms. Mikaela Klein, Mt. San Antonio College 
  
From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates, LLC 
 
Subject: Stadium Noise Measurements – Hilmer Lodge Stadium  
 (Report #15-110D) 
 
This memo presents the results of a noise measurement survey around the Hilmer Lodge 
Stadium at Mt. San Antonio College.  The noise level measurements were needed to develop 
a database of football stadium noise levels to be used for the anticipated Athletic Complex 
East development, and more importantly, to determine a baseline for college football games 
at Mt. SAC.  The measurements were made during the Mt. SAC game against Riverside 
College.  The game started at 6 p.m.  The Mounties won 20 to 17. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
A survey of the area around the stadium was conducted to determine the location of the 
noise measurement sites.  Sites were selected with an emphasis on residential areas that 
were closest to the stadium.  Also we wanted to measurements in all directions around the 
stadium.  To provide noise measurement coverage of the area, four measurement sites were 
chosen.  A series of short-term noise measurements were taken at the chosen sites.  All four 
of the short-term measurements were taken on Saturday, October 24, 2015.  The site 
locations are illustrated in Exhibit 1.   
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Noise measurements at all sites were performed using a Rion NL-52 sound level meter.  This 
is a Type 1 meter with current certification traceable to the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology.  The sound meter was calibrated at the beginning of the measurements and 
again at the end with no significant change.  During the measurements a large windscreen 
covered the sound meter’s microphone to dampen-out any unwanted wind-generated noise.  
The meter was located on a tripod so that the microphone was at the typical ear level height 
of about 5 feet.  For each measurement site, two 15-minute measurements were taken.  
 
NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 
 
At the conclusion of each set of measurements the data was downloaded from the meter and 
the Leq, Lmin, Lmax, L1.7, L8.3, L25, L50 and L90 values for the full time period were 
determined.  Prevailing weather conditions were noted along with any other factors that 
might adversely affect the noise measurements.  Table 1 shows the results of the 
measurements. 
 
Table 1 Noise Measurement Results (dBA) 

 Site 4 Site 4 Site 1 Site 1 Site 2 Site 2 Site 3 Site 3 

Start 
Time 6:17p 6:35p 7:02p 7:20p 7:45p 8:01p 8:37p 8:52p 

Leq 42.8 44.5 49.3 49.1 49.5 48.6 41.4 42.4 

Lmax 53.7 61.4 68.8 65.9 65.8 65.3 55.3 56.5 

L1.7 49.7 52.9 60.1 60.3 61.2 60.1 50.0 47.7 

L8.3 45.9 48.4 50.6 52.4 49.5 49.3 44.4 45.2 

L25 43.3 43.2 45.2 44.7 46.2 46.0 40.9 43.1 

L50 41.1 41.3 42.8 41.8 44.4 43.9 39.1 41.1 

L90 38.7 37.6 39.9 39.9 41.6 40.5 36.8 38.2 

Lmin 36.4 35.1 38.7 38.3 38.9 38.3 34.5 36.0 

 
At Sites 4 the PA system and occasionally the crowd could be heard.  At the other three sites, 
stadium noise could not be heard.  The monitoring logs are provided in the appendix and 
provide additional information on the sources of noise at each site.  The game was still 
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underway when the measurements ended.  It was estimated that west stand of the stadium 
was filled to about 45% of capacity and that the east stand had only 15% of capacity. 
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Appendix 
Noise Measurement Logs 



















Mt. SAC Stadium 

Noise Level of 90.8    dBA     at 100.0 feet

Critical Freq. (Hz) 500 To get other noise levels,

Dist. dBA dBA Dist.
Noise Level at 50' 96.8 50 96.8 70 1,096

100 90.8 55 6,166
1000 70.8 60 3,467
1380 68.0 65 1,950

Source Distance Base Of Dist. To Pad Observer Wall ***Barrier Reduction*** Noise Level Stadium
Lot Elevation To Wall Wall Observer Elevation Height Height (dBA) Noise Delta

Site 1 0 259 0 2959 0 5 20.4 41 39.9 -1.1 No stadium noise (use L90)
Site 1 0 259 0 2959 0 5 20.4 41 42.2 1.2 PA noise
Site 2 0 180 0 3800 0 5 18.1 41 41.6 0.5 No stadium noise (use L90)
Site2 0 180 0 3800 0 5 18.1 41 40.5 -0.6 No stadium noise (use L90)
Site 3 0 288 0 2132 0 5 26.7 38 36.8 -0.7 No stadium noise (use L90)
Site 3 0 288 0 2132 0 5 26.7 38 38.3 0.8 No stadium noise (use L90)
Site 4 0 295 0 2178 0 5 14.6 49 52.8 3.4 PA noise
Site 4 0 295 0 2178 0 5 14.6 49 45.9 -3.5 PA noise

Average 0.0

Notes: 1. All sites seem to have a barrier reduction.  See table above for best estimate.

Estimated attendance during event.

Seating Capacity: 15,000
Side 1 45%
Side 2 15%
Estimated attendance 4,500

To get other distances,
Put in Distances Put in other noise levels.



Event
Measured 

Football Game

Existing 
Brooks/Mt. SAC 

Relays

Future 
Brooks/Mt. SAC 

Relays Increase
Attendance 4,500 3,500 4,000 500

Site 1 41.1 40.0 40.5 0.6
Site 2 41.1 40.0 40.5 0.6
Site 3 37.6 36.5 37.0 0.6
Site 4 49.4 48.3 48.8 0.6

Event
Measured 

Football Game
Existing Mt. SAC 

XC Invite
Future Mt. SAC 

XC Invite Increase
Attendance 4,500 17,000 17,000 0

Site 1 41.1 46.8 46.8 0.0
Site 2 41.1 46.8 46.8 0.0
Site 3 37.6 43.3 43.3 0.0
Site 4 49.4 55.1 55.1 0.0

Event
Measured 

Football Game
Existing CIF XC 

Preliminary
Future CIF XC 

Preliminary Increase
Attendance 4,500 10,000 10,500 500

Site 1 41.1 44.5 44.7 0.2
Site 2 41.1 44.5 44.7 0.2
Site 3 37.6 41.0 41.2 0.2
Site 4 49.4 52.8 53.0 0.2

Event
Measured 

Football Game
Existing CIF XC 

Final
Future CIF XC 

Final Increase
Attendance 4,500 4,000 4,200 200

Site 1 41.1 40.5 40.8 0.2
Site 2 41.1 40.5 40.8 0.2
Site 3 37.6 37.0 37.3 0.2
Site 4 49.4 48.8 49.1 0.2

Event
Measured 

Football Game
Existing CIF XC 

Final
Future CIF XC 

Final Increase
Attendance 4,500 6,000 6,300 300

Site 1 41.1 42.3 42.5 0.2
Site 2 41.1 42.3 42.5 0.2
Site 3 37.6 38.8 39.0 0.2
Site 4 49.4 50.6 50.8 0.2

Event
Measured 

Football Game
Existing Mt. SAC 

XC Invite
2020 Olympic 

Trials Increase
Attendance 4,500 17,000 20,000 3,000

Site 1 41.1 46.8 47.5 0.7
Site 2 41.1 46.8 47.5 0.7
Site 3 37.6 43.3 44.0 0.7
Site 4 49.4 55.1 55.8 0.7
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  July 17, 2017 
 
To:   Rebecca Mitchell, MtSAC 
 Sean Absher 
 Sid Lindmark, Lindmark and Associates 
  
From: Fred Greve, Greve & Associates, LLC 
 
Subject: Response to Air Quality and GHG Comments 
 
Please find responses to air quality and climate change comments submitted by the City of 
Walnut.  These are the comments found in Attachment D of the comment letter. 
 
AQR and AQ-RELATED DRAFT SEIR COMMENTS 
 
GLOBAL COMMENT: 
Both the AQR and GHG report analyses are poorly organized, with inadequate descriptions of what 
exactly is being analyzed for construction and operation of the project. It is difficult to ascertain how 
whatever is being analyzed relates exactly to the project as described on page 1 of the AQR, which is as 
follows: 
 
Mt. San Antonio College is located in the City of Walnut on over 420 acres. It has an estimated 2014-
2015 fall enrollment of 35,986 students (headcount). The college has proposed a 2015 Facilities Master 
Plan Update (FMPU), and the corresponding Land Use Plan is shown as in Exhibit 1. The major change 
from the 2012 FMP is the re-design of the athletic facilities south of Temple Avenue and east of Bonita 
Avenue as shown in Exhibit 2. The existing stadium will be demolished and a new stadium built on-site. 
Other changes for the 2015 FMPU include the relocation of the Public Transportation Center to Lot D3, 
and expanded Wildlife Sanctuary and Open Space area, and a pedestrian bridge across Temple Avenue 
connecting the Physical Education Complex to Lot F. The net increase in square footage at 2015 FMPU 
buildout is approximately 500,000 gross square feet. Special annual events will continue to be held on 
campus that include the Mt. SAC/Brooks Relays and the Mt. SAC Cross-Country Invitational (XC 
Invite). The District is also filing an application to host the 8-day 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials in 
late July or August 2020. 
 
The methodology is flawed, and as a result, it is difficult to determine what the impacts may actually be. 
It is unknown from the description given above, how many acres the improvements actually represent. 



 
 

Details and examples are given in the comments below. 
 
Global Response 
Comment noted. 
 
COMMENT 1 
The air quality study and greenhouse gas study published to the www.mtsac.edu website (Reports #16-
008AQ April 15, 2016 and #16-008GHG April 15, 2016) are different than the AQR and GHG reports 
listed in the bibliography of the most recent Draft SEIR). Also, there was a Traffic Impact Study update in 
September 2016, but there was no indication that either the AQR and GHG reports were updated (or 
whether they needed to be updated) to reflect this new information; furthermore, text in the second 
paragraph on page 19 of the AQR cites the Traffic Impact Study as "(Iteris, January 2016)". Both the 
AQR and GHG report should have used (or at least refer to) the latest version of the project-specific 
Traffic Impact Study.	
 
Additionally, there were no AQ or GHG technical reports available on the Mt. SAC website 
(http://www.mtsac.edu/construction/reports-and-publications/environmental-impact-reports.html) for 
review of the West Parcel Solar (WPS) Project. 
 
Response 1 
Mt. SAC staff occasionally completes minor edits in sub-consultants reports prior to posting 
the final report on the campus website.  Both the posted reports for the 2015 FMPU/PEP and 
the reports listed in the Bibliography on page 128 for the PEP Update are dated April 15, 
2016.   No discrepancy is noted between the reports. 
  
Since there are no sensitive noise receptors close to the Campus/Temple and Kellogg 
Drive/I-10 interchange, no new noise study was required.  The noise studies in the certified 
2015 FMPU/PEP Final EIR remain relevant for the PEP (Phase 1, 2) project.  The enrollment 
projections have not changed, which determine trips on the area circulation network.   
same response as in noise on differing studies 
 
The September 2016 traffic study update deals primarly with the new impacts of buildout of 
the 2015 FMPU/PEP on the two intersections in the City of Pomona (Campus Drive/Temple 
and Kellogg Drive/I-10).  The PEP Update EIR also includes analysis of the 2020 Olympic 
Track & Field trials at these two intersections.  While the results of the inital traffic study are 
cited in the current report, there is no need to update the traffic analysis for other 
instersection.  Therefore, the initial air quality and noise studies do not need to be updated 
(i.e. enrollment and trips have not changed). 
 
This EIR addresses the PEP(Phase 1, 2) project.  The air quality and GHG reports for the West 
Parcel Solar project will be posted when the WPS Draft EIR is posted. 
 
COMMENT 2 
According to the CalEEMod output in the appendices, the AQR analyzed existing emissions from a 
35,986 student junior college on 420 acres. Those daily criteria pollutant emissions were reported in 
Table 3 on page 10 of the AQR, and also Table 3.3.4 on page 149 of the Draft SEIR. The CalEEMod 



 
 

output (all winter outputs, no summer emissions provided) of the AQR also showed that analysis was 
performed for the following: 
 

1. FMPU Buildout including demolition and excluding PEP. This analysis was done for 259.02 TSF 
of junior college land use on 5.95 acres, operational in 2025, with construction from 1/1/2017 to 
3/23/2018. 

2. FMPU -	Building G construction and demolition. This analysis was done for 50 TSF of junior 
college land use on 5 acres, operational in 2021, with construction from 1/1/2019 to 2/24/2020. 

3. FMPU -	Building A construction (No demolition). This analysis was done for 50 TSF on 1.15 
acres, operational in 2025, with construction from 1/1/2025 to 12/11/2025 (construction output 
includes demolition, even though it should not [according to the title]). 

4. FMPU -	2020. This analysis is for a 39,731 student junior college land use (1,734,347.04 of floor 
surface area) on 39.82 acres. Operational in 2020. No construction emissions report is included 
with this output, so it is assumed that this CalEEMod run represents operational emissions only. 

5. FMPU -	2025. This analysis is for a 46,139 student junior college land use (1,883,113.86 of floor 
surface area) on 43.23 acres. Operational in 2025. Again no construction emissions report, so it is 
assumed that this CalEEMod run represents operational emissions only.  

6. PEP -	Phase 1 -	Construction Only. This analysis is for a 91.73 TSF junior college land use on 2.11 
acres, general light industry of 79.40 TSF on 1.82 acres, 174.43 TSF of other non-asphalt surfaces 
on 4 acres, 107.57 TSF of parking lot land uses on 2.47 acres, and 21.80 acres of city park land 
uses, operational in 2019, with construction from 10-3-2016 to 8-16-2018. 7. PEP -	 Phase 2 -	
Construction Only. This analysis is for a 117.90 TSF junior college land use on 2.71 acres, 
enclosed parking structure (to simulate pool area) of 23.09 TSF on 0.53 acres, and 68.81 TSF of 
other non-asphalt surfaces (to simulated tennis courts) on 1.58 acres, operational in 2021, with 
construction from 2/1/18 to 9/28/2020. 

 
On page 12 of the AQR under subheading 2.2.1.1 Overall Construction Emissions, it states that the 
"longterm buildout of the 2015 FMPU will result in new construction of 454,485 square feet (including 
PEP). To make room for some of the new construction, demolition of some existing buildings is 
necessary. The FMPU indicates that approximately 122,976 square feet will be demolished." When the 
square footage for "FMPU Buildout including demolition and excluding PEP" for the junior college land 
use of 259.02 TSF is added to PEP Phase 1 JC land use of 91.73 TSF and PEP Phase 2 JC land use of 
117.90 TSF, the total is 468,650 SF, which is a smaller amount from the "500,000 gross square feet" 
detailed in the project description, and a larger amount from the "454,485 square feet (including PEP)" 
given both in the report and above. Page 146 of the Draft SEIR, third paragraph down, has a different 
number again (454,906 SF). Which is the correct square footage? The largest square footage possible 
needs to be analyzed to calculate the project's potential "worst-case" construction-related impacts. 
 
The analysis needs to be revised with the correct square footage using the latest version of CalEEMod 
(version 2016.3.1) and the findings within the Draft SEIR should be revised as needed, with the proper 
results. 
 
Response 2 
The winter CalEEMod and summer CalEEMod are nearly identifical, and it didn’t seem 
necessary to include the summer runs.   
 
Any confusion regarding individual or total building square footages in the Draft EIR is 
related to these factors: (1)  The intial analysis is based on information available when the 



 
 

NOP was issued, (2)  CalEEMOD may generate emissions based on either land use or square 
footages.  In some cases, land use acreage was used and the total square footage is derived 
internally by CalEEMod, (3)  The square footages projected for buildout of the 2015 
FMPU/PEP in 2020 and 2025, along with demolition estimates, was inlcuded in Appendix K1 
of the 2015 FMPU/PEP Draft EIR. 
 
The prior air quality and greenhouse gas analysis remains adequate for the changed project, 
and the changed project does not alter the enrollment or square footage assumptions used 
in the 2015 FMPU/PEP EIR.  The analysis of two new intersections has no bearing on the prior 
conclusions for buldout of the 2015 FMPU/PEP, PEP (Phase 1, 2) or other large individual 
projects analyzed. 
 
COMMENT 3 
Several areas in the CalEEMod output conflict with the information provided in the text of the AQR. For 
example: 
 
a)  On page 15 of the AQR under the subheading 2.2.1.3 Construction Emissions for Building A, it 

states there that Building A will be 167,200 gsf by 2025. Whereas the CalEEMod output shows 
that the analysis of Building A (No Demolition) is for a 50.00 TSF junior college on 1.15 acres; 
therefore, emissions for Building A are under-reported and the emissions need to be revised and 
re-analyzed for inclusion in Tables 8 and 9 of the AQR. Furthermore, according to the output 
header and the text on page 15, "Demolition will be required to clear the site for Building A, but 
this was assumed to occur during the construction of Building G." However, demolition was 
analyzed for this part of the project, and the demolition emissions were reported under the 
Demolition Activity in Table 8 on page 16 and Table 9 for the LST analysis on page 17 of the 
AQR. It is unknown how many SF of existing buildings (16, 18, 18, 19 and 21) were analyzed as 
being demo'd, as there are no details in the report or CalEEMod output regarding what the 
building square footage is for the buildings being demo'd. Therefore, those details need to be 
made clear and described in the text of the revised AQR and Draft SEIR. 

b)  The CalEEMod Output with the heading PEP -	Phase 1 -	Construction Only, shows an analysis 
for a 91.73 TSF junior college land use on 2.11 acres, general light industry of 79.40 TSF on 1.82 
acres, 174.43 TSF of other non-asphalt surfaces on 4 acres, 107.57 TSF of parking lot land uses 
on 2.47 acres, and 21.80 acres of city park land uses. It is unknown what part of PEP Phase 1 is 
represented by the general light industrial land uses, other non-asphalt surfaces use and the 21.80 
acres of City park uses. These details need to be included, in a similar manner as they were for 
PEP -	Phase 2. 

c)  On page 13 of the AQR, 1st paragraph, it states "It was also assumed that the overlap between 
construction phases would be minimal." However, although the construction for the portions of 
each phase of the FMPU may not overlap, as shown by the construction timing given in the 
CalEEMod output, portions of the construction FMPU overlap with the construction of the PEP; 
therefore, those overlapping construction emissions for the FMPU and the PEP need to be added 
together and compared against the regional daily thresholds. Furthermore, as shown above (taken 
from the CalEEMod output), PEP phase 1 overlaps with PEP phase 2 in 2018, as construction of 
PEP phase 1 is from 10-3-2016 to 8-16-2018 and construction of PEP phase 2 goes from 2/1/18 to 
9/28/2020. Therefore, the overlapping portions of PEP phase 1 and 2 construction should to be 
added together, then added to the overlapping portion of the FMPU, for a combined total for 
maximum daily construction emissions that can be compared against daily regional construction 
thresholds. 



 
 

 
Response 3 
a)   The square footage on page 15 is incorrect and should read 50,000 square feet for the 

Building A.  The CalEEMod runs and Tables in the report are correct.  The demolition of 
buildings necessary for the construction of Building A and G, is shown in the CalEEMod 
outputs as 57,391 square feet of building.  

b)   Since “stadium” construction is not listed as an option in CalEEMod, general light 
industrial use was used to simulate the construction of the stadium.  PEP Phase 1 is 
shown in Exhibit 4 and this is the area included in the PEP Phase 1 modeling.  The 
parking lot and turf areas were measured off of this exhibit to determine the 
appropriate acreages for the uses listed. 

c)   There is not schedule for construction of the various elements of the project.  Section 
2.2.1.1 is an attempt to consider the potential impact of the overlapping phases of 
construction.  It looks at all construction compressed into a 5 year period, which is very 
short, and looks at the pounds per day.  All of the results are under the SCAQMD 
thresholds. 

 
COMMENT 4 
The values reported in Table 5 on page 13 of the AQR and also Table 3.3.9 on page 156 of the Draft 
SEIR incorporates flawed methodology. In Table 5, the total emissions for FMPU (excluding PEP), PEP 
phase and PEP phase 2 were added together and the values shown in the Total Construction row. Those 
emissions were then divided by either 5 years or 10 years, then those emissions were then compared to 
the SCAQMD daily construction emissions thresholds. This methodology is incorrect, as the SCAQMD 
requires that the project's maximum daily emissions be compared to the mass daily significance 
thresholds. 
 
It is understandable that, for a Master Plan, precise construction timing may not available; however, the 
most conservative, worst-case scenario should be ascertained and analyzed, then those resultant emissions 
can then be compared to the mass daily significance thresholds. It is incorrect to average criteria pollutant 
emissions over the 5 or 10 years of potential project construction to then compare those average values to 
the thresholds. This type of analysis completely under-estimates the project's maximum daily emissions. 
The construction activities during the 5 or 10 year duration of construction should be accurately modeled 
in CalEEMod, using those time frames (as applicable) to the extent feasible. 
 
Construction emissions need to be re-modeled using correct methodology and the latest version of 
CalEEMod. It is likely that construction-related emissions will be significant. Furthermore, it is unknown 
whether the construction and operation of the West Parcel Solar (WPS) Project will overlap this project, 
as details and technical AQ-GHG reports were not available for review. This information would need to 
be verified and included as part of the cumulative impact review. 
 
Response 4 
The methodology presented in Section 2.2.1.1 takes analysis of construction emissions for a 
college Master Plan one step beyond what is normally done.  Since no construction schedule 
is available at the Master Plan stage, construction emissions are often only qualitatively 
discussed.  The methodology in Section 2.2.1.1 looks at a very aggressive 5 year buildout 
scenario and a more realistic 10 year buildout scenario and examines the daily construction 



 
 

emissions.  Using the 5 year construction schedule, we believe, results in a very worst-case 
estimate of daily construction emissions. 
 
COMMENT 5 
Operational emissions were reported in Table 10 for Existing, Year 2020 and Year 2025. Per the Traffic 
Impact Study, the project is expected to grow by an additional 3,745 students by 2020 and then by a total 
of 7,153 students by 2025. As the majority of project-related emissions are sourced from vehicles, and the 
project will adding 4,606 daily vehicle trips in 2020 and a total of 8,798 vehicle trips by 2025. 
 
The operational analysis needs to be consistent with the project as analyzed in the Iteris Traffic Impact 
Study, which does not discount any project-related trips by subtracting existing trips. Existing emissions 
values should only be subtracted from project emissions values if the existing operational portion of the 
site will no longer be operational (and generating emissions) once the project becomes fully operational in 
2025. This is not the case, and the added trips from new students will only increase the overall regional 
operational emissions sourced from the Mt. SAC campus. 
 
Per SCAQMD recommendations, when measuring project emissions, it is appropriate to include 
regulatory requirements, such as the federal and state regulations that require vehicles to be more efficient 
and lower-emitting. However, "the proposed Project's emissions themselves should not be masked by 
comparing it to an existing condition baseline where air quality is worse than what it will be when the 
proposed Project is operational1" It is appropriate to assume that vehicles will comply with existing 
regulatory requirements; however their increase in activity and the additional 8,798 trips needs to be 
accounted for and shouldn’t be masked by improvements brought on by those regulations. Therefore, the 
analysis of the project-related operational emissions should be remodeled using 3,745 additional students 
for year 2025 and a total of 7,153 additional students for 2025 buildout (as detailed in the Traffic Impact 
Study). Those emissions then need to be compared to the regional mass daily operational thresholds to 
ascertain whether just the project-related increase in student vehicular traffic volumes exceed SCAQMD 
operational thresholds. 
 
Response 5 
CalEEMod allows two approaches for estimating emissions for operations from a college 
campus.  One approach is to base the emission projections on projected student enrollment.  
The second approach is to use traffic data and other factors for the emission projections.  The 
air quality assessment was necessarily prepared before the traffic analysis was complete and 
other data for the analysis was not available.  Therefore, the approach used was the 
CalEEMod methodology based on student enrollment.  CEQA requires that future cases be 
compared to existing, and that is exactly what has been done. 
 
COMMENT 6 
CO Hot Spot analysis on pages 18 and 19 of the AQR cited the Iteris January 2016 Traffic Impact Study. 
The latest (final) Traffic Impact Study is dated September 1, 2016. Please verify that no changes to 
intersection volume data are needed due to changes in the final Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Response 6 
It does not appear that the traffic forecast has changed. 
 
COMMENT 7 
According to page 11 of the Draft SEIR, "(18) All Special Events maximum daily attendance increases 



 
 

for 2015 – 2020 will be evaluated with specific focus on hosting the 10-day 2020 Olympic Track & Field 
Trials (i.e., air quality, noise, traffic, parking)." 
 
In Section 2.2.4 Local Air Quality During Olympic Trials, the only pollutant examined was CO at 
intersections within the project vicinity. According to the Iteris 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials 
Focused Traffic Study, there is a projected maximum event attendance of 20,000 guests. Analysis of the 
additional mobile source criteria pollutant emissions should also be conducted to evaluate the increase in 
project-related operational emissions due to hosting the Olympic Trials at the Mt. SAC campus. There is 
no trip generation data available in the Iteris 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials Focused Traffic Study; 
therefore, that information would need to be generated by the traffic analysts, in order for the AQ-GHG 
analysts to model the AQ-GHG emissions impacts for all criteria pollutants and GHGs for the duration of 
the Olympic Trials. 
1 SCAQMD Comment Letter on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Proposed General Plan 
Amendment No. 960: General Plan Update Project, April 3 2015, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/ 
ceqa/comment-letters/2015/april/deirno960.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
 
Analysis and discussion of all of the criteria pollutant emissions sourced from the additional traffic due to 
the 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials need to be included in the AQR. 
 
Response 7 
The 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials will be a one time event, or at most once every four 
years.  The local air quality was examined and reported in Section 2.2.4 of the AQR.  Criteria 
pollutants were examined for campus wide activities in Section 2.2.2 and no impacts on 
regional air quality were found. 
 
COMMENT 8 
Section 2.2.5 Compliance with Air Quality Planning, the revised report will need to reference the latest, 
approved, 2016 version of the AQMP. 
 
Response 8 
The analysis is based on the 2012 AQMP which the adopted plan at the time of the 
preparation of the AQR.  The 2016 AQMP has since been adopted by the SCAQMD 
Governing Board, but does not appear to have any new requirements for determining 
consistency. 
 
COMMENT 9 
Section 2.3.3 Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions During Construction. Please update this section to 
reflect the latest OEHA and SCAQMD-preferred methodology which uses a 30-year exposure instead of 
70-year. As SCAQMD does not currently require construction-based HRAs, a discussion of the localized 
construction-sourced PM emissions should be included, to show that construction-based particulate matter 
(PM) emissions (including diesel exhaust emissions) do not exceed any local thresholds. Therefore, no 
significant short-term toxic air contaminant impacts are anticipated during construction of the proposed 
project. This statement could vary, depending on the results of the revised construction analysis. 
 
Response 9 
The assessment remains the same whether the exposure time is 30 years or 70 years.  The 
comment is correct that the SCAQMD does not require health risk assessments for 
construction projects, and that is because they are of short duration and have no potential for 



 
 

generating significant cancer risks.  A discussion of construction based particulate matter is 
presented and the potential for exceeding local thresholds is presented with results 
summarized in Tables 14 and 16 in the AQR.  No additional analysis is needed. 
 
COMMENT 10 
Section 2.4 Cumulative Impacts only addresses local CO impacts from CO hot spots. The potential 
cumulative impacts of the other criteria pollutants (VOC, NOx, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5) also need to be 
addressed/analyzed within this section. 
 
Response 10 
The AQR followed the lead of the traffic study.  The traffic study focused its cumulative impact 
analysis on intersections, and finding little or no additional impacts it was determined that 
additional air quality analysis was not needed. 
 
COMMENT 11 
Section 3.2 Short-Term Impacts, under 3.0 Mitigation Measures on page 30 of the AQR states that the 
NOx emissions during grading of PEP Phase 1 exceed SCAQMD Thresholds. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 
requires the use of Tier 4 engines in equipment greater than 50 hp. This mitigation measure is supposed to 
reduce the NOx emissions during grading from 147.2 lbs per day down to 75.7 lbs per day, and references 
the CalEEMod output in the appendix. However, when the CalEEMod for PEP Phase 1 (dated 3/24/2016 
@ 9:58 AM) is reviewed, the mitigated portion of the grading output shows onsite grading emissions of 
74.8137 lbs and offsite grading emissions to be 72.4028 lbs, which give a total mitigated grading 
emissions value of 147.2165 lbs. Therefore, it is unclear where the mitigated value of 75.7 lbs per day, as 
reported above, came from, as it is not included in the CalEEMod Appendix. 
 
An additional Table showing the mitigated construction results for comparison to SCAQMD construction 
thresholds for PEP Phase 1 should be included in the report. Furthermore, the discussion of the efficacy of 
the mitigation measure should be separate and not included as part of the mitigation measure. 
 
Response 11 
The measure to require Tier IV construction equipment is already required by Measure 3f of 
the 2013 Mitigation Monitoring Program, and therefore, do not require an additional 
“discussion of the efficacy.”  Attached to these responses is the CalEEMod output that shows 
a mitigated value of 75.7 lbs per day. 
 
COMMENT 12 
Section 4.0 Unavoidable Significant Impacts will potentially need to be revised for both short-term and 
long-term impacts pending revisions based on previous comments. 
 
Response 12 
No new impacts have been identified, no changes to the statements in the AQR regarding 
unavoidable significant impacts need to be made. 
 
COMMENT 13 
The air quality section of the Draft SEIR will also need to be revised, as needed, based on the revisions to 
the AQR.  
 



 
 

Response 13 
No changes need to be made.  No additional impacts have been identified. 
 
GHG and GHG-RELATED DRAFT SEIR COMMENTS 
 
COMMENT 14 
On page 33 of the GHG report, the operational GHG emissions were handled in a manner similar to the 
way the operational criteria pollutant emissions were handled. Similar to what was discussed in comment 
5 above, subtracting the existing emissions of 56,762 MTCO2e/year from either the year 2020 GHG 
emissions of 55,764 MTCO2e/year or year 2025 GHG emissions of 59,006 MTCO2e/year is not correct 
and does not account for the increase of 4,606 daily vehicle trips from additional students in 2020 and a 
total of 8,798 vehicle trips from the total increase in students by 2025. 
 
The operational GHG analysis needs to be revised as detailed in comment 5 above. It is anticipated that 
the project will exceed the SCAQMD and Mt. SAC-adopted GHG threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/year; 
therefore, as stated on page 25 of the GHG report, "the annual emissions per service population (the 
number of students and persons employed by the college complex in this case) should not exceed 4.6 
MTCO2EQ/yr, or a significant impact will be determined." As the GHG emissions will be based on the 
increase in the number of students, the service population used to determine significance should also be 
based on that same number of students (plus any additional staff anticipated to be employed by 2025 to 
meet the needs of these additional students). 
 
Response 14 
While we disagree with the approach suggested in Comment 14.  The following analysis 
summarized in the table below does follow the comment’s suggest approach, still resulting in 
the same finding of no significant impact. 
 
In the table below, the student enrollment and annual GHG gases (metric tons of CO2 
equivalent) are presented.  This information is taken directly from the GHG report Section 2.3.  
Using the projected student increases, the GHG emissions can be ratioed to find the CO2EQ 
generated by the student increase.  These values do, in fact, exceed the first tier threshold of 
3,000 metric tons per year.  However, when the efficiency is calculated, which is the emissions 
generated per student, it is found that the values are well below 4.6 MTCO2EQ per year.  
Therefore, the conclusion remains the same, that a less than significant impact on climate 
change will occur. 
  



 
 

 
  Student Enrollment CO2EQ Efficiency (1) 

   
 Existing 35,986 56,762 
 Year 2020 39,731 55,764 
 Year 2025 43,139 59,006 
         

   
 Increase from Existing to 2020 3,745 5,256 1.4 

Increase from Existing to 2025 7,153 9,784 1.4 
        

1. Efficiency is annual emissions per service population (students) 
  

COMMENT 15 
Similar to what was stated above in comment 3 a), Section 2.2.2 Construction Emissions for Building A 
on page 27 of the GHG report states that Building A will be 167,200 gsf by 2025. Whereas the 
CalEEMod Annual output shows that the analysis of Building A (No Demolition) is for a 50.00 TSF 
junior college on 1.15 acres; therefore, GHG emissions for Building A are under-reported and the 
emissions need to be revised and re-analyzed for inclusion in Tables 5 and 9 of the GHG report. 
Furthermore, according to the output header and the text on page 27 of the GHG Report, "Demolition will 
be required to clear the site for Building A, but this was assumed to occur during the construction of 
Building G." However, demolition was analyzed for this part of the project, and the demolition emissions 
were likely included in construction totals in both Table 4 and 8. 
 
Response 15 
The square footage in the report is incorrect and should read 50,000 square feet for the 
Building A.  The CalEEMod runs and Tables in the report are correct.  The demolition of 
buildings necessary for the construction of Building A and G, is shown in the CalEEMod 
outputs as 57,391 square feet of building.  No change to the analysis is needed. 
 
COMMENT 16 
Similar to as stated above in comment 7, analysis and discussion of all of the GHG emissions sourced 
from the additional traffic due to the 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials need to be included in the 
revised GHG report. 
 
Response 16 
The 2020 Olympic Track and Field Trials will be a one time event, or at most once every four 
years.  The methodology used was consistent with the guidelines for CalEEMod.  A once 
every four year event would have little effect on the annual GHG emissions. 
 
COMMENT 17 
Conclusions drawn on page 35 of the GHG Report regarding the significance of the GHG emissions will 
need to be revised based on the aforementioned comments and mitigation measures will likely be 
required. 



 
 

 
Furthermore, the GHG section of the Draft SEIR will also need to be revised based on the requisite 
revisions to the GHG Report. 
 
Response 17 
No changes need to be made.  No additional impacts have been identified. 
 
 



1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 3/25/2016 11:39 AM

Physical Education Projects-- Phase 1 -- Construction Only
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 174.43 1000sqft 4.00 174,430.00 0

General Light Industry 79.40 1000sqft 1.82 79,400.00 0

Population

Junior College (2Yr) 91.73 1000sqft 2.11 91,730.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

City Park 21.80 Acre 21.80 949,608.00 0

Parking Lot 107.57 1000sqft 2.47 107,570.00 0

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - This has updated painting information from Matt Breyer dated March 3, 2016.

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Demolition duration based on Tilden Coil schedule
Site Prep plus Grading equals 45 days based on Tilden Coil scheduleTrips and VMT - Demolition is 9800 cy, total export of dirt during grading 81429 cy, and concrete import is 15,800 cy

Demolition - 

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

630.89 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

31

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019

Utility Company Southern California Edison

Grading - Entire site will essentially be re-graded

Architectural Coating - Default values based on requirements of Mitigation Monitoring Program and paint info dated March 3, 2016.

Vechicle Emission Factors - 



tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,947,593.00 151,650.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250.00 75.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 649,198.00 9,000.00

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Vechicle Emission Factors - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Tier 4 required for grading mitigation for NOx control

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 9.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 6.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior 250.00 75.00

tblConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 35.00 58.00

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 45.00 40.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 5.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 500.00 381.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 30.00 56.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/12/2016 12/24/2016

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDaysWeek 5.00 6.00



tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/25/2016 12/26/2016

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 1,580.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

tblGrading MaterialImported 0.00 81,429.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2019

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/7/2016 12/20/2016

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 100.00 112.50

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.0000 25,504.511
5

25,504.5115 2.0834 0.0000 25,548.262332.9577 4.6960 37.6537 9.9840 4.3202 13.94042016 11.1635 147.2165 106.8954 0.2517

0.0000 25,084.582
6

25,084.5826 2.0791 0.0000 25,128.243214.4870 4.3333 18.8202 5.0866 3.9865 9.07312017 10.5035 135.9483 102.4764 0.2514

0.0000 13,800.301
4

13,800.3014 0.9842 0.0000 13,820.96988.2418 1.8399 10.0817 2.2117 1.7229 3.93462018 10.3331 44.0146 72.2222 0.1575

0.0000 64,389.395
5

64,389.3955 5.1467 0.0000 64,497.475355.6864 10.8692 66.5556 17.2823 10.0296 26.9482Total 32.0001 327.1794 281.5940 0.6606

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 25,504.511
5

25,504.5115 2.0834 0.0000 25,548.262327.8784 1.2127 29.0911 7.6033 1.1235 8.72692016 5.4405 75.6806 92.5368 0.2517



0.0000 25,084.582
6

25,084.5826 2.0791 0.0000 25,128.24329.4077 1.5576 10.5247 3.0697 1.4684 4.10522017 6.6106 69.6341 90.4501 0.2514

0.0000 13,800.301
4

13,800.3014 0.9842 0.0000 13,820.96988.2418 1.3641 9.6059 2.2117 1.2863 3.49802018 10.3331 37.5436 72.2363 0.1575

0.0000 64,389.395
5

64,389.3955 5.1467 0.0000 64,497.475345.5280 4.1344 49.2217 12.8847 3.8782 16.3301Total 22.3841 182.8583 255.2231 0.6606

Percent Reduction 30.05 44.11 9.36 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0018.24 61.96 26.04 25.45 61.33 39.40

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Area 36.0228 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000

1,323.1481 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.20060.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838Energy 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e-
003

24,633.895
9

24,633.8959 0.9075 24,652.954221.5663 0.4385 22.0048 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670Mobile 9.7596 28.3936 107.1520 0.3069

25,957.148
0

25,957.1480 0.9332 0.0243 25,984.264721.5663 0.5225 22.0888 5.7627 0.4883 6.2509Total 45.9036 29.4967 108.1272 0.3135

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Area 36.0228 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000



1,323.1481 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.20060.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838Energy 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e-
003

24,633.895
9

24,633.8959 0.9075 24,652.954221.5663 0.4385 22.0048 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670Mobile 9.7596 28.3936 107.1520 0.3069

25,957.148
0

25,957.1480 0.9332 0.0243 25,984.264721.5663 0.5225 22.0888 5.7627 0.4883 6.2509Total 45.9036 29.4967 108.1272 0.3135

0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 10/3/2016 12/6/2016 6

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

40

4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/10/2017 4/30/2018 6 381

3 Grading Grading 12/26/2016 2/9/2017 6

56

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 12/20/2016 12/24/2016 6 5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 151,650; Non-Residential Outdoor: 9,000 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power

35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/10/2018 8/16/2018 6 58

5 Paving Paving 5/1/2018 6/9/2018 6

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 255 0.40

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 162 0.38

Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73



Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40

Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor Vehicle 
Class

Hauling Vehicle 
Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 1,962.00 14.70

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 589.00 230.00 1,580.00

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 10,179.00 14.70

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 118.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70



Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 TotalROG NOx CO SO2

0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303

0.0000 7.5833 1.1482 0.0000 1.1482

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 7.5833

4,112.6374

Total 4.2876 45.6559 35.0303 0.0399 7.5833 2.2921 9.8754

2.1365 4,089.2841 4,089.2841 1.11210.0399 2.2921 2.2921 2.1365

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

1.1121 4,112.6374

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO

1.1482 2.1365 3.2847 4,089.2841 4,089.2841

2,597.4943 2,597.4943 0.0188 2,597.88810.6105 0.1528 0.7633 0.1672 0.1406 0.3077

CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.6332 9.9525 7.7871 0.0258

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

167.3573 167.3573 9.1500e-
003

167.54950.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458Worker 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 1.9900e-
003

2,764.8516 2,764.8516 0.0279 2,765.43760.7781 0.1542 0.9323 0.2116 0.1419 0.3535Total 0.6971 10.0385 8.6855 0.0278

Mitigated Construction On-Site



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00003.4125 0.0000 3.4125 0.5167 0.0000 0.5167Fugitive Dust

0.0000 4,089.2841 4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.63740.4021 0.4021 0.4021 0.4021Off-Road 1.0579 6.4044 23.7423 0.0399

0.0000 4,089.2841 4,089.2841 1.1121 4,112.63743.4125 0.4021 3.8146 0.5167 0.4021 0.9188Total 1.0579 6.4044 23.7423 0.0399

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,597.4943 2,597.4943 0.0188 2,597.88810.6105 0.1528 0.7633 0.1672 0.1406 0.3077Hauling 0.6332 9.9525 7.7871 0.0258

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

167.3573 167.3573 9.1500e-
003

167.54950.1677 1.4000e-
003

0.1691 0.0445 1.2900e-
003

0.0458Worker 0.0640 0.0860 0.8984 1.9900e-
003

2,764.8516 2,764.8516 0.0279 2,765.43760.7781 0.1542 0.9323 0.2116 0.1419 0.3535Total 0.6971 10.0385 8.6855 0.0278

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.000018.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307Fugitive Dust

4,065.0053 4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.75442.9387 2.9387 2.7036 2.7036Off-Road 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391



4,065.0053 4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.754418.0663 2.9387 21.0049 9.9307 2.7036 12.6343Total 5.0771 54.6323 41.1053 0.0391

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

200.8288 200.8288 0.0110 201.05940.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Worker 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 2.3900e-
003

200.8288 200.8288 0.0110 201.05940.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Total 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 2.3900e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00008.1298 0.0000 8.1298 4.4688 0.0000 4.4688Fugitive Dust

0.0000 4,065.0053 4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.75440.0634 0.0634 0.0634 0.0634Off-Road 0.4757 2.0615 21.2415 0.0391

0.0000 4,065.0053 4,065.0053 1.2262 4,090.75448.1298 0.0634 8.1933 4.4688 0.0634 4.5322Total 0.4757 2.0615 21.2415 0.0391

Mitigated Construction Off-Site



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

200.8288 200.8288 0.0110 201.05940.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Worker 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 2.3900e-
003

200.8288 200.8288 0.0110 201.05940.2012 1.6800e-
003

0.2029 0.0534 1.5500e-
003

0.0549Total 0.0768 0.1032 1.0780 2.3900e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00009.2350 0.0000 9.2350 3.6672 0.0000 3.6672Fugitive Dust

6,414.9807 6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.61543.5842 3.5842 3.2975 3.2975Off-Road 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

6,414.9807 6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.61549.2350 3.5842 12.8192 3.6672 3.2975 6.9647Total 6.4795 74.8137 49.1374 0.0617

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



18,866.387
7

18,866.3877 0.1362 18,869.247523.4991 1.1099 24.6091 5.8938 1.0210 6.9148Hauling 4.5988 72.2881 56.5602 0.1873

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

223.1431 223.1431 0.0122 223.39940.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0853 0.1147 1.1978 2.6500e-
003

19,089.530
8

19,089.5308 0.1484 19,092.646923.7227 1.1118 24.8345 5.9531 1.0227 6.9758Total 4.6841 72.4028 57.7580 0.1899

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00004.1557 0.0000 4.1557 1.6502 0.0000 1.6502Fugitive Dust

0.0000 6,414.9807 6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.61540.1009 0.1009 0.1009 0.1009Off-Road 0.7564 3.2778 34.7787 0.0617

0.0000 6,414.9807 6,414.9807 1.9350 6,455.61544.1557 0.1009 4.2566 1.6502 0.1009 1.7511Total 0.7564 3.2778 34.7787 0.0617

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

18,866.387
7

18,866.3877 0.1362 18,869.247523.4991 1.1099 24.6091 5.8938 1.0210 6.9148Hauling 4.5988 72.2881 56.5602 0.1873

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

223.1431 223.1431 0.0122 223.39940.2236 1.8700e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.7200e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0853 0.1147 1.1978 2.6500e-
003

19,089.530
8

19,089.5308 0.1484 19,092.646923.7227 1.1118 24.8345 5.9531 1.0227 6.9758Total 4.6841 72.4028 57.7580 0.1899



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Grading - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00009.2350 0.0000 9.2350 3.6672 0.0000 3.6672Fugitive Dust

6,313.3690 6,313.3690 1.9344 6,353.99153.3172 3.3172 3.0518 3.0518Off-Road 6.0991 69.5920 46.8050 0.0617

6,313.3690 6,313.3690 1.9344 6,353.99159.2350 3.3172 12.5522 3.6672 3.0518 6.7190Total 6.0991 69.5920 46.8050 0.0617

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

18,556.641
5

18,556.6415 0.1334 18,559.44305.0284 1.0143 6.0427 1.3602 0.9330 2.2932Hauling 4.3279 66.2528 54.5918 0.1871

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

214.5722 214.5722 0.0113 214.80870.2236 1.8000e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0765 0.1035 1.0796 2.6500e-
003

18,771.213
6

18,771.2136 0.1447 18,774.25175.2520 1.0161 6.2681 1.4195 0.9347 2.3542Total 4.4044 66.3563 55.6714 0.1897

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Category lb/day lb/day

0.0000 0.00004.1557 0.0000 4.1557 1.6502 0.0000 1.6502Fugitive Dust

0.0000 6,313.3690 6,313.3690 1.9344 6,353.99150.1009 0.1009 0.1009 0.1009Off-Road 0.7564 3.2778 34.7787 0.0617

0.0000 6,313.3690 6,313.3690 1.9344 6,353.99154.1557 0.1009 4.2566 1.6502 0.1009 1.7511Total 0.7564 3.2778 34.7787 0.0617

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

18,556.641
5

18,556.6415 0.1334 18,559.44305.0284 1.0143 6.0427 1.3602 0.9330 2.2932Hauling 4.3279 66.2528 54.5918 0.1871

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

214.5722 214.5722 0.0113 214.80870.2236 1.8000e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610Worker 0.0765 0.1035 1.0796 2.6500e-
003

18,771.213
6

18,771.2136 0.1447 18,774.25175.2520 1.0161 6.2681 1.4195 0.9347 2.3542Total 4.4044 66.3563 55.6714 0.1897

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,639.8053 2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.44901.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Off-Road 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268

2,639.8053 2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.44901.7812 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730Total 3.1024 26.4057 18.1291 0.0268



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

302.4032 302.4032 2.1700e-
003

302.44880.0926 0.0165 0.1091 0.0248 0.0152 0.0400Hauling 0.0705 1.0797 0.8896 3.0500e-
003

4,891.9658 4,891.9658 0.0357 4,892.71491.4379 0.2946 1.7325 0.4096 0.2709 0.6805Vendor 1.9171 18.5201 26.1046 0.0496

6,319.1504 6,319.1504 0.3317 6,326.11576.5836 0.0529 6.6366 1.7460 0.0488 1.7948Worker 2.2525 3.0478 31.7942 0.0781

11,513.519
3

11,513.5193 0.3695 11,521.27948.1141 0.3640 8.4782 2.1803 0.3349 2.5153Total 4.2401 22.6476 58.7884 0.1308

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,639.8053 2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.44901.1936 1.1936 1.1334 1.1334Off-Road 2.3705 18.8475 17.9932 0.0268

0.0000 2,639.8053 2,639.8053 0.6497 2,653.44901.1936 1.1936 1.1334 1.1334Total 2.3705 18.8475 17.9932 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Category lb/day lb/day

302.4032 302.4032 2.1700e-
003

302.44880.0926 0.0165 0.1091 0.0248 0.0152 0.0400Hauling 0.0705 1.0797 0.8896 3.0500e-
003

4,891.9658 4,891.9658 0.0357 4,892.71491.4379 0.2946 1.7325 0.4096 0.2709 0.6805Vendor 1.9171 18.5201 26.1046 0.0496

6,319.1504 6,319.1504 0.3317 6,326.11576.5836 0.0529 6.6366 1.7460 0.0488 1.7948Worker 2.2525 3.0478 31.7942 0.0781

11,513.519
3

11,513.5193 0.3695 11,521.27948.1141 0.3640 8.4782 2.1803 0.3349 2.5153Total 4.2401 22.6476 58.7884 0.1308

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,609.9390 2,609.9390 0.6387 2,623.35171.4943 1.4943 1.4048 1.4048Off-Road 2.6687 23.2608 17.5327 0.0268

2,609.9390 2,609.9390 0.6387 2,623.35171.4943 1.4943 1.4048 1.4048Total 2.6687 23.2608 17.5327 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

297.3784 297.3784 2.2000e-
003

297.42470.2203 0.0165 0.2368 0.0561 0.0152 0.0713Hauling 0.0687 1.0013 0.8718 3.0500e-
003

4,809.7893 4,809.7893 0.0355 4,810.53441.4379 0.2775 1.7155 0.4096 0.2553 0.6649Vendor 1.7917 16.9886 25.0489 0.0495

6,083.1947 6,083.1947 0.3078 6,089.65906.5836 0.0515 6.6352 1.7460 0.0477 1.7937Worker 2.0256 2.7639 28.7688 0.0781



11,190.362
4

11,190.3624 0.3455 11,197.61818.2418 0.3456 8.5874 2.2117 0.3182 2.5298Total 3.8860 20.7537 54.6896 0.1307

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,609.9389 2,609.9389 0.6387 2,623.35171.0185 1.0185 0.9682 0.9682Off-Road 2.0699 16.7898 17.5467 0.0268

0.0000 2,609.9389 2,609.9389 0.6387 2,623.35171.0185 1.0185 0.9682 0.9682Total 2.0699 16.7898 17.5467 0.0268

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

297.3784 297.3784 2.2000e-
003

297.42470.2203 0.0165 0.2368 0.0561 0.0152 0.0713Hauling 0.0687 1.0013 0.8718 3.0500e-
003

4,809.7893 4,809.7893 0.0355 4,810.53441.4379 0.2775 1.7155 0.4096 0.2553 0.6649Vendor 1.7917 16.9886 25.0489 0.0495

6,083.1947 6,083.1947 0.3078 6,089.65906.5836 0.0515 6.6352 1.7460 0.0477 1.7937Worker 2.0256 2.7639 28.7688 0.0781

11,190.362
4

11,190.3624 0.3455 11,197.61818.2418 0.3456 8.5874 2.2117 0.3182 2.5298Total 3.8860 20.7537 54.6896 0.1307

3.6 Paving - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2,245.2695 2,245.2695 0.6990 2,259.94810.9386 0.9386 0.8635 0.8635Off-Road 1.6114 17.1628 14.4944 0.0223

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.1849

2,245.2695 2,245.2695 0.6990 2,259.94810.9386 0.9386 0.8635 0.8635Total 1.7963 17.1628 14.4944 0.0223

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

154.9201 154.9201 7.8400e-
003

155.08470.1677 1.3100e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2100e-
003

0.0457Worker 0.0516 0.0704 0.7327 1.9900e-
003

154.9201 154.9201 7.8400e-
003

155.08470.1677 1.3100e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2100e-
003

0.0457Total 0.0516 0.0704 0.7327 1.9900e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,245.2695 2,245.2695 0.6990 2,259.94810.9386 0.9386 0.8635 0.8635Off-Road 1.6114 17.1628 14.4944 0.0223

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Paving 0.1849



0.0000 2,245.2695 2,245.2695 0.6990 2,259.94810.9386 0.9386 0.8635 0.8635Total 1.7963 17.1628 14.4944 0.0223

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

154.9201 154.9201 7.8400e-
003

155.08470.1677 1.3100e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2100e-
003

0.0457Worker 0.0516 0.0704 0.7327 1.9900e-
003

154.9201 154.9201 7.8400e-
003

155.08470.1677 1.3100e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2100e-
003

0.0457Total 0.0516 0.0704 0.7327 1.9900e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 9.6286

281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.01020.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506Off-Road 0.2986 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003

281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.01020.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506Total 9.9272 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1,218.7045 1,218.7045 0.0617 1,219.99961.3190 0.0103 1.3293 0.3498 9.5500e-
003

0.3594Worker 0.4058 0.5537 5.7635 0.0156

1,218.7045 1,218.7045 0.0617 1,219.99961.3190 0.0103 1.3293 0.3498 9.5500e-
003

0.3594Total 0.4058 0.5537 5.7635 0.0156

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Archit. Coating 9.6286

0.0000 281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.01020.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506Off-Road 0.2986 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003

0.0000 281.4485 281.4485 0.0267 282.01020.1506 0.1506 0.1506 0.1506Total 9.9272 2.0058 1.8542 2.9700e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1,218.7045 1,218.7045 0.0617 1,219.99961.3190 0.0103 1.3293 0.3498 9.5500e-
003

0.3594Worker 0.4058 0.5537 5.7635 0.0156

1,218.7045 1,218.7045 0.0617 1,219.99961.3190 0.0103 1.3293 0.3498 9.5500e-
003

0.3594Total 0.4058 0.5537 5.7635 0.0156

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

24,633.895
9

24,633.8959 0.9075 24,652.954221.5663 0.4385 22.0048 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670Mitigated 9.7596 28.3936 107.1520 0.3069

24,633.895
9

24,633.8959 0.9075 24,652.954221.5663 0.4385 22.0048 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670Unmitigated 9.7596 28.3936 107.1520 0.3069

Annual VMT

City Park 34.66 34.66 34.66 99,741 99,741

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00
Junior College (2Yr) 2,521.66 1,030.13 110.99 5,932,592 5,932,592

General Light Industry 553.42 104.81 53.99 1,850,950 1,850,950

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Total 3,109.74 1,169.60 199.65 7,883,284 7,883,284
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

General Light Industry 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

City Park 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00

88.60 5.00 92 7 1

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

28.00 13.00 92 5 3

Junior College (2Yr) 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.40

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.00 0.00 0 0 0

Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00

0.001939 0.002487 0.004384 0.000580 0.002146

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH

0.510142 0.059804 0.180842 0.139058 0.042603 0.006701 0.016107 0.033206

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

1,323.1481 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.20060.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838NaturalGas Mitigated 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e-
003

1,323.1481 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.20060.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

481.3905 481.3905 9.2300e-
003

8.8300e-003 484.32020.0305 0.0305 0.0305 0.0305General Light 
Industry

4091.82 0.0441 0.4012 0.3370 2.4100e-
003

841.7577 841.7577 0.0161 0.0154 846.88040.0533 0.0533 0.0533 0.0533Junior College (2Yr) 7154.94 0.0772 0.7015 0.5892 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1,323.1481 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.20060.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838Total 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e-
003

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGas 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

481.3905 481.3905 9.2300e-
003

8.8300e-003 484.32020.0305 0.0305 0.0305 0.0305General Light 
Industry

4.09182 0.0441 0.4012 0.3370 2.4100e-
003

841.7577 841.7577 0.0161 0.0154 846.88040.0533 0.0533 0.0533 0.0533Junior College (2Yr) 7.15494 0.0772 0.7015 0.5892 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Other Non-Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1,323.1481 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.20060.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838Total 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e-
003

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Mitigated 36.0228 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Unmitigated 36.0228 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural Coating 8.2439

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer Products 27.7742

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Landscaping 4.6400e-003 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Total 36.0228 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 Total Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10



0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural Coating 8.2439

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer Products 27.7742

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Landscaping 4.6400e-003 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000

Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e-
004

0.10991.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004 1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-004Total 36.0228 4.5000e-004 0.0490 0.0000



 

Converse Consultants 
Geotechnical Engineering, Environmental & Groundwater Science, Inspection & Testing Services 

 

717 South Myrtle Avenue, Monrovia, California 91016 
Telephone: (626) 930-1200 ♦ Facsimile: (626) 930-1212 ♦ www.converseconsultants.com 

 
July 24, 2017 
 
 
Ms. Rebecca Mitchell 
Mt. San Antonio College 
Facilities Planning & Management 
1100 North Grand Avenue 
Walnut, California 91789-5611 
 
Subject: RESPONSE TO GROUP DELTA GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW 

COMMENTS FOR CITY OF WALNUT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT (EIR) REVIEW 
Proposed Physical Education Project (PEP), Phase 1 and 2 
Mt. San Antonio College 
Walnut, California 
Converse Project No. 14-31-124-03 

 
References: Converse Consultants, Geotechnical Study Report (Final), Proposed 

Athletic Complex East, Mount San Antonio College, Walnut, California, 
dated January 23, 2015, Converse Project No. 14-31-124-01 

 
 Group Delta, City of Walnut Third Party Review of Geotechnical Study 

Report, City of Walnut, Mount San Antonio College, Physical Education 
Project (PEP), Walnut, California, dated June 26, 2017 

 
Dear Ms. Mitchell, 
 
Converse Consultants (Converse) provides this report in response to the City of Walnut 
Third Party Review of Converse Consultant’s January 23, 2015, Geotechnical Study 
Report prepared by Group Delta Consultants, Inc., on June 26, 2017, for the proposed 
Physical Education Project (PEP), Phase 1 and 2, at Mt. San Antonio College in Walnut, 
California. This response report provides information for the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) review. The review comments and our responses are presented as follows: 
 
1. Group Delta Review Comment: 

No site plans which included proposed grades were available for review at the time 
of this letter. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 1: 
Drawing No. 2, Site Plan and Boring Location Map, and Drawing No. 4, Geologic Cross 
Section A-A’ through D-D’, were included as oversize folded drawing figures placed in 
pockets at the end of the January 23, 2015 Geotechnical Study Report. The proposed 
grades for the project were shown on Drawing No. 2, Site Plan and Boring Location Map. 
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Attached Drawing No. 1, Geologic Map of Site Vicinity, and Drawing No. 2, Geologic 
Section A-A’, B-B’, C-C’, D-D’, E-E’, F-F’ and G-G’ , dated July 2017, are copies of those 
two oversize drawings which contain current project information and have been modified 
to provide geotechnical information requested by Group Delta for their EIR review 
comments. 
 
2. Group Delta Review Comment: 

Include a site plan with current and proposed grades as well as geology. Define 
maximum cuts and fills. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 2: 
Attached Drawing No. 1, Geologic Map of Site Vicinity, shows the site plan with current 
grades, proposed grades and current geologic site information. The maximum cuts for 
the project will occur during removal of the existing hillside located along the west side of 
the West Stadium Grandstands. The proposed grading will remove the hill and create a 
large relatively flat pad for an athletic field. The original top of hill elevation was 
approximately elevation 846 feet. The hillside area has been partially cut down to the 
current interim grade elevations ranging from elevation 764 feet to 770 feet. Plan finish 
grade elevations for the new athletic field area will be cut down to approximate elevations 
743 feet to 747 feet when grading is completed. The total maximum cut will be 
approximately 101 feet when completed (846 feet to 745 feet). 
 
The maximum graded fill slope will likely be located below Building D near Borings BH-30 
and BH-31. The planned fill slope will range in height between elevations 724 feet and 
743 feet for a maximum slope height of approximately 19 feet. 
 
3. Group Delta Review Comment: 

CEQA Check list items for geologic hazards at the site including: fault rupture, 
strong ground shaking, lateral spreading, inundation, seiche, tsunami, volcanic 
eruption, and expansive soils; have been adequately addressed. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 3: 
Acknowledged. 
 
4. Group Delta Review Comment: 

CEQA Check list items for geologic hazards at the site including: seismic history, 
liquefaction, land sliding, soil erosion/debris flow, flooding, and hazardous 
minerals; need to be further addressed as follows. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4: 
Additional information on the CEQA check list items for geologic hazards at the site are 
presented in the following responses to Review Comments 4.a to 4.f. 
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4.a Group Delta Review Comment: 
Discuss any historical earthquake related impacts at the campus. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4.a: 
There are no known active or potentially active faults which cross or project towards the 
project site. The project site and campus are not located within a currently designated 
State of California Earthquake Fault Zone for surface fault rupture. The closest known 
faults to the project site with surface expressions are the San Jose fault (approximately 
0.8 kilometers to the north) and the Chino-Central Avenue (Elsinore) fault (approximately 
6.9 kilometers to the east / southeast). The San Jose and Chino-Central Avenue fault 
systems do not exhibit evidence of surface movement within Holocene time (0-11,700 
years before present) and are not considered active based on current geologic 
information. The potential for fault-related ground rupture on the project site is very low to 
nonexistent and would not be considered significant. 
 
The project site and campus are located within a seismically active region as is the case 
for most of Southern California. Ground shaking resulting from earthquakes associated 
with local and regional faults has occurred and will continue to occur at the project site 
and campus into the future. 
 
Historically, the magnitude 5.5 Chino Hills earthquake on July 29, 2008 was one of the 
stronger ground shaking events experienced at the campus due to the proximity of the 
epicenter. Two students suffered minor injuries and as many as 40 buildings sustained 
cosmetic damage (ceiling tiles fell to the ground, books and picture frames and other 
items fell off shelves and shattered) when the tremblor rolled through the campus. The 
Division of the State Architect inspected the campus buildings and found no major 
structural damage and the campus was later reopened.  
 
The Mt. San Antonio College campus is not exposed to greater than normal seismic risk 
for the Southern California area. The ground shaking hazard present on the project site 
and campus is considered significant, but mitigable through proper building design and 
construction, good engineering practices and emergency preparedness measures.  
 
4.b Group Delta Review Comment: 

Discuss historical high ground water at the site and relate to liquefaction analysis 
performed. Provide a discussion of liquefiable/dry seismic settlement layers and 
how it relates to stratigraphy encountered across the site. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4.b: 
Review of the Seismic Hazard Zone Report for the San Dimas 7.5-minute Quadrangle, 
Los Angeles County, California, Plate 1.2, does not show historically highest groundwater 
contours for the Mt. San Antonia College campus area. Converse has based our historical 
high groundwater levels on available well records from groundwater wells in the local 
basin area and direct field measurements of water levels during field exploration. 
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The project site is partially located within a potential liquefaction zone per the State of 
California Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the San Dimas Quadrangle (1999) as shown 
on Drawing No. 7, Seismic Hazard Zones Map, presented in the geotechnical report. The 
alluvial filled areas between the hills are composed primarily of dense/stiff, fine-grained 
sediments including silts, clays, silty clays, and clayey silt which are not prone to 
liquefaction. Liquefaction analyses were performed using LiquefyPro, Version 5.8n, 2012, 
by Civil Tech Software for the upper 50 feet below ground surface utilizing boring BH-14 
and BH-26. The results of the liquefaction analyses indicate the project site is not 
susceptible to liquefaction or dry seismic settlement. The estimated potential seismically 
induced settlement ranges from approximately 0.67 to 0.87 inches with potential 
differential settlement ranging from approximately 0.34 to 0.44 inches. The project 
structural engineer should consider the effects of seismically-induced settlement in 
foundation design for structures built over alluvium. 
 
There is little to no potential for liquefaction in the former hill area, adjacent hill slopes and 
eastern hills of the project site that are underlain by fine-grained sedimentary bedrock or 
composed of dense/stiff fine-grained soils located above the water table. 
 
4.c Group Delta Review Comment: 

Extend cross sections to include the perimeters of the site. Include significant 
slopes onsite and adjacent to the site. Discuss stability of proposed slopes and 
neighboring natural slopes and potential impacts to the proposed development. 
Provide a recommendation to address potential hazards. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4.c: 
Cross Section F-F’ presented on Drawing No. 2, Cross Section A-A’, B-B’, C-C’, D-D’, E-
E’, F-F’ and G-G’, has been extended eastward into the undeveloped open space on the 
Mt. San Antonio College property to the western edge of the closed Spadra Landfill to 
illustrate the surface topography and subsurface ground conditions. The hillside slopes 
and intervening valley are covered by natural vegetation and fine-grained colluvial soil 
deposits derived locally from the hillside bedrock materials. The undeveloped open space 
area located east of the stadium is used for a cross country trail course and cattle grazing 
area. The natural hillside slopes appear to be grossly stable with no observed evidence 
of landslides or slope instability that would impact the project site. 
 
The proposed grading for the project site will improve slope stability of the existing slopes 
within the site limits by completely removing the slopes to create level ground surfaces or 
laying the slopes back to create slopes gradients less than or equal to 2:1 (horizontal: 
vertical) as required by current grading codes. Appropriate non-erosive drainage control 
devices (brow drains, terrace drains, down drains, toe drains, catch basins, etc.) should 
be constructed on the slopes to properly control surface runoff and drainage. The graded 
slope surfaces should be landscaped and covered with jute mesh to protect them from 
surface erosion until the vegetation becomes well established. 
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4.d Group Delta Review Comment: 

Identify surface drainage pathways onto and across the site and discuss potential 
impacts to the proposed development. Provide a recommendation to address 
potential flood hazard. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4.d: 
The existing project site has been constructed with an extensive system of storm drains 
that collect surface runoff from the track stadium, parking lots and surface streets and 
conveys it southward to suitable disposal points. The track stadium is drained through a 
30-inch diameter CMP storm drain to a suitable disposal point. The storm drain systems 
consists of 6-inch, 8-inch and 15-inch diameter drain lines that collect runoff from surface 
drains and conveys it to a central 30-inch diameter CMP drain line located beneath the 
field areas that drains southward as shown on the attached Drawing No. 1, Geologic Map 
of Site Vicinity.  
 
The western side of the project site is drained by an 84-inch diameter RCP storm drain 
that runs southward beneath Bonita Avenue. This storm drain system collects surface 
runoff from the parking lot areas and streets through 6-inch, 8-inch, 10-inch and 12-inch 
diameter HDPE pipes that are connected to storm drain catch basins and surface drains. 
 
The north side of the project site is bounded by Temple Avenue that has a 60-inch 
diameter RCP storm drain that runs westward towards Grand Avenue and Snow Creek. 
This storm drain system collects surface runoff from Temple Avenue through curb side 
catch basins and 24-inch diameter RCP pipes connected to the main storm drain line 
beneath Temple Avenue. 
 
The potential for flood hazard at the project site is very low provided the existing storm 
drain systems are kept clean and periodically maintained for proper operation. New storm 
drain systems consisting of catch basins, area drains and drain lines will be installed 
within the proposed Physical Education Project. The flat field surfaces will rely on sheet 
flow for drainage to local catch basins and subdrain systems. 
 
4.e Group Delta Review Comment: 

The California Geological Survey (CGS), Radon Potential Zone Map for Southern 
Los Angeles County, California, dated January 2005 (available online), indicates 
the site is located within an area with a moderate potential for indoor‐radon levels 
above 4.0 Picocuries per Liter, the Environmental Health Division action level. 
Discuss the potential hazard and impacts to the proposed project. Provide a 
recommendation. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4.e: 
Review of the California Geological Survey (CGS), Radon Potential Zone Map for 
Southern Los Angeles County, California, Special Report 182, dated January 2005, 
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indicates that the project site is in a “Moderate Potential” zone for indoor radon levels 
above 4.0 Picocuries per liter. A portion of the CGS Radon Potential Map for the project 
site area has been attached as Drawing No. 3, Radon Potential Map.  
 
Radon gas is a naturally occurring radioactive gas that is colorless and odorless. It forms 
from the radioactive decay of small amounts of uranium naturally present in the underlying 
bedrock and soils. Because radon enters buildings from the underlying soils and bedrock, 
radon levels are typically highest in basements and ground floor rooms. The U.S. EPA 
recommends that individuals avoid long-term exposures to radon concentrations above 
4.0 Picocuries per liter and that action then be taken to reduce indoor radon levels. 
 
Radon potential maps help identify areas where geologic conditions are more likely to 
contribute to excessive indoor radon levels. Other factors influence indoor radon levels 
including local variability in soil permeability, climate conditions, building design, 
construction, condition and usage. Consequently, radon levels for a specific building can 
only be determined by indoor radon testing of that building, regardless of what radon zone 
within which it is located. 
 
To mitigate the “Moderate Potential” for indoor radon gas, we recommend the proposed 
building pads with ground floor living spaces be tested for radon gas. Should radon gas 
be detected above the action level, mitigation measures to control radon gas will be 
required for the building. Follow-up radon gas tests should then be performed once the 
building is completed to determine that the radon gas potential has been properly 
mitigated. Retesting for radon gas is then recommended every ten years. 
 
4.f Group Delta Review Comment: 

Discuss potential methane, oil and gas hazard and impacts to the proposed 
project. Include proximity to nearby landfills and active wells within 0.25 miles. 
Provide a recommendation. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 4.f: 
Review of the State of California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Well finder does 
not show any oil and gas wells on the project site or college campus. The closest active 
oil and gas production well is located approximately 0.9 miles east of the project site on 
the east side of the Spadra Landfill along the Thompson Wash. The active well is Well 
No. 2, owned by Spadra Oil Company for oil and gas production. 
 
The Spadra Landfill is located approximately 470 feet to 580 feet east of the Mt. San 
Antonio Track Stadium as shown on Drawing No. 4, Aerial Site Map. The Spadra Landfill 
was closed in 2008. The Spadra Landfill is monitored and maintained by the Sanitation 
District of Los Angeles County. The Sanitation District continues to monitor and maintain 
the environmental controls on the landfill, which include groundwater and surface water 
monitoring, and landfill gas collection and control. No reports of gas or odors have been 
reported from the landfill. 
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No mitigation measures are recommended for the landfill provided the Spadra Landfill 
continues to be properly monitored and maintained by the Sanitation District of Los 
Angeles County in accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements. 
 
5. Group Delta Review Comment: 

Identify the general location and depth of buried canyon drain in relation to 
proposed buildings. Show on plan and cross sections. Discuss potential project 
impacts and provide a recommendation. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 5: 
The location of the buried canyon storm drain system is shown on Drawing No. 1, 
Geologic Map of Site Vicinity. The buried canyon storm drain system consists of a 30-inch 
diameter CMP pipe that runs southward beneath the central portion of the track stadium. 
The storm drain is reported to be located approximately 5 to 10 feet below ground surface. 
The existing storm drain is not located below any building or proposed building.  The 
existing storm drain is located under the proposed scoreboard (Building E) located at the 
south end of the field.  New storm drain lines may be installed during construction of the 
Physical Education Project.  
 
6. Group Delta Review Comment: 

Seismic parameters are calculated using the United States Geological Survey U.S. 
Seismic Design Maps website application. While the site coordinates (latitude and 
longitude) stated in Section 6.1 of the subject report appear to be incorrect 
(inconsistent with site coordinates noted in Section 2.1), based on our independent 
check, the values provided in Table No. 3 are in fact correct for the subject site. 
Update the table with appropriate coordinates. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 6: 
The site coordinates presented on Page 1 under Section 2.1, Site Description, of the 
geotechnical report are correct as noted. The project site coordinates are North Latitude: 
34.0459 degrees and West Longitude: -117.8371 degrees. The site coordinates 
presented on Page 12, Section 6.1, are for a different location on the Mt. San Antonio 
College campus. 
 
7. Group Delta Review Comment: 

The report also includes a site - specific hazard analyses as required by Section 
1616A.1.3 of 2016 CBC, in accordance with Section 21.2 of ASCE 7 - 10. The site 
- specific response spectrum data, and seismic design parameters presented in 
Table Nos. 5 and 6, respectively, appear to be correctly evaluated, and adequately 
addressed. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 7: 
Acknowledged. 



Response to Group Delta Consultants, Inc. Geotechnical Review Comments 
City of Walnut Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

Proposed Physical Education Project, Phase 1 and 2, Mt. San Antonio College 
Walnut, California 

July 24, 2017 
 
 

 

 
Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants 
Converse Project No. 14-31-124-03 8 

 

 
8. Group Delta Review Comment: 

The field exploration, laboratory testing, and analyses of subsurface conditions, 
appear to be adequate per Section 1803 of 2016 CBC, and meet the current local 
standard of care in geotechnical practice. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 8: 
Acknowledged. 
 
9. Group Delta Review Comment: 

The report adequately provides grading recommendations per Section 1804 
including need for over‐excavation, and removal of unsuitable soils, canyon 
bottom subdrains, site drainage, subgrade preparation, re‐use of on‐site 
materials, compaction of fill material, cut/fill transitions, and trench backfill 
requirements. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 9: 
Acknowledged. 
 
10. Group Delta Review Comment: 

The report provides adequate and generally reasonable recommendations 
regarding vertical and lateral capacity, and the anticipated static and seismic 
settlement of shallow foundations, and relatively short caisson foundations, as well 
as vertical and lateral capacity recommendations for cast‐in‐drilled‐hole 
(CIDH) piles. The recommendations are generally in accordance with Section 
1808, 1809, and 1810 of 2016 CBC. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 10: 
Acknowledged. 
 
11. Group Delta Review Comment: 

The report provides lateral earth pressures for cantilever and restrained retaining 
walls with a level backfill, and additional surcharge for inclined backfill, as well as 
includes recommendations for retaining wall drainage. The report also provides 
seismic earth pressures for walls taller than 6 feet, as required by Section 
1615A.1.6 of 2016 CBC. 

 
Converse Response to Group Delta Review Comment No. 11: 
Acknowledged. 
 
12. Group Delta Review Comment: 

A limited screening of soil corrosivity was included in the subject report. The report 
includes some preliminary corrosion mitigation measures, but recommend that a 
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July 20, 2017 
 
 
Rebecca Mitchell 
Facilities Planning and Management 
1100 North Grand Avenue 
Walnut, California 91789 
 
Subject:  Responses to Attachment F ECORP Consulting, Inc Comments on the PEP (Phase 1, 2) Cultural 
Resources Study 
 
 
Dear Ms. Mitchell, 
 
Roger Mason, Director of Cultural Resources at ECORP Consulting has provided comments on the Cultural 
Resources Technical Studies prepared by ASM Affiliates and on the summary of those reports in the PEP 
(Phase 1, 2) Draft EIR. In general Mr. Meson is in agreement with the technical reports and summary and 
has provided extensive comments on the technical study and summary.  
 
When Mr. Mason has recommended revisions to the technical studies or summary, and the comments 
relate to significant environmental issues, they are quoted below, along with our response. The index to 
those comments is provided as an attachment to this response. 
 
Comment 1 
“I agree with the evaluation, analysis of impacts, and recommended mitigation measures in Appendix H. 
However, there is a repeated use of improper terminology. The correct term for a significant cultural 
resource as defined by CEQA is ”historical resource” [CCR Title 14, Section 15064.5(a)]. However, the 
incorrect term ”historic resource” is used in several places in the document. Instances of this occur in the 
third paragraph of the Executive Summary, the second paragraph of the Introduction, the first paragraph 
on page 65, and on pages 69, 71, 73, and 75.”  
Response 1 
Agree with this comment, and the report will be revised to use the correct term. 
  
Comment 2 
“In addition, the Area of Potential Effects (APE) is used in the Executive Summary and in the Introduction. 
The term APE is used only in Section 106 (federal projects subject to NEPA) documents. For CEQA 
documents, the term project area or study area should be used.” 
Response 2 
Agree with this comment, and the report will be revised to use the correct term. 
 
Comment 3 
“There is a minor issue with the mitigation measures. In Appendix H there was a summary paragraph for 
the measures for buildings to be demolished. This was followed by details of each measure contained in 
the summary paragraph. In the EIR, the summary paragraph has become CR-04 and the details of each 
measure are in CR-05 through CR-09. I don’t think CR-04 should be a mitigation measure since it is only a 
summary of the rest of the mitigation measures.” 
Response 3 
The comment is noted.  No changes are required. 
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Comment 4 
“A Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) is required for unmitigated significant impacts. The 2015 
EIR refers to an SOC prepared for the 2012 EIR, but I do not see a reference to an SOC for the unmitigated 
significant impact resulting from demolition of the Stadium which was only analyzed in the 2015 EIR.” 
Response 4 
The Statement of Overriding Considerations is not included in the PEP (Phase 1, 2) EIR but will be included 
and recommended for adoption for the Board of Trustees on August 9, 2017.  There is no CEQA 
requirement to include or circulate the SOC with the Draft EIR or Response to Comments. 
 
Comment 5 
“There is also an instance of the use of historic resource rather than historical resource on page 261 of 
the EIR.” 
Response 5 
Same as Response 1. 
 
Comment 6 
“The purpose of the AB 52 consultation process is to identify Tribal Cultural Resources that could be 
impacted by the project. AB 52 consultation is required for all CEQA documents for which a notice of 
preparation (NOP) is filed for an ND, MND, or an EIR after July 1, 2015. Since the NOP for the 2017 EIR 
was filed in April 2016 (2017 EIR Appendix A), the AB 52 process is required. There is no evidence of 
compliance with AB 52. It is possible that no tribes requested consultation under AB 52, but if this is the 
case, this must be stated in the EIR.” 
Response 6 
No tribes have requested consultation under AB 52.  The issue is discussed in other responses other than 
the attachments.  As noted elsewhere, the requests have been for project information only. 
 
Comment 7 
“In Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on page 105, it says that Hilmer Lodge Stadium, the Gymnasium, and 
Buildings 27A – 27C are potentially eligible as historic resources in the California Register of Historic 
Resources. This should be revised to say Hilmer Lodge Stadium, the Gymnasium, and Buildings 27A – 
27C are eligible as historical resources in the California Register of Historical Resources. The buildings 
were determined eligible when the 2016 EIR was certified (no longer potentially eligible; they are now 
eligible).” 
Response 7 
Within the context of designation/nomination to the CRHR or NHRP, the stadium is "potentially eligible” 
since no nomination form has been prepared or submitted.  Within the narrow CEQA context, the stadium 
is a historical resource, and was identified as such in the certified 2015 FMPU/PEP Final EIR. The 
comments do not identify a new significant impact or change the adopted mitigation measures for the 
stadium.  Never the less, the change will be made in future discussions of the stadium. 
 
Comment 8 
“Also, historic resources should be changed to historical resources.” 
Response 8 
Same as Response 1. 
 
Comment 9 
“In the Alternatives Analysis (Section 7) Alternative 1 includes renovation of the Aquatic Center and 
renovation of Hilmer Lodge Stadium, rather than demolition. The Aquatic Center is a contributing element 
of the District and the Hilmer Lodge Stadium is individually eligible as well as a contributing element of the 
District. Renovation of the Hilmer Lodge Stadium apparently cannot be done using the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation because it is stated that Alternative 1 would still result in a significant 
adverse impact to Hilmer Lodge Stadium. Renovation of the Aquatic Center would result in less 
impacts to a Historical Resource (the Aquatic Center), but it is not stated whether these impacts 
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would still be significant. The Alternatives Analysis notes that a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(SOC) would be required for all alternatives except the no-project alternative.” 
 
Response 9 
Comment noted.  Based on the Aquatic Center's features, it is highly probable the center can be renovated 
while retaining its historic elements. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Shannon Davis, M.A., RPH  
Director, Architectural History 
 
 
 
Attachment: Index to Comments of Attachment F 
 
 



1801 Park Court Place, Building B, Suite 103 Santa Ana, CA 92701 Tel: (714) 648-0630 Fax: (714) 648-0935  www.ecorpconsulting.com

June 27, 2017
(2017-140)

Barbara Liebold, City Attorney
c/o Liebold McClendon & Mann
9841 Irvine Center Drive
Irvine, CA 92618

Subject:  CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION -- Review of Cultural Resources Technical
Reports and Cultural Resources Sections of Environmental Documents for Mount San Antonio 
College 2015 Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects, Walnut, Los Angeles
County, California

Dear Ms. Liebold:

I have reviewed the cultural resources technical report and the cultural resources EIR sections 
prepared for the Mount San Antonio College Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects, 
Walnut, Los Angeles County. The reviewed reports/sections are:

Appendix H – Cultural Resources, in 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education 
Projects: Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program EIR (SCH 2002041161), Appendices, 
Volume 2 of 2

Cultural Resources Sections 3.6, 3.7.1 I, 3.7.2 I, 3.8.1 I, 3.8.2 I, 3.8.3, 4.2 in 2015 Facilities Master 
Plan Update and Physical Education Projects: Draft Subsequent Program/Project EIR to Final Program 
EIR (SCH 2002041161) (2016), Volume 1 of 2

Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures in Appendices G (2016) and H (2017) in Physical Education 
Project (Phase 1, 2) Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical 
Education Projects Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161), Volume 2

Draft Subsequent Project EIR to 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects 
Final Program/Project EIR (SCH 2002041161): Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) (2017)

Appendix H is the evaluation report for additional buildings, including the stadium and associated 
buildings, that will be impacted by the project at Mount San Antonio College (SAC). The Mount SAC 
Historic District (District) was previously evaluated as eligible in a technical report prepared in 2012. 
The current technical report (Appendix H) evaluates the Hilmer Lodge Stadium (Stadium) and 
associated buildings as individual properties and as contributing elements to the District. The District 
was evaluated as eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1 (association with important historical events) 
in 2012. Appendix H summarizes the District’s eligibility under Criterion 1 and states again that the 
District is recommended as eligible. The District retains integrity because 33 of 44 (75 percent) 
contributing elements remain. The Stadium (and associated facilities) is evaluated as individually 
eligible and as a contributor to the District. I agree with these evaluations. Appendix H also correctly 
states that the District and the Stadium, as resources eligible for the CRHR, are historical resources as
defined by CEQA.
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The Stadium is proposed for demolition as part of the project. Appendix H correctly states that 
demolition of the Stadium will result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource. Renovation is proposed for the Library, Bookstore, and Technology Center, which are 
contributing elements to the District and, therefore, historical resources under CEQA. However, if the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are followed during renovation, the project will 
not result in a significant direct impact to a historical resource, as correctly stated in Appendix H. It is 
also correctly stated in Appendix H that demolition of the Stadium will result in an adverse visual 
impact on the District.

Appendix H contains recommended mitigation measures including standard measures for unanticipated 
discovery of archaeological material and human remains. For the historic period buildings that are 
contributing elements to the District and individually eligible properties, it is recommended that the 
project be redesigned to avoid demolition of them. If redesign to avoid demolition is not feasible, other 
measures to document and interpret the historical resources are recommended. These measures 
include a HABS Level II narrative report, large format photos, and reproduction of as-built drawings; 
establishment of Heritage Hall with interpretive panels in the new stadium; and providing a history of 
Mount SAC on the school’s website. These mitigation are appropriate.

Appendix H correctly states that demolition of a historical resource cannot be mitigated to less than 
significant using the recommended mitigation measures. Even with the mitigation measures applied, 
there would still be a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

I agree with the evaluation, analysis of impacts, and recommended mitigation measures in Appendix H. 
However, there is a repeated use of improper terminology. The correct term for a significant cultural 
resource as defined by CEQA is ”historical resource” [CCR Title 14, Section 15064.5(a)]. However, the 
incorrect term ”historic resource” is used in several places in the document. Instances of this occur in 
the third paragraph of the Executive Summary, the second paragraph of the Introduction, the first
paragraph on page 65, and on pages 69, 71, 73, and 75. In addition, the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) is used in the Executive Summary and in the Introduction. The term APE is used only in Section 
106 (federal projects subject to NEPA) documents. For CEQA documents, the term project area or 
study area should be used.

The cultural resources sections of the 2016 EIR are well written and follow the CEQA Guidelines for 
cultural resources. The evaluation recommendations from the technical report are correctly stated as 
determinations. Cultural resources that are recommended as eligible in a technical report are 
determined to be eligible when the EIR is certified and therefore are Historical Resources. The impacts 
analysis from Appendix H is correctly repeated and the mitigation measures recommended in Appendix 
H are now required in the EIR. There is a minor issue with the mitigation measures. In Appendix H 
there was a summary paragraph for the measures for buildings to be demolished. This was followed by 
details of each measure contained in the summary paragraph. In the EIR, the summary paragraph has 
become CR-04 and the details of each measure are in CR-05 through CR-09. I don’t think CR-04 should 
be a mitigation measure since it is only a summary of the rest of the mitigation measures. 

The EIR correctly states that even with the mitigation measures applied, there would still be a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and therefore, an unmitigated 
significant impact because documentation and recording of historic-period buildings that are Historical 

1

2

3
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Resources and that will be demolished will not reduce impacts to less than significant, as found in the 
Oakland Montgomery Ward case (which is cited in the EIR). A Statement of Overriding Considerations
(SOC) is required for unmitigated significant impacts. The 2015 EIR refers to an SOC prepared for the 
2012 EIR, but I do not see a reference to an SOC for the unmitigated significant impact resulting from 
demolition of the Stadium which was only analyzed in the 2015 EIR. 

There is also an instance of the use of historic resource rather than historical resource on page 261 of 
the EIR.

The mitigation measures are repeated in the Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures in Appendices G 
(2016) and H (2017).

The 2017 PEP EIR incorporates the 2016 EIR by reference. Thus, the same impacts analysis and 
mitigation measures for the District are included by reference. The cultural resources section of the 
2017 EIR (page 93) contains two new cultural resources CEQA checklist items that were not included in 
the 2016 EIR. Item d is the checklist item about disturbance of human remains and Item e is the new 
checklist item about Tribal Cultural Resources (AB 52). The response to Item d says that the PEP site 
has been graded in the past and there is no potential for human remains. The response for Tribal 
Cultural Resources (Item e) states that the PEP site has no established cultural tribal value. It is then 
stated that the PEP has No Impact on Items 5 (d, e). This is true for Item d (human remains), but is 
unknown for Item e (Tribal Cultural Resources). The statement that the PEP site has no established 
cultural tribal value is apparently based on Native American consultation conducted in 2014 and 
reported in the 2016 EIR. However, to properly address Item e, there must be evidence of compliance 
with AB 52, a formal consultation process requiring notification to Native American tribes who have 
requested consultation under AB 52. The purpose of the AB 52 consultation process is to identify Tribal 
Cultural Resources that could be impacted by the project. AB 52 consultation is required for all CEQA 
documents for which a notice of preparation (NOP) is filed for an ND, MND, or an EIR after July 1, 
2015. Since the NOP for the 2017 EIR was filed in April 2016 (2017 EIR Appendix A), the AB 52 process 
is required. There is no evidence of compliance with AB 52. It is possible that no tribes requested 
consultation under AB 52, but if this is the case, this must be stated in the EIR. 

In Unavoidable Adverse Impacts on page 105, it says that Hilmer Lodge Stadium, the Gymnasium, and 
Buildings 27A – 27C are potentially eligible as historic resources in the California Register of Historic 
Resources. This should be revised to say Hilmer Lodge Stadium, the Gymnasium, and Buildings 27A –
27C are eligible as historical resources in the California Register of Historical Resources. The buildings 
were determined eligible when the 2016 EIR was certified (no longer potentially eligible; they are now 
eligible). Also, historic resources should be changed to historical resources.

In the Alternatives Analysis (Section 7) Alternative 1 includes renovation of the Aquatic Center and 
renovation of Hilmer Lodge Stadium, rather than demolition. The Aquatic Center is a contributing 
element of the District and the Hilmer Lodge Stadium is individually eligible as well as a contributing 
element of the District. Renovation of the Hilmer Lodge Stadium apparently cannot be done using the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation because it is stated that Alternative 1 would still 
result in a significant adverse impact to Hilmer Lodge Stadium. Renovation of the Aquatic Center would 
result in less impacts to a Historical Resource (the Aquatic Center), but it is not stated whether these 
impacts would still be significant. The Alternatives Analysis notes that a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (SOC) would be required for all alternatives except the no-project alternative.
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Ms. Barbara Liebold
Page 4 of 4

If you have any questions regarding this review, please contact me at (714) 648-0630 or 
rmason@ecorpconsulting.com.

Sincerely,

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

Roger D. Mason, Ph.D., RPA
Director of Cultural Resources

Cc: Tom Holm
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Memorandum

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.
7578 El Cajon Boulevard

Suite 200
La Mesa, CA 91942
LarryS@helixepi.com

619.462.1515 tel

619.462.0552 fax

www.helixepi.com

Date: 19 July 2017

To: Rebecca Mitchel

Cc: Sid Lindmark

From: W. Larry Sward

Subject: Mount SAC 2015 Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects

HELIX Proj. No.: SAC-07

Message:

This memo addresses comments on the Biological Technical Appendix for the Mount SAC 2015
Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects. Comments were provided in a letter by
ECORP Consulting, Inc., addressed to Barbara Liebold, City Attorney for Walnut, and dated
June 28, 2017. Two comments require a response. These are listed here along with our
response.

Comment 1

I concur with the conclusions based on the evaluation of common plant and wildlife species that
could be present on this property, the evaluation of potentially-occurring sensitive plant species,
and the evaluation of potentially-occurring sensitive animal species. However, there are several
of the individual potential-to-occur conclusions for sensitive plant species (Table 2) that are
errant. For instance, slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras) is given a “low”
designation when it should be “none” because suitable habitat (Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub) is not present. Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii) should also be “none” because, as the
report concludes, this plant would have been observed if present. Many of the conclusions
provided are similarly listed as “low” when they probably should be “none” because of lack of
habitat or other factors.

Response 1

Slender-horned spineflower is commonly known as a Riversidean alluvial fan scrub species.
There are several collections, however, in non-Riversidean alluvial fan scrub riparian habitat in
southwestern Riverside County. While the probability of this species occurring at Mt. SAC is
highly unlikely, we did not feel the probability was zero.

Nevin’s barberry is an evergreen shrub that can be identified vegetatively, and so can be
detected any time of the year. The probability of this species occurring in this project area at Mt.
SAC should have been “none”.



Page 2 of 2

Memorandum (cont.)

HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc.
7578 El Cajon Boulevard

Suite 200
La Mesa, CA 91942
619.462.1515 tel

619.462.0552 fax

www.helixepi.com

This comment on the potential to occur for these two species and our response does not
change the analysis or subsequent conclusions for the biological impacts of this project, as
reported in the biological technical appendix or the EIR.

Comment 2

The report correctly identifies sensitive riparian habitat (mule fat scrub), the sage scrub, and the
California walnut woodland. However, I do not concur that non-native grassland should be
considered a sensitive habitat under CEQA, as is stated in the report. Non-native grassland has
been listed by some local jurisdictions elsewhere as a sensitive habitat, but not by the State of
California, Los Angeles County or the City of Walnut. In the context of this site and its known
resources, the non-native grassland plant community would not be considered sensitive.

Response 2

We agree with the comment that non-native grassland is usually not considered a sensitive
resource in this region. It was identified as being sensitive in this report as part of our efforts in
writing a report with a conservative approach to assessing resource sensitivity. Even with this
approach the impact to non-native grassland was deemed insignificant due to the small area
(i.e., 0.1 acre) to be impacted by the project.

This comment on the sensitivity of non-native grassland does not change the analysis or
subsequent conclusion for the biological impacts of this project, as reported in the biological
technical appendix or the EIR.





 

 

1021 E. Miramar Avenue    Claremont, California 91711-2052 

Telephone (909) 621-5568    Fax (909) 625-5470    http://www.threevalleys.com 

 
 

 

May 8, 2017 

 

VIA E-MAIL 

 

Mt. San Antonio College 

Attn:  Ms. Rebecca Mitchell 

1100 N. Grand Avenue 

Walnut, CA 91789-1399 

 

RE:  Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR 

 

Dear. Ms. Mitchell: 

 

Pursuant to your letter dated April 24, 2017 and California Water Code Sections 10910-10915 

and Sections 79560-79565, Three Valleys Municipal Water District (TVMWD) recognizes the 

additional supply of water required by the above-referenced project. TVMWD further 

acknowledges that the amount specified by Mt. SAC in its EIR document can be served by the 

existing water connection (designated as PM-1) on Metropolitan Water District’s (MWD) 

Orange County Feeder without additional construction or expansion of the connection. 

 

Mt. SAC’s current Tier 1 allocation appears sufficient to cover the additional water demand of 

48,000 gallons per day and no need for new or expanded entitlements are warranted at this time. 

It should be noted, however, that during years of drought or limited water availability, all of 

TVMWD’s member agencies (including Mt. SAC) are subject to a decrease in their annual 

allocations. While these conditional changes in allocation do not necessarily limit the amount of 

water that an agency can take, exceeding the established amount will result in additional fees and 

costs to the agency. 

 

Please contact TVMWD if you require any clarifications or have any additional questions. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

Mario C. Garcia 

Manager of Engineering & Operations 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Brian Bowcock 

David D. De Jesus 

Carlos Goytia 

Dan Horan 

Bob Kuhn 

John Mendoza 

Joseph T. Ruzicka 

 
GENERAL MANAGER/CHIEF ENGINEER 

Richard W. Hansen, P.E. 
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Table 1.0 
 

2016 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 
 

2015 Facilities Master Plan Update (FMPU) and Physical Education Projects (PEP) Final SEIR  
SCH 2002041161 – Appendix L1 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 

 
 

October 10, 2016 
 

 

 

Notes: Includes all mitigation measures in 2012 MMP w/revisions and additions for 2015 FMPU 

Titles revised to conform to revised CEQA Checklist, Office of Planning and Research (OPR), August 2016 

All prior indices for mitigation measures have been changed  

 
 
 
 
 



2 0 1 6  M i t i g a t i o n  M o n i t o r i n g  P r o g r a m  ( S C H  2 0 0 2 0 4 1 1 6 1 )  | 2 
 

ABBREVIATIONS 
ACBM 
ADA 
AS 
ASF 
BACM 
BACT 
CAC 
CalEPA 
CALGreen 
Cal-IPC 
Cal/OSHA 
Caltrans 
CARB 
CBC 
CBW 
CDFW 
CEC 
CEQA 
CMPCT 
CNDBB 
cy 
dB or dBA 
District 
DPH 
DPR 
DSA 
EB 
EIR 
EPA 
fc 
FMP 
FMPU 
GHG 
g/l 
HABS 
HH 
hp 

American Center for Bioilogical Medicine 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
Associated Students 
Assignable Square Feet 
Best Available Control Measures 
Best Available Control Technology 
California Administrative Code 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
California Green Building Standards Code 
California Invasive Plant Council 
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
California Department of Transportation 
California Air Resources Board 
California Building Code 
California Black Walnut (trees) 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
California Energy Commission 
California Environmental Quality Act 
Campus Master Plan Coordinating Team 
California Natural Diversity Database 
Cubic Yards 
Decibel 
Mt. San Antonio Community College District 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Division of the State Architect 
Eastbound 
Environmental Impact Report 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Foot-candle(s) 
Facility or Facilities Master Plan 
Facility or Facilities Master Plan Update 
Greenhouse Gas(es) 
Gram per Liter 
Historic American Buildings Survey 
Heritage Hall 
Horsepower 

IES 
LACoFD 
LACSD 
LASD 
Lmax 
LOC 
Metro 
MMP 
MOU 
NB 
NAHC 
NCAA 
NPDES 
OHP 
OPR 
OSHPD 
OTFT 
PEP 
PPV 
PRC 
ROW 
RWQCB 
SCAB 
SCAG 
SCAQMD 
SCCIC 
SEIR 
SHGC 
SoCalGas 
SOI 
SRI 
SWPPP 
THP 
TVMWD 
UIMP 
VOC 
WQMP 

Illuminating Engineering Society 
Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department 
Maximum Sound Level 
Local Organizing Committee 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Mitigation Monitoring Program 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Northbound 
California Native American Heritage Commission 
National Collegiate Athletic Association 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
California Office of Historic Preservation 
California Office of Planning and Research 
California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development 
Olympic Track and Field Trials 
Physical Education Projects (Phase 1, 2) 
Peak Particle Velocity 
California Public Resources Code 
Right-of-way 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
South Coast Air Basin of California 
Southern California Association of Governments 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
South Central Coast Information Center 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
Solar Heat Gain Coefficient 
Southern California Gas Company 
Secretary of the Interior 
Solar Reflectance Index 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
Truck Haul Plan 
Three Valleys Municipal Water District 
Utility or Utilities Infrastructure Master Plan 
Volatile Organic Compound 
Water Quality Management Plan 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
1. Aesthetics   
AES-01.  All athletic field lighting [excluding the PEP (Phase 1, 2)] must 
employ automatic shutoff devices to monitor that facilities are not illuminated 
unless desired.  Lighting levels and design shall comply with the 
recommendations of the Illuminating Engineers Society’s Sports and 

Recreational Area Lighting (IES RP-6-01) standards for site-specific athletic 
facilities.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Assure light and glare is minimized 
outside of the athletic fields. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
 

AES-02.  All new construction contracts shall implement those provisions of 
the latest Landscape Master Plan applicable to their projects.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Assuring the campus landscaping 
plans and guidelines are 
implemented. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
 

AES-03.  Hilmer Lodge Stadium (Measure RR Project D6) lighting fixtures 
shall be designed, located, installed, aimed downward or toward structures 
and maintained in good order to prevent glare, light trespass and light pollution 
off-site.  Lighting fixtures shall be mounted, aimed and shielded so that their 
beams fall within the primary playing area and their immediate surroundings, 
and so that no significant off-site light trespass is produced.  Stadium Lighting 
(Measure RR Project D6) shall adhere to National Collegiate Athletic 
Association (NCAA) Lighting Standards, the Flex Field (Measure RR Project 
D5) to 50 FC/2:1 Uniformity and the Practice Field (Measure RR Project D5) to 
20 FC/2:1 Uniformity (Draft SEIR Table 3.8.20).  The Stadium sports lighting 
shall be turned off as soon as possible following the end of the event when 
players and spectators are leaving the Stadium.  Where feasible, a low-level 
lighting system shall be used to facilitate spectators leaving the facility, 
cleanup, nighttime maintenance and other closing activities.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Assure light and glare is minimized 
outside of the athletic fields. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
 

AES-04.  The lighting and programming for the soccer fields south of the 
Observatory (Building 60) shall be reviewed to determine if light and glare can 
be reduced for observatory activities on the first Friday of each month for 
public viewing and on Tuesday and Wednesday nights for student research 
activities.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 

Minimizing conflicts with observatory 
activities and soccer field lighting. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
1. Aesthetics (continued)   
AES-05.  Exterior building materials, colors and signage shall be reviewed by 
the Campus Master Plan Coordinating Team (CMPCT).  All construction 
contracts shall specify these items and implement CMPCT final 
recommendations.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for consistency 
between projects and the local built 
environment. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

AES-06.  All future projects included in the 2015 FMPU that are located near 
the perimeter of the campus shall conform to the Campus Perimeter Night 
Lighting Guidelines (Table 3.7.12 in Draft SEIR).  The Guidelines do not 
supersede California Building Code (CBC) Section 1205.6: Light pollution 
reduction, the California Administrative Code (CAC) Section 10-114: 
Determination of outdoor lighting zones and administrative rules for use or the 
Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) G-1-03: Guideline on Security Lighting 

for People, Property and Public Spaces for parking and sidewalks/walkway 
security illumination levels.  Facilities Planning and Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project compliance to reduce light or 
glare impacts off-campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
2. Air Quality   
AQ-01.  All contractors shall comply with all feasible Best Available Control 
Measures (BACM) included in South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) Rule 403: Fugitive Dust included in Table 1: Best Available Control 
Measures Applicable to All Construction Activity Sources.  In addition, the 
project shall comply with at least one of the following Track-Out Control 
Options: (a) Install a pad consisting of washed gravel (minimum-size: one inch) 
maintained in a clean condition to a depth of at least six inches and extending 
at least 20 feet wide and 50 feet long, (b) Pave the surface extending at least 
100 feet and a width of at least 20 feet wide, (c) Utilize a wheel shaker/wheel 
spreading device consisting of raised dividers (rails, pipe, or grates) at least 24 
feet long and 10 feet wide to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle under 
carriages before vehicles exit the site, (d) Install and utilize a wheel washing 
system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle undercarriages before 
vehicles exit the site, (e) Any other control measures approved by the 
Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA as equivalent to the methods specified 
items (a) through (d) above.  Individual BACM in Table 1 that are not 
applicable to the project or infeasible, based on additional new project 
information, may be omitted only if Facilities Planning & Management specifies 
in a written agreement with the applicant that specific BACM measures may be 
omitted.  Any clarifications, additions, selections of alternative measures, or 
specificity required to implement the required BACM for the project shall be 
included in the written agreement.  The written agreement shall be completed 
prior to demolition and/or grading for the project.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall include the written agreement within the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program (MMP) for the project and Facilities Planning & 
Management and Purchasing shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing compliance with Rule 403 to 
reduce air quality emissions. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
Purchasing 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
2. Air Quality (continued)   
AQ-02.  Project construction contracts shall prohibit off-road vehicle and 
engine idling in excess of five (5) minutes and monitor that all off-road 
equipment is compliant with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) in-
use off-road diesel vehicle regulations and SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 
certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks, and all internal 
combustion engines/construction equipment operating on the project site shall 
meet Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Certified Tier 2 emissions 
standards, or higher according to the adopted project start date requirements.  
A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) documentation and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit 
shall be provided to the construction manager at the time of mobilization of 
each applicable unit of equipment.  Facilities Planning & Management and 
Purchasing shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with CARB and 
EPA regulations to reduce air quality 
emissions.  

Purchasing 
Facilities Planning & Management 

AQ-03.  During construction, contractors shall minimize off-site air quality 
impacts by implementing the following measures: (a) encourage carpooling for 
construction workers, (b) limit lane closures to off-peak travel periods, (c) park 
construction vehicles off traveled roadways, (d) encourage receipt of materials 
during non-peak traffic hours and (e) sandbag construction sites for erosion 
control.  These requirements shall be included in construction contracts and 
implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management and Purchasing shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with 
recommendations to reduce air 
quality emissions. 

Purchasing 
Facilities Planning & Management 

AQ-04.  Truck deliveries and pickups shall be scheduled during off-peak hours 
whenever possible to alleviate traffic congestion and air quality emissions 
during peak hours.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing compliance with 
recommendations to reduce vehicle 
trips during peak hours. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
2. Air Quality (continued)   
AQ-05.  During project construction, all off-road diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet the EPA-Certified Tier 4 emission 
standards where available.  All construction equipment shall be outfitted with 
BACT devices certified by CARB.  Any emission control devices used by a 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could 
be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized 
engine as defined by CARB regulations.  A copy of each unit’s certified tier 

specification, BACT documentation and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit 
shall be provided by contractors before commencement of equipment use on 
campus.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with EPA and 
CARB regulations to reduce diesel 
particulate emissions. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

AQ-06.  Construction contracts shall specify that all diesel construction 
equipment used onsite shall use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel.  Facilities Planning 
& Management and Purchasing shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with 
recommendations to reduce diesel 
engine air quality emissions. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
Purchasing 

AQ-07.  During grading and construction, fugitive dust from construction 
operations shall be reduced by watering at least twice daily using reclaimed 
water or chemical soil binder, where feasible, or water whenever substantial 
dust generation is evident.  Grading sites of more than ten gross acres shall be 
watered at least three times daily.  The project shall comply with Rule 403: 
Fugitive Dust (South Coast Air Quality Management District).  Project 
contractors shall suspend grading operations, apply soil binders, and water the 
grading site when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per 
hour.  Traffic speeds on all unpaved graded surfaces shall not exceed 15 miles 
per hour.  All grading operations shall be suspended during first and second 
stage smog alerts.  All project contracts shall require project contractors to 
keep construction equipment engines tuned to monitor that air quality impacts 
generated by construction activities are minimized.  Upon request, contractors 
shall submit equipment tuning logs to Facilities Planning & Management.  
Facilities Planning & Management and Purchasing shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with SCAQMD 
regulations to reduce particulate 
emissions. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
Purchasing 

AQ-08.  To reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions, all 
construction contracts shall limit painting to eight hours per day and specify the 
use of paints and coatings with a VOC content of 80 grams per liter (g/l) or 
less.  Facilities Planning & Management and Purchasing shall ensure 
compliance. 

Ongoing compliance with SCAQMD 
regulations to reduce VOC/ROG 
particulate emissions. 
 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 
Purchasing 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
2. Air Quality (continued)   
AQ-09.  All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp 
(e.g. excavators, graders, dozers, scrappers, tractors, loaders, etc.) used 
during construction of PEP (Phase 1) shall comply with EPA-Certified Tier IV 
emission controls where available.  The requirements shall be placed in 
construction contracts.  Facilities Planning & Management and Purchasing 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with SCAQMD 
regulations for construction NOx 
emissions. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
Purchasing 

AQ-10.  The College shall obtain all required permits for the Fire Training 
Academy from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  
The Fire Technology Program and Technology and Health Division shall 
ensure compliance. 
 

Compliance with SCAQMD permits 
for operation of fire suppression 
activities at the Training Academy. 

Fire Technology Program and 
Technology and Health Division  

3. Biological Resources   
BIO-01.  New permanent lighting standards in Parking Lot M and Lot W 
immediately adjacent to sensitive biological habitat areas (i.e. Wildlife 
Sanctuary/Open Space Zone) shall not exceed 0.2 foot-candles (fc) at five (5) 
feet outside of the parking lot boundary.  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Minimize light intrusion in open space 
areas. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
3. Biological Resources (continued)   
BIO-02.  A pre-construction survey for Burrowing Owls shall be completed for 
construction areas with suitable habitat for the Burrowing Owl (e.g. Irrigation 
Well site, the Detention Basin site, and the Fire Training Academy site).  If 
clearing, grading, or construction is planned to occur during the raptor and 
migratory bird breeding season (February 1 through July 31) or the burrowing 
owl breeding season (February 1 through August 31), pre-construction surveys 
should be conducted in the construction area and in appropriate nesting 
habitat within 500 feet of the construction area.  A pre-construction nest/owl 
survey should be completed for each project or work area within 14 days prior 
to the start of construction.  Multiple pre-construction surveys may be required 
because the start of specific projects may be separated in time by months or 
years. If there are no nesting owls, raptors or protected birds within each area, 
development would be allowed to proceed.  However, if raptors or migratory 
birds are observed nesting within this area and within sight or sound of the 
work, development within 300 feet must be postponed either until all nesting 
has ceased, until after the breeding season, or until construction is moved far 
away enough so that the activity does not impact the birds.  If burrowing owls 
are observed, impacts shall be avoided according to the Staff Report on 

Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012).  All recommendations of the final 
studies shall be implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Project compliance with CDFW 
regulations for rare and sensitive 
biological resources. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-03.  Prior to grading within areas of Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub, the 
College shall identify replacement 2:1 acreage.  Replacement habitat shall be 
completed prior to project completion.  Planning & Facilities Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 

Project compliance with CDFW 
regulations for rare and sensitive 
biological resources. 
 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-04.  Prior to grading within areas of non-native grassland, the College 
shall identify replacement 0.5:1 acreage habitat.  Replacement habitat shall be 
completed prior to project completion.  Planning & Facilities Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 

Project compliance with CDFW 
regulations for rare and sensitive 
biological resources. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
3. Biological Resources (continued)   
BIO-05  The College shall adopt a Land Management Plan to minimize 
impacts on California Black Walnut trees on campus.  Any walnut trees with a 
diameter of six inches four feet above ground damaged or removed by 
construction activities shall be replaced according to the standards in Table 4 
of the Mt. SAC California Black Walnut Management Plan (Helix 
Environmental Planning, September 2012). Replacement habitat shall be 
completed prior to project completion. The required mitigation acreage for 
replacement black walnut trees is 2.018 acres. The replacement specimens 
shall be preserved, maintained and monitored for a period of five years to 
monitor vitality.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Project compliance with CDFW 
regulations for rare and sensitive 
biological resources.  Provides 
conservation area for replacement of 
California Black Walnut trees 
removed elsewhere on campus. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-06.  Prior to removal of any trees on campus in or near construction areas 
of the 2015 FMPU during March–May, a qualified biologist shall survey the 
trees for active nesting sites.  All recommendations of the final biological report 
shall be completed.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance.  
 

Project compliance with CDFW 
regulations for rare and sensitive 
biological resources. 
 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-07.  If construction is planned during February 1–July 31 in potential 
raptor nesting habitat, pre-construction surveys of habitat within 500 feet of the 
construction area shall be completed.  All recommendations of the final report 
shall be implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance.  
 

Project compliance with CDFW and 
Bird Migration Act regulations for rare 
and sensitive biological resources. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-08.  Permanent development adjacent to any future wetland mitigation 
areas shall incorporate a 100 foot buffer during final project design.  If un-
vegetated, the buffer shall be planted with non-invasive species that are 
compatible with the adjacent wetland mitigation area habitat.  A qualified 
biologist shall review the final landscape plans for the buffer area to confirm 
that no species on the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) list are 
present in the plan. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 

Project compliance to reduce impacts 
on wetland habitat areas. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
3. Biological Resources (continued)   
BIO-09.  The limits of construction for projects adjacent to sensitive habitats 
should be delineated with silt fencing/fiber rolls and orange construction 
fencing.  A qualified biologist should attend a pre-construction meeting to 
inform construction crews about the sensitivity of any adjacent habitat.  A 
qualified biologist should also inspect the fencing upon installation and monitor 
clearing and grading of (and near) native habitat to prevent unauthorized 
impacts.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Project compliance to reduce 
intrusion of construction equipment 
into sensitive adjacent habitats. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-10.  Impacts to California Black Walnut trees, if they cannot be avoided, 
should be mitigated by the replacement of each impacted tree that has a 
diameter of 6 inches at 4 feet-6 inches above the ground by a 24-inch boxed 
specimen (Draft SEIR Appendix G1: Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities 

Master Plan Update Biological Technical Report dated April 14, 2016: Table 
5).  These trees should be planted in the approved California Black Walnut 
Management Plan area and preserved, maintained and monitored for five 
years to monitor viability.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Compliance with impacts on 
California Black Walnut trees. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-11.  A 25-foot buffer shall be incorporated into the project design for the 
Fire Training Academy to protect future wetland mitigation areas along Snow 
Creek.  A qualified biologist shall also review the draft landscape plans for the 
buffer area to confirm that no species on the Cal-IPC list would be present 
during plan implementation. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Compliance with efforts to reduce 
impacts on native habitat and 
sensitive bird species. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-12.  When a preliminary site plan for the Fire Training Academy is 
available, the College shall have a qualified noise consultant evaluate the 
potential construction and operational noise impacts of the Fire Training 
Academy on threatened and special status birds in the adjacent Venturan 
Coastal Sage Scrub on MSAC Hill and riparian habitat along Snow Creek. The 
study shall also assess any noise impacts on residential uses to the south.  All 
recommended mitigation measures of the final report shall be implemented.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 

Compliance with efforts to reduce 
impacts on a threatened or special 
status bird species. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
3. Biological Resources (continued)   
BIO-13.  Construction noise adjacent to existing Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub 
habitat within the West Parcel and on MSAC Hill that is retained (i.e. not 
graded) will be minimized whenever feasible by avoiding construction grading 
during the prime nesting season. Facilities Planning & Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 

Compliance with efforts to reduce 
impacts on a threatened or special 
status bird species. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
 

BIO-14.  The College shall file information and exhibits on the animal and 
plants observed on campus completed for the Final EIR with the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) within six months of certification of the 
Final EIR.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Compliance with CDFW request for 
filing information with CNDDB.  

Facilities Planning & Management 

BIO-15.  The College shall file a written notification with CDFW pursuant to 
Section 1602 for the proposed re-configuration of the detention basin northeast 
of the Hilmer Lodge Stadium by November 1, 2016.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Compliance with CDFW request for 
filing a Notification pursuant to 
Section 1602 for the re-configured 
detention basin. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

4. Cultural Resources   
CR-01.  During construction grading and site preparation activities, the 
contractor shall monitor all construction activities. In the event that cultural 
resources (i.e., prehistoric sites, historic sites and/or isolated artifacts) are 
discovered, work shall be halted immediately within 50 feet of the discovery 
and the contractor shall inform the project manager. A qualified archaeologist 
that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (SOI) and Guidelines for 
Professional Qualifications in Archaeology shall be retained to analyze the 
significance of the discovery and recommend further appropriate measures to 
reduce further impacts on archaeological resources. Such measures may 
include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, documentation, curation, 
data recovery or other appropriate measures.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Actions if cultural resources are 
discovered during grading. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
4. Cultural Resources (continued)   
CR-02.  If, during the course of implementing the project, human remains are 
discovered, all work shall be halted immediately within 50 feet of the discovery, 
the contractor shall inform the project manager, and the Los Angeles County 
Department of Medical Examiner-Coroner must be notified according to 
Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code (PRC) and Section 
7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined 
to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC), and the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 
15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.  Facilities Planning & Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 

Actions if human remains are 
discovered during grading. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

CR-03.  The recommended action for the adverse impact on historic resources 
and on the Mt. SAC Historic District due to buildout of the 2015 FMPU and the 
PEP is revision of the Land Use Plan to avoid demolition of a CEQA historic 
resource. An evaluation of feasible options shall be prepared for the Campus 
Master Plan Coordinating Team (CMPCT) prior to certification of the Final EIR. 
The College shall evaluate whether the impacts on 3CD or 3CB buildings 
proposed for removal or demolition in the recommended Historic District may 
be reduced to Less than Significant. The alternatives to be considered include: 
(1) Redesign of the 2015 FMPU to avoid impacting the 3CD or 3CB buildings, 
(2) Redesign of the 2015 FMPU to reduce the project impacts on 3CD or 3CB 
buildings to Less than Significant, (3) Redesign of phases of the project to 
reduce impacts on 3CD or 3CB buildings to Less than Significant as more 
detailed planning for each phase comes up for review before CMPCT, and (4) 
Evaluation of adaptive reuses of 3CD or 3CB buildings prior to construction.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Assuring future projects have been 
assessed for cultural resource 
impacts 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
4. Cultural Resources (continued)   
CR-04.  If project redesign is not feasible to achieve the Project and College’s 

educational goals and facility needs, the following mitigation shall be 
implemented to reduce the significant impacts on historical resources: (a) 
Historic American Buildings Survery (HABS) Level II History Report for the (1) 
Mt. SAC Historic District and for (2) Hilmer Lodge Stadium consistent with the 
Historic American Buildings Survey Guidelines for Historical Reports (National 
Park Service 2007); (b) HABS Level II Standard Photography following the 
Secretary of Interior Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and 

Engineering Documentation and HABS specific guidelines for the Mt. SAC 
Historic District and Hilmer Lodge Stadium; (c) Reproduction of select existing 
drawings for each building proposed for demolition or alteration following 
HABS Level II guidelines; (d) Creation of an interpretative exhibit within 
Heritage Hall (HH) including not only the history of Hilmer Lodge Stadium, but 
the entire Historic District as well, and (e) Development of a “Mt. SAC History” 

section on the campus website. Facilities Planning & Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project compliance with CEQA 
regulations and California Office of 
Historic Preservation (OHP) 
guidelines for historic resources. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
4. Cultural Resources (continued)   
CR-05.  Prior to demolition, removal, or remodeling of any 3CD or 3CB 
building on campus, the College shall enlist the services of a qualified 
architectural historian to prepare the HABS Narrative Historical Report as well 
as California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms. 
Documentation through HABS is an important measure because it allows 
documentation of the resource before alterations begin. Given the relative 
historic significance of the resources, Level II HABS is the recommended 
documentation standard, to be prepared in accordance with the Secretary of 

Interior Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering 

Documentation and HABS specific guidelines 
(http://www.nps.gov/hdp/standards/habsguidelines.htm). A narrative historical 
report following the Historic American Buildings Survey Guidelines for 

Historical Reports (National Park Service 2007) should be prepared for the (1) 
Mt. SAC Historic District and (2) Hilmer Lodge Stadium. The College shall 
enlist the services of a qualified architectural historian to prepare the HABS 
Narrative Historical Report as well as California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) 523 forms. The DPR forms shall be submitted to the 
California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) [via the South Central Coast 
Information Center (SCCIC] for their records. All other historic documents shall 
be made available to the public in the collection of the College’s 

Library/Learning Technology Center, including: the HABS Narrative Historical 
Report, DPR 523 forms, the Historic Resources on the Campus of Mt. San 

Antonio College, Walnut, California (The Building Biographer, June 1, 2003) 
and The Historical Resources Analysis for Five Buildings at Mount San 

Antonio College, Los Angeles County, Walnut, California (Davis 2012), and a 
copy of this report.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project compliance with CEQA 
regulations and California Office of 
Historic Preservation (OHP) 
guidelines for historic resources. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

  

http://www.nps.gov/hdp/standards/habsguidelines.htm
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
4. Cultural Resources (continued)   
CR-06.  Prior to demolition, removal or remodeling of any 3CD or 3CB 
building, the College shall hire a qualified HABS photographer to provide 
photo-documentation for the properties on campus identified as 3CD or 3CB 
which are proposed for removal or demolition in the 2012 FMP or 2015 FMPU. 
The photo-documentation shall be made available to the public in the 
collection of the College’s Library/Learning Technology Center. The 
documentation should be done in accordance with the Guidelines provided in 
the Photographic Specifications: Historic American Building Survey, Historic 

American Engineering Record, Division of National Register Programs, 

National Park Service, Western Region.  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Project compliance with CEQA 
regulations and California Office of 
Historic Preservation (OHP) 
guidelines for historic resources. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

CR-07.  Prior to demolition, removal or remodeling of any 3CD or 3CB 
building, the College shall prepare archivally stable reproductions of original 
as-built drawings. Reproductions of drawings shall be done in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering 

Documentation. Select existing drawings, where available, may be 
photographed with large-format negatives or photographically reproduced on 
Mylar in accordance with the U.S. Copyright Act, as amended.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Project compliance with CEQA 
regulations and California Office of 
Historic Preservation (OHP) 
guidelines for historic resources. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

CR-08.  To recognize the history of Mt. SAC, part of the facilities for the new 
Physical Education Projects (PEP) (Phase 1) will include Heritage Hall, an 
area dedicated to historical interpretation of the history of Hilmer Lodge 
Stadium and the College. The interpretative panels could utilize information 
from the HABS Level II Narrative Historical Report and large-format 
photographic documentation.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Preserve and honor Mt. SAC’s 

history. 
Facilities Planning & Management 

CR-09.  To further recognition of the history of Mt. SAC, a page or series of 
pages should be developed for inclusion on the College’s website. This project 

could be completed as a multi-disciplinary project, prepared by students in the 
Technology and History departments utilizing the information from the HABS 
Level II Narrative Historical Report and large-format photographic 
documentation.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Preserve and honor Mt. SAC’s 

history. 
Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
4. Cultural Resources (continued)   
CR-10.  An architectural historian or historical architect meeting the Secretary 
of the Interior’s (SOI) Professional Qualification Standards for either discipline 
shall review the proposed architectural drawings and renderings of the 
Library/Learning Technology Center (6), Bookstore/Auxiliary Services (9A) and 
Technology Center (28 A/B) to monitor compliance with the SOI Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties.  The person should be consulted during 
the early design of the renovation projects to monitor adherence to the 
Standards and to minimize plan alternations during the design process.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Project compliance with CEQA 
regulations and SOI’s guidelines for 

Treatment of Historic Properties. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

5. Energy   
EN-01.  An energy management system shall be installed in all new facilities to 
reduce energy consumption and related pollutant emissions.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with 
recommendations to reduce energy 
and air quality emissions. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

6. Greenhouse Gas Emissions   
GH-01.  Future buildings exceeding 20,000 ASF shall have building roof 
coverings with a minimum three-year aged solar reflectance and thermal 
emittance, or a minimum solar reflectance index (SRI) greater than or equal to 
the values specified in Sections A5.106.11.2.1 and A5 106.11.2.2 or a 
minimum aged Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) 3 complying with Sections 
A5.106.11.2.3 as shown in Table A5.106.11.2.1 or A5.106.11.2.2 in Appendix 
A5 for Non-Residential Voluntary Measures in the 2013, or more current 
version of, California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen).  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing compliance with CALGreen 
regulations to reduce cumulative 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in 
the South Coast Air Basin of 
California (SCAB). 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
6. Greenhouse Gas Emissions (continued)   
GH-02.  Future buildings exceeding 20,000 ASF shall include occupant 
sensors, motion sensors and vacancy sensors capable of automatically turning 
off all the lights in an area no more than 30 minutes after the area has been 
vacated and shall have a visible status signal indicating that the device is 
operating properly or that it has failed or malfunctioned.  The visible status 
signal may have an override switch that turns the signal off.  In addition, 
ultrasonic and microwave devices shall have a built-in mechanism that allows 
the calibration of the sensitivity of the device to room movement in order to 
reduce the false sensing of occupants and shall comply with either Subsection 
A5.209.1.4.1 or A5.209.1.4.2 as applicable.  These measures are included in 
Appendix A5 for Non-Residential Voluntary Measures in the 2013, or more 
current version of, California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen).  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with CALGreen 
regulations to reduce cumulative 
GHG emissions in the SCAB. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

GH-03.  Future buildings exceeding 20,000 ASF shall include installation of 
field-fabricated fenestration (i.e. windows) and field-fabricated exterior doors 
only if the compliance documentation demonstrates compliance for the 
installation using U-factors from Table A5.205.1-A and Solar Heat Gain 
Coefficient (SHGC) values from Table A5.205.1-B included in Appendix A5 for 
Non-Residential Voluntary Measures in the 2013, or more current version of, 
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen).  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with CALGreen 
regulations to reduce cumulative 
GHG emissions in the SCAB. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

GH-04.  Future buildings exceeding 70,000 ASF shall either have an energy 
efficiency of 30 percent above Title 24. Part 6 [e.g. exceed California Energy 
Commission (CEC) requirements] (Performance Approach), based on the 
2008 Energy Efficiency Standards by 30 percent and meet the requirements of 
Division A45.6 or exceed the latest edition of “Savings by Design, Healthcare 

Modeling Procedures” by 15 percent, in accordance with Section A.5.203.1.2 
CALGreen Tier 2 [Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development 
(OSHPD)], as listed in Appendix A5 for Non-Residential Voluntary Measures in 
the 2013, or more current version of, California Green Building Standards 
Code (CALGreen).  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 

Ongoing compliance with CALGreen 
regulations to reduce cumulative 
GHG emissions in the SCAB. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
7. Hazards & Hazardous Materials   
HAZ-01.  Prior to demolition or remodeling, onsite inspection and sampling in 
all buildings included in the 2015 FMPU for renovation or demolition shall be 
completed by a qualified Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) professional for asbestos contaminated building materials and the 
presence of lead-based paint.  All final recommendations of the final approved 
report(s) shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance.  
 

Ongoing compliance with OSHA and 
SCAQMD regulations for American 
Center for Biological Medicine 
(ACBM) materials or lead-based paint 
hazards. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

HAZ-02.  All building plans for laboratories on campus shall be reviewed by the 
Division of the State Architect (DSA), the State Fire Marshall and the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD) (Fire Prevention-Engineering Unit) 
for fire and hazard safety.  All final recommendations of the final approved 
plan(s) shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with DSA 
regulations for fire and hazard safety 
in campus laboratories. 
 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

HAZ-03.  Prior to construction, all proposed storage areas onsite of potential 
hazardous chemicals and materials and operational plans shall be reviewed by 
the LACoFD.  All recommendations of the final approved plans shall be 
included in construction documents, if applicable, and implemented.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing compliance with LACoFD 
regulations for storage of potential 
hazardous chemicals and materials 
on campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

HAZ-04.  All materials generated onsite for the Fire Training Academy that are 
classified as hazardous by state regulations shall be disposed of consistent 
with OSHA, CalEPA and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 
(DPH).  The Fire Technology Program and the Technology and Health Division 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Compliance with OSHA, CalEPA and 
DPH requirements for operation of fire 
suppression activities at the Fire 
Training Academy. 

Fire Technology Program and 
Technology and Health Division 

8. Hydrology/Water Quality   
HYD-01.  Future development occurring for buildout of the 2015 FMPU shall 
install the drainage facilities required by the 2012 Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure 
Master Plan (UIMP) and Figure 2d – Proposed Utility Map – Hydrology 

Distribution, as modified by the Campuswide Stormwater Analysis prepared by 
Psomas and dated September 1, 2016 prior to occupancy.  Facilities Planning 
& Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 

Providing adequate drainage facilities 
for all future development on campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
8. Hydrology/Water Quality (continued)   
HYD-02.  The Master Campus Drainage Plan shall be updated prior to 
commencement of grading for the Fire Training Academy and Physical 
Education Projects (Phase 1,2).  The Drainage Plan shall comply with the 
State of California National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Construction Activities Storm Water Discharge Permit (Construction Permit) 
regulations.  When construction activities on campus constitute acreage at or 
above the threshold acreage, the College shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a Monitoring Program for the 2015 FMPU.  All 
recommendations of the final drainage plan(s) approved by the Division of the 
State Architect (DSA) shall be included in construction contracts and 
implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provisions for compliance 
with Water Quality Management 
Plans (WQMP). 

Facilities Planning & Management 

HYD-03.  All drainage improvements shall be consistent with the current 
Master Campus Drainage Plan.  All recommendations of the approved final 
drainage plan(s) shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provisions for compliance 
with campus drainage plans. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

HYD-04.  Prior to excavation onsite for which the preliminary soils/geology 
report indicated groundwater may be encountered; any required permit for de-
watering shall be obtained from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB).  If effluent concentrations exceed permit 
requirements, a carbon treatment system or equivalent system to remove 
pollutants shall be utilized prior to discharge.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provisions for compliance 
with RWQCB regulations. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
 
 
 

HYD-05.  21b. The College shall obtain all required permits for the Fire 
Training Academy from the RWQCB.  Facilities Planning & Management and 
the Fire Technology Program shall ensure compliance. 
 

Compliance with RWQCB permits for 
wastewater disposal for Fire Training 
Academy fire suppression activities. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
Fire Technology Program 

9. Land Use/Planning   
LU-01.  All future land uses on campus, building locations and assignable 
square footage (ASF) shall be substantially consistent with the 2015 FMPU.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 

Ongoing review of consistency 
between individual projects and 2015 
FMPU 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
9. Land Use/Planning (continued)   
LU-02.  The following master plan elements shall be revised to conform to the 
2015 FMPU: (1) Land Use Plan, (2) Conservation Plan, (3) Circulation and 
Parking Plan.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Assuring consistency between the 
2015 FMPU Land Use Plan and other 
elements. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

LU-03.  The City of Walnut should revise its General Plan designation for the 
Mt. SAC campus to Community College in its next General Plan Update and 
the Zoning District to Community College (or another applicable) zoning district 
so the General Plan and Zoning District are consistent.  The Community 
Development Department of the City of Walnut shall ensure compliance.   
 

Resolving inconsistencies between 
General Plan designations and 
campus land uses. 

City of Walnut 

LU-04.  The Master Conservation Plan shall be revised to include 
approximately 25.6 acres of Habitat Mitigation Area for removal of existing 
California Black Walnut (CBW) trees, Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub and Non-
Native Grassland habitats.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 

The adopted Mt. San Antonio College 
California Black Walnut Management 

Plan, Helix Environmental Planning, 
Inc., September 21, 2012 defines the 
large 25.6 acres area and the smaller 
initial CBW replacement habit of 2.02 
areas (Figure 4). 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

LU-05.  Prior to building construction for the Fire Training Academy, CMPCT 
shall review the Preliminary Landscaping Plan and a Preliminary Operation 
and Management Plan for the Fire Training Academy.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

CMPCT oversight of the preliminary 
plans for the Fire Training Academy. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

LU-06.  Programming for the Auditorium should establish if an adjacent 
Parking Structure is desirable in Lot B within six months of certification of the 
Final EIR.  A site-specific study is required for the Auditorium and/or an 
adjacent parking structure.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Explore advanced planning needs for 
an additional parking structure near 
the Auditorium. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
10. Noise   
NO-01.  All construction activities, except in emergencies or special 
circumstances, shall be limited to the hours of 7 am to 7 pm Monday–

Saturday.  Staging areas for construction shall be located away from existing 
off-site residences.  All construction equipment shall use properly operating 
mufflers.  These requirements shall be included in construction contracts and 
implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing of limitation on construction 
hours to reduce construction noise 
impacts on adjacent areas. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

NO-02.  Loudspeaker and other public address systems on campus shall be 
located and adjusted to register no more than 70 dB Lmax at the nearest off-
site residences.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing restriction of loudspeaker 
and public address system noise 
levels to minimize noise impacts on 
adjacent areas. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

NO-03.  Weekend special events within any athletic field areas such as 
tournaments, day-long meets, etc. shall be planned to not begin before 7 am 
on Saturday or 8 am on Sunday.  Event Services shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing restriction of event hours to 
minimize early morning noise impacts 
on adjacent areas. 

Event Services 

NO-04.  Concrete pouring for Parking Structure J shall be located as far away 
from residences as possible.  Concrete trucks shall use Bonita Drive and 
Walnut Drive for access.  Construction of Parking Structure J is limited to the 
hours of 7 am to 7 pm Monday–Saturday.  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing limitations on location of 
concrete pouring to minimize noise 
impacts on adjacent off-site 
residential areas. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

NO-05.  The College shall adopt policies and post signs in Parking Structure J 
indicating vehicles with alarms may be towed from parking areas if alarms 
sound for more than five minutes.  The Mt. SAC Department of Police/Public 
Safety shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing restriction on vehicle alarms 
to minimize noise impacts on adjacent 
areas. 

Department of Police/Public Safety 

NO-06.  Construction contracts shall specify that construction equipment 
vibration impacts with a peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.04 inches per second 
or more occurring off-site in a sensitive receptor area shall not exceed 15 
minutes in any one hour.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 
 
 
 

Minimization of vibration off-site for 
sensitive receptors from construction 
equipment operations. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
11. Open Space, Managed Resources and Working Landscapes   
MR-01.  All recommendations in the final geotechnical report(s) for projects 
included in the 2015 FMPU shall be included in construction contracts and 
implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing requirements to assure 
public safety from seismic hazards. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

MR-02.  During construction grading and site preparation activities, the 
contractor shall monitor all construction activities.  In the event a 
paleontological find or a potential paleontological find is discovered, 
construction activities shall cease and the contractor shall inform the project 
manager.  A qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to analyze the find and 
recommend further appropriate measures to reduce further impacts on 
paleontological resources.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Ongoing during construction Facilities Planning & Management 

12. Population/Housing   
PH-01.  Beginning January 2016, then in January 2020 and every five years 
after January 2020, projections of future campus employment shall be 
forwarded to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).  
Human Resources shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for employment 
projections for SCAG forecasts.  

Human Resources 

13. Public Services   
PS-01.  The net increase in campus wastewater flows shall be projected 
whenever the Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure Master Plan (UIMP) is updated 
based on a new campus FMP or FMPU, or within ten years of the last UIMP 
Update.  The College shall obtain the required permits from the Consolidated 
Sanitation District of Los Angeles County (LACSD), and pay the required 
capital facilities fees for the net increase projected in the updated UIMP.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing communication of campus 
circulation and parking conditions for 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 

Department (LASD) vehicular 
response. 
 
 

Facilities Planning & Management  
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
13. Public Services (continued)   
PS-02.  The Mt. SAC Department of Police/Public Safety shall project their 
Department personnel and equipment needs to accommodate the student, 
staff and facility increases projected in the 2015 FMPU.  The Personnel Plan 
shall provide for student, staff and visitor security upon buildout of the 2015 
FMPU.  (Expansions of the Code Blue Emergency Phone System and 
revisions to the assignment of evening escorts shall be included in the Plan).  
Department of Police/Public Safety shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for maintaining 
safety for personnel and equipment to 
serve campus needs at buildout. 

Department of Police/Public Safety 

PS-03.  Within six months of certification of the 2015 Final EIR, the 
Department of Police/Public Safety shall complete a security construction plan 
to address direct and indirect security needs for all construction activities on 
campus associated with the 2015 FMPU.  The special public safety needs of 
buildings (i.e. demolition, new construction and remodeling), construction sites, 
transport of construction materials and equipment, construction parking and 
use of construction equipment shall be addressed.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for maintaining 
safety for personnel and equipment to 
serve campus needs during 
construction. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

PS-04.  The Kinesiology, Athletics and Dance Division and the Mt. SAC 
Department of Police/Public Safety shall prepare a Security Plan for all new 
special events (i.e. does not include the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials) 
with a maximum daily attendance of 10,000 persons or more.  The Security 
Plan shall be approved by the Board of Trustees a minimum of three (3) 
months prior to the event.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for maintaining 
safety for personnel and equipment 
for any future new special events.  
None are currently planned. 

Kinesiology, Athletics and Dance 
Division 
Facilities Planning & Management 

PS-05.  The Kinesiology, Athletics and Dance Division and the Mt. SAC 
Department of Police/Public Safety shall prepare a Security Plan for the 2020 
Olympic Track & Field Trials.  The Security Plan shall be approved by the 
Board of Trustees a minimum of nine (9) months prior to the event.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provision for maintaining safety for 
guests, athletes, students, faculty, 
staff and volunteers during the event. 

Kinesiology, Athletics and Dance 
Division 
Facilities Planning & Management 

14. Transportation   
TR-01 to TR-14 are intersection improvements or ramp improvements 
required for buildout of the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update (FMPU). 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-01.  A second eastbound (EB) right-turn lane shall be added to the Grand 
Avenue and Cameron Avenue intersection.  The City of Industry is the Lead 
Agency and the County of Los Angeles is an interested agency.  The City of 
Industry shall ensure compliance. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-02.  The College shall provide a minimum of 8,017 parking spaces by 2020 
and a minimum of 8,716 spaces by 2025.  The parking totals exclude the 50 
on-street metered spaces along Temple Avenue.  The 2025 student headcount 
projections and parking requirements shall be updated by January 1, 2020.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-03.  The EB right-turn lane at the Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue 
intersection shall be converted to a through/right-turn lane.  The City of Walnut 
is the Lead Agency.  
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-04.  The signal phasing for the Grand Avenue and La Puente Road 
intersection shall be modified to include an EB right-turn overlap phase (i.e. a 
right-turn protected arrow).  The City of Walnut shall ensure compliance. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-05.  The EB approach shall be restriped to include a dedicated right-turn 
lane at the Temple Avenue and Mt. SAC Way intersection.  The City of Walnut 
is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-06.  Additional improvements at the Temple Avenue and Valley Boulevard 
intersection are not feasible due to the right-of-way (ROW) constraints near the 
adjacent railroad line.  Therefore, further improvements are not feasible.  The 
City of Pomona is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-07.  When a site plan is completed, a site-specific analysis shall be 
completed for the Public Transportation Center.  All recommendations of the 
traffic analysis shall be completed and the project coordinated with the 
College, the City of Walnut, Foothill Transit and, if required, the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro).  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2020 

Facilities Planning & Management 



2 0 1 6  M i t i g a t i o n  M o n i t o r i n g  P r o g r a m  ( S C H  2 0 0 2 0 4 1 1 6 1 )  | 26 
 

Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-08.  A third NB through-lane is required at the Grand Avenue and 
Mountaineer Road intersection.  However, insufficient right-of-way (ROW) is 
available within the current curb width.  Therefore, further improvements are 
not feasible.  The City of Walnut is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-09.  The NB approach of the Grand Avenue and Baker Parkway 
intersection shall be restriped to include a third through-lane.  However, this 
improvement would not fully mitigate the cumulative impact. The City of 
Industry is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-10.  When the preliminary design of the pedestrian bridge on Temple 
Avenue east of Bonita Drive is available, it shall be reviewed by the Executive 
Board Officers of the Associated Students (AS) of Mt. SAC, by the Campus 
Master Plan Coordinating Team (CMPCT), by the City of Walnut, and the 
Division of the State Architect (DSA).  All recommendations of a site-specific 
traffic analysis shall be implemented.  The Lead Agency is the City of Walnut. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-11.  Convert the existing EB right-turn lane to a through/right-turn lane at 
the Nogales Street/Amar Road intersection (Intersection Index #1 per Mt. SAC 

2015 Facilities Master Plan Update & Physical Education Projects Traffic 

Impact Study Final Report prepared by Iteris and dated September 1. 2016).  
There is sufficient roadway width at the intersection departure lane in the 
eastbound direction to accommodate the third through-lane.  The City of 
Walnut is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-12.  Restripe the EB approach lane to include a dedicated right-turn lane at 
the Lemon Avenue/Amar Road intersection (Intersection Index #2).  The City 
of Walnut is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-13.  Convert the existing NB right-turn lane to a shared through/right-turn 
lane at the Grand Avenue and SR-60 EB Ramps (Intersection Index #13). 
There is sufficient roadway width at the intersection departure in the 
northbound (NB) direction to accommodate the third through lane.  The 
California Department of Transportation is the Lead Agency.  
 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-14.  Modify the traffic signal at the Bonita Drive/Temple Avenue 
intersection (Intersection Index #15) to include a NB right-turn overlap phase.  
The City of Walnut is the Lead Agency. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2025 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-15.  A third NB through-lane is required at the Grand Avenue and 
Mountaineer Road intersection.  However, insufficient right-of-way ROW is 
available within the current curb width.  Therefore, further improvements are 
not feasible.  The City of Walnut is the Lead Agency. 
 

Assure pedestrian and vehicular 
safety during truck hauling activities 
for the PEP (Phase 1). 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-16 to TR-27 are requirements for hosting the 2020 Olympic Track & 
Field Trials  
 

  

TR-16.  Facilities Planning & Management, along with the Local Organizing 
Committee (LOC) shall prepare a Transportation and Parking Management 
Plan for the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials (OTFT).  All campus parking 
locations and parking or shuttle fees shall be included in the Plan. If needed, 
additional security shall be provided at off-campus shuttle lots.  All parking 
attendants (i.e. a minimum of one for each lot) shall have communication 
devices to communicate with a Campus Parking Supervisor.  The Executive 
Board Officers of the Associated Students (AS) of Mt. SAC shall be given an 
opportunity to review and comment on the preliminary plan.  The Plan shall be 
substantially complete at least a year (12 months) before the OTFT begin and 
be approved by the Board of Trustees.  The timeframe relates to the 
preparation of registration materials and event websites.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-17.  Parking lot locations, vehicle occupancy requirements, and parking 
pass fees shall be published in all registration and event materials, on the 
event websites and included in all media information. The Local Organizing 
Committee (LOC) shall hire students part-time as parking attendants or, if 
qualified, as shuttle drivers.  Event Services shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 

Distributing information to all 
registrants, media and the public on 
parking availability.  

Event Services 
Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-18.  The Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall provide shuttle bus 
service as described in Draft SEIR Section 3.11.2.  The off-campus shuttles 
shall operate at least three (3) hours before the first event of the day for the 
2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials and for at least three (3) hours after the last 
event ends.  Event Services shall ensure compliance. 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Event Services 
Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-19.  The Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall conduct two or more 
workshops for local Chamber of Commerce members and area hotel 
managers at least nine (9) months before the 2020 Olympic Track & Field 
Trials to inform them of the events. The workshops shall discuss shuttle routes 
and time tables, distribute media packets, answer questions and encourage 
hotel managers to offer special hotel packages and morning and evening hotel 
shuttle services between their hotel and the campus free or for a limited fee.  
The Director of the Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Distributing information to businesses 
that provide services to athletics and 
guests during the event. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-20.  The Transportation and Parking Management Plan for the 2020 
Olympic Track & Field Trials shall be based on the information in the Parking 
Plan in Draft SEIR Section 3.11.2.  With the stated minimum persons per 
vehicle, the designated lots provide parking for at least 14,919 guests and 490 
faculty/staff on campus during the 2020 Summer Intersession if classes are 
not in session (Draft SEIR Table 3.11.5).  The Parking Plan provides sufficient 
parking without Parking Structure J (Draft SEIR Table 3.11.5).  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-21.  If the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials are held during the Summer 
Intersession and classes are in session, the Local Organizing Committee 
(LOC) shall implement a Parking Plan based on Draft SEIR Section 3.11.2.  
The Parking Plan shall pre-register faculty and staff for parking on campus for 
the week (i.e. not daily).  Faculty and staff do not need to pre-register for the 
weekend.  This procedure assures all faculty and staff have easy access to 
reserved parking during the week.  Facilities Planning & Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 
 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-22.  During registration for the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials, 
registrants may purchase a parking pass for a specific on-campus parking lot 
(e.g. Lot F) or an off-campus parking pass (e.g. Cal Poly Pomona, Lanterman 
Developmental Center, Diamond Bar High School or Walnut High School etc.).  
Parking passes will be sold for the entire 10-day event, for Session 1 (Day 1–

4), Day 5–6 or Session 2 (Day 7–10).  No parking passes will be issued for the 
other off-campus shuttle locations.  Each registrant who purchases a parking 
pass shall receive a windshield parking pass for a specific parking lot.   Each 
parking pass shall state the minimum persons per vehicle [e. g. minimum three 
(3) persons per vehicle].  Registration for athletes and officials shall begin two 
(2) weeks before registration for the general public.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-23.  With classes not scheduled in the Summer Intersession, the 
recommended parking plan for the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials (OTFT) 
is Plan A in Draft SEIR Section 3.11.2 (Table 3.11.5).  The OTFT Parking Plan 
shall be refined when the shuttle route system is finalized (i.e. TR-17).  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-24.  With classes scheduled in the Summer Intersession, the 
recommended parking plan for the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials (OTFT) 
is Plan B in Draft SEIR Section 3.11.2 (Table 3.11.6).  The OTFT Parking Plan 
shall be refined when the shuttle route system is finalized (i.e. TR-17).  An 
updated focused traffic analysis is required.  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Implement a traffic and parking plan 
that provides adequate parking, 
minimizes congestion and provides 
opportunities for shuttle use. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-25.  For additional reduction in pm peak period conflicts between area 
commuter traffic and 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials traffic leaving the final 
event on Friday or Monday during Session 1, the event schedule shall be 
revised so guest traffic leaves before the commute period begins or after the 
pm peak commute period ends.  Either event schedule revision will result in 
reducing the number of pm peak period conflicts by two days, and only two of 
the ten event days during Session 2 have pm peak conflicts (Draft SEIR Table 
3.11.1).  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 

If feasible, revising the preliminary 
schedule to reduce traffic congestion 
weekdays during the pm peak period. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-26.  Prior to installation of the Lot F traffic signal, the City of Walnut shall 
consider lowering the posted travel speed along Temple Avenue near Lot F 
from 50 mph to 35–40 mph to facilitate access to the Lot F east entry 
driveway.  The Public Works Department of the City of Walnut shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Consideration of lower posted travel 
speeds on Temple Avenue when a 
signal is warranted at Lot F and 
Temple Avenue. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-27.  Prior to completion of Parking Structure J, the northside leg at the Lot 
F and Temple Avenue driveway shall be widened.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements when required 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-28 to TR-40 are requirements for general parking, construction, and 
transportation impacts  
 

  

TR-28.  Beginning in 2015, whenever a traffic/parking study for a FMP has not 
been completed in five (5) years, a new parking study shall be completed. The 
parking study shall specify the total parking supply required and a timeframe 
for providing the required number of campus parking spaces.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for adequate 
parking based on the College’s 

recommended most recent headcount 
parking standard. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-29.  Site specific traffic and parking studies are required by the College for 
all new special events (i.e. excluding the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials) 
with projected maximum daily attendance above 15,000 weekdays (excludes 
Summer Intersession and campus holidays).  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Studies for new Special Events other 
than the 2020 Olympic Track & Field 
Trials 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-30.  The following recommendations from the Mt. San Antonio College 

Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised) prepared by Kunzman Associates and dated 
August 22, 2002 shall be implemented for onsite improvements: (1) 
Preferential carpool parking permits and spaces for special events and/or 
special recognition of student and faculty achievements, (2) Additional parking 
spaces for motorcycles, (3)  Additional bicycle racks, (4) Bicycle lockers and/or 
showers and lockers for cyclists, and (5) Evaluation of reduction in free 
parking, raising parking fees and/or demand parking prices.  The evaluation 
shall be completed by July 1, 2017 and CMPCT shall issue a recommendation 
to the Board of Trustees by September 1, 2017.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 

Ongoing provision to improve 
alternative transportation on campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-31.  For hauling operations of more than 15 trucks per hour or more than 
100,000 cubic yards (cy), a Truck Haul Plan (THP) approved by the Director of 
Facilities Planning & Management, with consultation with adjacent cities, shall 
be implemented.  The THP shall consider traffic counts, routes, hours/day of 
hauling, avoidance of am and pm peak hours, intersection geometrics, 
access/egress constraints and pieces of construction equipment onsite.  
Recommendations shall be made concerning all hauling operations to 
minimize traffic and pedestrian congestion on campus and off campus and 
included in construction logistics plans.  If required, all haul trucks shall be 
radio-dispatched.  Light duty trucks with a weight of no more than 8,500 
pounds are exempt from the THP requirements.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Assure pedestrian safety and reduce 
vehicular congestion along haul 
routes for campus construction 
hauling during peak hour traffic. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-32.  Contractors shall submit traffic handling plans and other construction 
documents to Facilities Planning & Management prior to commencement of 
demolition or grading.   The plans and documents shall comply with the Work 

Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH).  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing assurance of public safety at 
or near project construction sites. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-33.  Demolition and construction contracts shall include plans for 
temporary sidewalk closure, pedestrian safety on adjacent sidewalks, vehicle 
and pedestrian safety along the project perimeter and along construction 
equipment haul routes on campus.  These plans shall be reviewed by the Mt. 
SAC Department of Police/Public Safety and approved by Facilities Planning & 
Management.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing assurance of public safety at 
or near project construction sites. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-34.  Demolition and construction contracts shall include plans for 
construction worker parking areas on campus.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 

Ongoing provisions for construction 
employee parking areas near 
construction sites or in designated 
areas with permits. 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-35.  Each project site shall be adequately barricaded with temporary 
fencing to secure construction equipment, minimize trespassing, vandalism 
and short-cut attractions, and reduce hazards during demolition and 
construction.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provisions for construction 
security for individual projects and 
assurance of public safety. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-36.  Construction contractors shall post a flag person at locations near a 
construction site during major truck hauling activities to protect pedestrians 
from conflicts with heavy equipment entering or leaving the project site.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for public safety 
from truck hauling activities near 
pedestrian paths. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-37.  Upon completion of project-specific construction documents, the Mt. 
SAC Department of Police/Public Safety shall complete a parking, pedestrian, 
circulation and signage plan to address direct and indirect public safety needs 
for parking on campus during the project-specific construction period.  For 
each major project, the changing parking demands created by construction, 
increased student enrollments and new building locations shall be addressed.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for maintaining 
adequate parking during construction 
periods. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
 

TR-38.  During the preparation of campus grading, landscape and street 
improvement plans, the sight distance (length of roadway visible to a driver) at 
each project access on campus shall be reviewed with respect to Caltrans 
standards.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provision for sight distances for public 
safety on campus near construction 
sites.  

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-39.  Onsite traffic signing and striping shall be implemented in conjunction 
with detailed project-specific construction plans.  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance.  
 

Provision for required onsite traffic 
signs and striping. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-40.  The Master Vehicular Circulation Plan shall be updated and shall 
specify all revisions and additions to parking areas, parking controls, public 
bus stops, private shuttle operations, shuttle stops and signage within the 
campus needed for buildout of the 2015 FMPU.  All recommendations of the 
approved Vehicular Circulation Plan shall be included in construction contracts 
and implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provision for adequate transportation 
facilities and services for buildout of 
the 2015 FMPU. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-41 to TR-48 are requirements for public transit impacts 
 

  

TR-41.  The Bursar’s Office at Mt. San Antonio College shall participate in the 

Metrolink College Student Discount Pass Program.  Registration materials for 
each term shall inform student of its availability.  Auxiliary Services shall 
ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for bus passes for 
campus students. 

Auxiliary Services 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-42.  Schedule/fee information for Foothill Transit (including the Go Pass), 
Metrolink and Metro shall be made available to students for each semester.  
Auxiliary Services shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for up to date 
information on area transportation 
services. 

Auxiliary Services 

TR-43.  The Campus Master Plan Coordinating Team (CMPCT) shall review 
the preliminary site plan for the Public Transportation Center and recommend 
any changes needed in the Pedestrian Circulation and Vehicular Circulation 
exhibits in the 2015 FMPU to provide safe pedestrian paths, including 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) requirements for access the Public 
Transportation Center.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for adequate 
pedestrian paths and vehicular 
circulation near the Public 
Transportation Center. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-44.  The District shall complete a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
with participating transit agencies for the Public Transportation Center. The 
MOU shall specify all financial, legal, insurance, operation and maintenance 
responsibilities for each party.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Provision for legal agreements for 
operation and funding of the Public 
Transportation Center. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-45.  The District shall negotiate an agreement with additional transit 
agencies serving the campus to provide an unlimited bus pass for a fixed 
student transportation fee per semester by January 1, 2018.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Complete required traffic 
improvements by 2018. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-46.  The Executive Board Officers of the Associated Students (AS) of Mt. 
SAC shall be given an opportunity to review and comment on the Public 
Transportation Center project prior to CMPCT final review.  Facilities Planning 
& Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provide opportunities for student 
feedback on preliminary plans for the 
Public Transportation Center. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-47.  Mt. SAC shall meet with Cal Poly Pomona to discuss a joint campus 
shuttle service by July 1, 2017.  Facilities Planning & Management shall 
ensure compliance. 
 

Explore opportunities for shuttle use 
between Mt. SAC and Cal Poly 
Pomona. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-48.  Not Used 
 

  

TR-49 to TR-57 are requirements for other transportation issues (TR-48 is 
no longer being used as an index) 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-49.  When traffic access is allowed (gate controlled) at the southside leg of 
the Temple Avenue and Lot F driveway (primarily for athletic events), manual 
traffic control (Mt. SAC or City provided traffic control personnel) shall be 
utilized.  The Kinesiology, Athletics and Dance Division and Facilities Planning 
& Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provision for required traffic controls 
along Temple Avenue at the Lot F 
intersection during special events 
when the Lot F intersection is not 
signalized. 

Kinesiology, Athletics and Dance 
Division and Facilities Planning & 
Management  

TR-50.  All truck hauling from the borrow site to the West Parcel shall have 
radio-communication to assure that trucks do not create traffic congestion at 
area intersections, in the left-turn pocket at Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue 
and at the West Parcel driveway.  In addition, haul trucks on the designated 
haul route shall be spaced to assure that trucks do not impede traffic flow 
along the haul route,  
 
(a) All construction hauling for the West Parcel project shall occur between the 
hours of 8:30 am to 4:30 pm Monday–Saturday to avoid the am and pm peak 
hour traffic along the haul route, 
(b) The hauling contractor shall maintain radio-communication with all trucks at 
all times, and have a designated person at the West Parcel and at the borrow 
site who can inform truck drivers at the borrow site if the spacing needs to be 
adjusted.  All truck drivers shall be oriented to the hauling and communication 
procedures prior to initiating haul activities.  The project manager shall ensure 
truck hauling to assure spacing requirements and hauling activities do not 
exceed the requirements, 
(c) Truck haul drivers shall be instructed to maintain proper spacing along the 
entire return route from the West Parcel to the borrow site.  When needed, the 
drivers should be in radio-communication along the return route to prevent 
congestion.  However, visual contract between trucks may be sufficient to 
provide spacing without a lot of radio communication on the return haul route 
and;  
(d)  For 95% of the time, drivers shall maintain a minimum of 80 feet 
separation between trucks on the return route from the West Parcel to the 
borrow site on roadway links.  This restriction does not apply to intersections 
where signalization may cause delays.  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 
 

Assure pedestrian and vehicular 
safety during truck hauling activities 
for the West Parcel Solar project. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-51.  Programming for the Auditorium should establish if an adjacent 
Parking Structure is desirable in Lot B within six months of certification of the 
Final EIR.  A site specific study is required for the Auditorium and/or an 
adjacent parking structure.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Explore advanced planning needs for 
an additional parking structure near 
the Auditorium. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-52.  The City of Walnut shall consider restricting left-turn movements 
eastbound along Amar Road east of Country Hollow Drive during the am peak 
hour, implementation of a resident parking program or restrictions on street 
parking during certain hours, to minimize student-related traffic in the adjacent 
neighborhoods west of Grand Avenue south of Collegewood Drive.  The 
Community Development Department of the City of Walnut shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Provision for required vehicle turning 
movement restrictions for vehicular 
safety. 

City of Walnut 

TR-53.  Truck hauling for grading of the Physical Education Projects (PEP) 
(Phase 1, 2) site shall be limited to 8 hours a day and a maximum of 18 trucks 
per hour.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Truck hauling for PEP. Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-54.  When a site plan is completed, a site-specific analysis shall be 
completed for the Public Transportation Center.  All recommendations of the 
traffic analysis shall be completed and the project coordinated with the 
College, the City of Walnut, Foothill Transit and if required, Metro.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provision for inter-agency 
coordination and CEQA regulations. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-55.  The Mt. SAC Department of Police/Public Safety shall update their 
evacuation plans for an extreme emergency by January 1, 2017.  The updated 
emergency evacuation plan shall refine the preliminary plan included in the 
Final EIR and distribute vehicular traffic from campus lots to Grand Avenue 
and Temple Avenue in the most efficient and safe manner as possible.  Public 
safety officers shall be deployed to pre-assigned locations and tasks to direct 
vehicular traffic in pre-determined directions defined in the emergency 
evacuation plan.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 

Provision for a current plan for 
minimizing the time required to 
evacuate vehicles and personnel 
away from campus in an emergency 
evacuation. 

Mt. SAC Department of Police/Public 
Safety 
Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
14. Transportation (continued)   
TR-56.  For hauling operations of more than 15 trucks per hour and more than 
100,000 cubic yards, a Truck Haul Plan (THP) approved by the Director of 
Facilities Planning & Management, shall be implemented.  The THP shall 
consider traffic counts, haul routes, hours/days of hauling, avoidance of peak 
hours, intersection geometrics, access/egress constraints, truck load capacity, 
and pieces of construction equipment onsite and shall specify requirements to 
minimize traffic and pedestrian congestion on campus and off campus.  The 
THP shall be required in all applicable construction logistics plans.  If 
necessary, all haul trucks shall utilize radio communication to improve traffic 
flow and minimize congestion.  Light duty trucks with a weight of no more than 
8,500 pounds are exempted from a THP.  Facilities Planning & Management 
shall ensure compliance. 
 

Minimizing traffic impacts from truck 
hauling. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

TR-57.  Beginning in 2015, whenever a traffic/parking study for a FMP or 
FMPU has not been completed in five (5) years, a new parking study shall be 
completed.  The parking study shall specify the total parking supply required 
and a timeframe for providing the required number of campus parking spaces.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Providing ample parking supply when 
enrollment changes. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

15. Utilities/Service Systems   
SS-01.  The 2012 Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure Master Plan (UIMP) shall be 
updated to accommodate the projected 2019–2020 student enrollment and the 
facilities included in the buildout of the 2015 FMPU to year 2020.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance.   
 

Resolution of phasing issues related 
to infrastructure, new facilitates and 
student enrollment increases. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

SS-02.  The 2012 Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure Master Plan (UIMP) shall be 
revised for buildout of the 2015 FMPU.  The UIMP shall specify all revisions 
and additions to water lines from Three Valleys Municipal Water District’s 

(TVMWD) \ PM-1 connector to the campus, and lines within the campus 
needed for buildout of the 2015 FMPU.  All recommendations of the approved 
UIMP shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing provision for ample water 
supplies on campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
15. Utilities/Service Systems (continued)   
SS-03.  The College shall obtain permits and water commitments required by 
the Three Valleys Municipal Water District (TVMWD) for water service to all 
projects.  These requirements shall be included in construction contracts.  
TVMWD has requested advance notification whenever demand may increase 
by more than 50 percent so future planning may be completed.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for ample water 
supplies on campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

SS-04.  The 2012 Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure Master Plan (UIMP) shall be 
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to sewer lines within the 
campus needed for buildout of the 2015 FMPU.  All recommendations of the 
approved UIMP shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Ongoing provision for adequate sewer 
line capacity on campus. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

SS-05.  The 2012 Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure Master Plan (UIMP) shall be 
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to the electrical 
distribution system within the campus needed for buildout of the 2015 FMPU.  
All recommendations of the approved UIMP shall be included in construction 
contracts and implemented.  Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure 
compliance. 
 

Provision for adequate electrical 
system for buildout of the 2015 
FMPU. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

SS-06.  For each project, the College shall obtain all approval(s) required by 
Southern California Edison (SCE) for electrical service. These requirements 
shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  Facilities 
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance.  
 

Ongoing provision for electrical 
service for new projects from SCE. 

Facilities Planning & Management 

SS-07.  For each project, the College shall obtain all permits required by the 
Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) for natural gas service. These 
requirements shall be included in construction contracts and implemented.  
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure compliance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing provision for natural gas 
service for new projects from 
SoCalGas 

Facilities Planning & Management 
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Mitigation Measures Monitoring Action Department Responsible 
15. Utilities/Service Systems (continued)   
SS-08. The 2012 Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure Master Plan (UIMP) shall be 
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to solid waste collection 
systems, storage and transfer within the campus needed for buildout of the 
2015 FMPU.  All recommendations of the approved UIMP shall be included in 
construction contracts and implemented. (Contracts with independent trash 
haulers are not included in these requirements).  Facilities Planning & 
Management shall ensure compliance. 
 

Provision for adequate solid waste 
facilities on campus for buildout of the 
2015 FMPU 
 

Facilities Planning & Management 

Source: Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Planning & Management, October 10, 2016 
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Table 1
PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROJECT (PHASE 1, 2) SITE-SPECIFIC MITIGATION MONITORING RPOGRAM
Based on 2016 Mitigation Monitoring Program (Adopted by Board of Trustees on October 12, 2016)
SCH 2002041161

Project Name: Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2)
Date of Adoption of Project MMP: August 9, 2017
Identification Number in 2015 Facility Master Plan: D1 – D5
Project Manager: Leonard Ortiz
Initial Worksheet Prepared by: Sid Lindmark, AICP
Date Worksheet Prepared: April 17, 2017
Phone: (909) 274-5496
E-Mail: lortiz6@mtsac.edu

Adopted MMP Mitigation Measures
Other

Firms/Agencies
Involved

Date
Completed

Responsible Party
Signature

Comments

1. AESTHETICS

AES-02. All new construction contracts shall implement
those provisions of the latest Facility Master Plan
Landscape Plan applicable to their projects. Facilities
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance.

AES-03. Hilmar Lodge Stadium (D6) lighting fixtures shall
be designed, located, installed, aimed downward or
toward structures, and maintained in good order to
prevent glare, light trespass, and light pollution offsite.
Lighting fixtures shall be mounted, aimed and shielded so
that their beams fall within the primary playing area and
their immediate surroundings, and so that no significant
off-site light trespass is produced. Stadium Lighting (D6)
shall adhere to NCAA Lighting Guidelines, the Flex Field
(D5) to 50 FC: 2:1 Uniformity, and the Practice Field (D5)
to 30 FC 22:1 Uniformity Standards. The Stadium sports
lighting shall be turned off as soon as possible following
the end of the event and players and spectators are
leaving the Stadium. Where feasible, a low-level lighting



Page 2 of 29

system shall be used to facilitate spectators leaving the
facility, cleanup, nighttime maintenance and other closing
activities. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

AES-05. Exterior building materials, colors and signage
shall be reviewed by the Campus Master Plan
Coordinating Team (CMPCT). All construction contracts
shall specify these items and implement CMPCT final
recommendations. Facilities Planning & Management
shall monitor compliance.

AES-06. All future projects included in the 2015 FMPU
that are located near the perimeter of the campus shall
conform to the Campus Perimeter Night Lighting
Guidelines (Table 3.7.12 in Draft EIR). The Guidelines do
not supersede California Building Code Section 1205.6, the
California Administrative Code Section for the LZA Z, or
the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) G-1-03
Standards for parking and sidewalks/walkway security
illumination levels. Facilities Planning and Management
shall ensure compliance.

AES-07. All lighting shall be directed site and not spill over
into offsite areas. Al construction contracts shall include
provisions for defining the lighting for each project and
direct light onsite. Facilities Planning and Management
shall ensure compliance.

2. AIR QUALITY

AQ-01. All contractors shall comply with all feasible Best
Available Control Measures (BACM) included in South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule
403: Fugitive Dust included in Table 1: Best Available
Control Measures Applicable to All Construction Activity
Sources. In addition, the project shall comply with at least
one of the following Track-Out Control Options: (a) Install
a pad consisting of washed gravel (minimum-size: one
inch) maintained in a clean condition to a depth of at least
six inches and extending at least 20 feet wide and 50 feet
long, (b) Pave the surface extending at least 100 feet and a
width of at least 20 feet wide, (c) Utilize a wheel
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shaker/wheel spreading device consisting of raised
dividers (rails, pipe, or grates) at least 24 feet long and 10
feet wide to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle
under carriages before vehicles exit the site, (d) Install and
utilize a wheel washing system to remove bulk material
from tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit
the site, (e) Any other control measures approved by the
Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA as equivalent to the
methods specified items (a) through (d) above. Individual
BACM in Table 1 that are not applicable to the project or
infeasible, based on additional new project information,
may be omitted only if Planning Facilities Planning &
Management specifies in a written agreement with the
applicant that specific BACM measures may be omitted.
Any clarifications, additions, selections of alternative
measures, or specificity required to implement the
required BACM for the project shall be included in the
written agreement. The written agreement shall be
completed prior to demolition and/or grading for the
project. Facilities Planning & Management shall include
the written agreement within the Mitigation Monitoring
Program for the project and Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

AQ-02. Project construction contracts shall prohibit off-
road vehicle and engine idling in excess of five (5) minutes
and ensure that all off-road equipment is compliant with
the CARB’s in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulations and
SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers
or roadway washing trucks, and all internal combustion
engines/construction equipment operating on the project
site shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions standards, or
higher according to the adopted project start date
requirements. A copy of each unit’s certified tier
specification, BACT documentation and CARB or SCAQMD
operating permit shall be provided to the construction
manager at the time of mobilization of each applicable
unit of equipment. Facilities Planning & Management
shall ensure compliance.
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AQ-03. During construction, contractors shall minimize
offsite air quality impacts by implementing the following
measures: (a) encourage car pooling for construction
workers, (b) limit lane closures to off-peak travel periods,
(c) park construction vehicles off traveled roadways, (d)
encourage receipt of materials during non-peak traffic
hours and (e) sandbag construction sites for erosion
control. These requirements shall be included in
construction contracts and implemented. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

AQ-04. Truck deliveries and pickups shall be scheduled
during off-peak hours whenever possible to alleviate
traffic congestion and air quality emissions during peak
hours. Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

AQ-05. During project construction, all off-road diesel-
powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall
meet the EPA-Certified Tier 4 emission standards where
available. All construction equipment shall be outfitted
with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emission
control devices used by a contractor shall achieve
emissions reductions that are no less than what could be
achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for
a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. A
copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT
documentation and CARB or SCAQQMD operating permit
shall be provided by contractors before commencement
of equipment use on campus. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

AQ-06. Construction contracts shall specify that all diesel
construction equipment used onsite shall use ultra-low
sulfur diesel fuel. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

.

AQ-07. During grading and construction, fugitive dust
from construction operations shall be reduced by
watering at least twice daily using reclaimed water or
chemical soil binder, where feasible, or water whenever
substantial dust generation is evident. Grading sites of
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more than ten gross acres shall be watered at least three
times daily. The project shall comply with Rule 403:
Fugitive Dust (South Coast Air Quality Management
District). Project contractors shall suspend grading
operations, apply soil binders, and water the grading site
when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25
miles per hour. Traffic speeds on all unpaved graded
surfaces shall not exceed 15 miles per hour. All grading
operations shall be suspended during first and second
stage smog alerts. All project contracts shall require
project contractors to keep construction equipment
engines tuned to ensure that air quality impacts
generated by construction activities are minimized. Upon
request, contractors shall submit equipment tuning logs to
Facilities Planning & Management. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

AQ-08. To reduce VOC emissions, all construction
contracts shall limit painting to eight hours per day;
specify the use of paints and coatings with a VOC content
of 80 grams per liter (g/l) or less. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

AQ-09. All off-road diesel-powered construction
equipment greater than 50 hp (e.g., excavators, graders,
dozers, scrappers, tractors, loaders, etc.) used during
construction of PEP (Phase 1) shall comply with EPA-
Certified Tier IV emission controls where available. The
requirements shall be placed in construction contracts.
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

AQ-10. The college shall obtain all required permits for
the Fire Training Academy from the South Coast Air
Quality Management District. Fire Technology shall ensure
compliance.

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

BIO-01. New permanent lighting standards in Parking Lot
M and Lot W immediately adjacent to sensitive biological
habitat areas (i.e. Wildlife Sanctuary/Open Space Zone)
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shall not exceed 0.2 foot- candles at five (5) feet outside
of the parking lot boundary. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

BIO-02. Pre-construction burrowing owl (BUOW) surveys
will be conducted to ensure no construction related
impacts occur to this sensitive species. A pre-construction
survey for BUOW shall be completed for construction
areas with suitable habitat for the BUOW Owl (e.g.
Irrigation Well site, the Detention Basin site, and the Fire
Training Academy site). If clearing, grading, or
construction is planned to occur during the BUOW
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), pre-
construction surveys should be conducted in the
construction area and in appropriate habitat within 500
feet of the construction area. A pre-construction nest/owl
survey should be completed for each project or work area
within 14 days of the start of construction. Multiple pre-
construction surveys may be required because the start of
specific projects may be separated in time by months or
years. If there are no nesting owls, within each area,
development would be allowed to proceed. If BUOW are
observed, impacts shall be avoided according to the Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). All
recommendations of the final studies shall be
implemented. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

BIO-03. Prior to grading within areas of Venturan Coastal
Sage Scrub, the college shall identify replacement 2:1
acreage. Replacement habitat shall be installed prior to
project completion. Planning & Facilities Management
shall ensure compliance.

BIO-04. Prior to grading within areas of non-native
grassland, the college shall identify replacement 0.5:1
acreage habitat. Replacement habitat shall be completed
prior to project completion. Planning & Facilities
Management shall ensure compliance.

BIO-06. Prior to removal of any trees on campus in or
near construction areas of the 2015 Facility Master Plan
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Update during March - May, a qualified biologist shall
survey the trees for active nesting sites of migratory birds.
(See BIO -17 for raptors) If migratory birds are observed
nesting in the trees, development within 300 feet must be
postponed either until all nesting has ceased, or until
construction is moved far away enough so that the activity
does not impact the birds. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

BIO-09. The limits of construction for projects adjacent to
sensitive habitats should be delineated with silt
fencing/fiber rolls and orange construction fencing. A
qualified biologist should attend a pre-construction
meeting to inform construction crews about the sensitivity
of any adjacent habitat. A qualified biologist should also
inspect the fencing upon installation and monitor clearing
and grading of (and near) native habitat to prevent
unauthorized impacts. Facilities Planning & Management
shall monitor compliance.

BIO-10. Impacts to California Black Walnut trees, if they
cannot be avoided, should be mitigated by the
replacement of each impacted tree that has a diameter of
6 inches at 4 feet, 6 inches above the ground by a 24-inch
boxed specimen (Table 5 in Appendix G1). These trees
should be planted in the approved California Black Walnut
Management Plan area and preserved, maintained and
monitored for two years. Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

Applies to detention basin area

BIO-16. The Planting Plan, EPT Design (Sheet L3.01),
January 15, 2015 or its update shall be implemented for
the Detention Basin area east of the stadium. Facilities
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance.

BIO-17. Raptors may be impacted during construction
activities by nest disruption, habitat loss or noise. A pre-
construction survey shall be conducted within 14 days of
the start of construction. If clearing, grading, or
construction will occur from Feb 1 – July 31, pre-
construction surveys shall be conducted in the
construction area and in appropriate nesting habitat
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within 500 feet of the construction area. Multiple pre-
construction surveys may be required if the start of
specific projects is separated in time by months or years.
If there are no nesting raptors within each area,
development is allowed to proceed. However, if raptors
are observed nesting within the area and within sight and
sound of the work, development within 300 feet shall be
postponed either until all nesting has ceased, until after
the breeding season, or until construction is moved far
enough away so the activity does not impact the birds. An
exception to this would be any raptor nests east of North
Grand Avenue. North Grand Avenue is a four-lane road
with a landscaped median. Any nests east of the road
would likely be habituated to activity from this busy road
and unaffected by construction on the West Parcel.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

BIO-18. Impacts to coastal cactus wren habitat should be
mitigated at 2:1 ratio. That is, for each acre of cacti
dominated coastal sage scrub impacted, 2 acres should be
created and/or preserved. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

May apply to detention basin area

BIO-20. All construction lighting and new campus lighting
that is adjacent to sensitive habitat areas should be of low
illumination and be shielded and directed downwards and
away from adjacent native habitat. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES

CR-01 During construction grading and site preparation
activities, the Contractor shall monitor all construction
activities. In the event that cultural resources (i.e.,
prehistoric sites, historic sites, and/or isolated artifacts)
are discovered, work shall be halted immediately within
50 feet of the discovery and the Contractor shall inform
the Project Manager. A qualified archaeologist that meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines
for Professional Qualifications in Archaeology shall be
retained to analyze the significance of the discovery and
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recommend further appropriate measures to reduce
further impacts on archaeological resources. Such
measures may include avoidance, preservation in place,
excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or
other appropriate measures. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

CR-02. If, during the course of implementing the project,
human remains are discovered, all work shall be halted
immediately within 50 feet of the discovery, the
Contractor shall inform the Project Manager, and the
County Coroner must be notified according to Section
5097.98 of the PRC and Section 7050.5 of California’s
Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined to
be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native
American Heritage Commission, and the procedures
outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be
followed. Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

CR-03. The recommended action for the adverse impact
on historic resources and on the Mt. SAC Historic District
due to buildout of the 2015 FMPU and the PEP is revision
of the Land Use Plan to avoid demolition of a CEQA
historic resource. An evaluation of feasible options shall
be prepared for CMPCT prior to certification of the Final
EIR. The college shall evaluate whether the impacts on
3CD or 3CB buildings proposed for removal or demolition
in the recommended District may be reduced to Less than
Significant. The alternatives to be considered include: (1)
Redesign of the 2015 Facility Master Plan Update to avoid
impacting the 3CD or 3CB buildings, (2) Redesign of the
2015 Facility Master Plan Update to reduce the project
impacts on 3CD or 3CB buildings to Less than Significant,
(3) Redesign of phases of the project to reduce impacts on
3CD or 3CB buildings to Less than Significant as more
detailed planning for each phase comes up for review
before the Campus Master Plan Coordinating Team
(CMPCT), and (4) Evaluation of adaptive reuses of 3CD or
3CB buildings prior to construction. Planning Facilities &
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Management shall monitor compliance. The Facilities
Planning & Management Department shall ensure
compliance.

CR-04. If project redesign is not feasible to achieve the
Project and College’s educational goals and facility needs,
the following mitigation shall be implemented to reduce
the significant impacts on historical resources: (a) HABS
Level II History Report for the (1) Mt. SAC Historic District
and for (2) Hilmer Lodge Stadium consistent with the
Historic American Buildings Survey Guidelines for
Historical Reports (National Park Service 2007); (b) HABS
Level II Standard Photography following the Secretary of
Interior Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and
Engineering Documentation and HABS specific guidelines
for the Mt. SAC Historic District and Hilmer Lodge
Stadium; (c) Reproduction of select existing drawings for
each building proposed for demolition or alteration
following HABS Level II guidelines; (d) Creation of a
interpretative exhibit within Heritage Hall (HH) including
not only the history of Hilmer Lodge Stadium, but the
entire Historic District as well, and (e) Development of a
“Mt. SAC History” section on the campus website. The
Facilities Planning & Management Department shall
ensure compliance

CR-05. Prior to demolition, removal, or remodeling of any
3CD or 3CB building on campus, the college shall enlist the
services of a qualified architectural historian to prepare
the HABS Narrative Historical Report as well as CA DPR
523 forms. Documentation through HABS is an important
measure because it allows documentation of the resource
before alterations begin. Given the relative historic
significance of the resources, Level II HABS is the
recommended documentation standard, to be prepared in
accordance with the Secretary of Interior Standards and
Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering
Documentation and HABS specific guidelines
(http://www.nps.gov/hdp/standards/habsguidelines.htm).
A narrative historical report following the Historic
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American Buildings Survey Guidelines for Historical
Reports (National Park Service 2007) should be prepared
for the (1) Mt. SAC Historic District and (2) Hilmer Lodge
Stadium. The college shall enlist the services of a qualified
architectural historian to prepare the HABS Narrative
Historical Report as well as CA DPR 523 forms. The DPR
forms shall be submitted to the State Office of Historic
Preservation (via the SCCIC) for their records. All other
historic documents shall be made available to the public in
the collection of the College’s Learning Technology
Center, including: the HABS Narrative Historical Report,
DPR 523 forms, the Historic Resources on the Campus of
Mt. San Antonio College, Walnut, California (The Building
Biographer, June 1, 2003) and The Historical Resources
Analysis for Five Buildings at Mount San Antonio College,
Los Angeles County, Walnut, California (Davis 2012), and a
copy of this report. Facilities Planning & Management
shall ensure compliance.

CR-06. Prior to demolition, removal or remodeling of any
3CD or 3CB building, the college shall hire a qualified HABS
photographer to provide photo-documentation for the
properties on campus identified as 3CD or 3CB which are
proposed for removal or demolition in the 2012 Facilities
Master Plan or 2015 FMP Update. The photo-
documentation shall be made available to the public in
the collection of the College’s Learning Technology
Center. The documentation should be done in accordance
with the Guidelines provided in the Photographic
Specifications: Historic American Building Survey, Historic
American Engineering Record, Division of National
Register Programs, National Park Service, Western Region.
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

CR-07. Prior to demolition, removal or remodeling of any
3CD or 3CB building, the college shall prepare archivally
stable reproduction of original as-built drawings.
Reproductions of drawings shall be done in accordance
with the Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for
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Architectural and Engineering Documentation. Select
existing drawings, where available, may be photographed
with large-format negatives or photographically
reproduced on Mylar in accordance with the U.S.
Copyright Act, as amended. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

CR-08. To recognize the history of Mt. SAC, part of the
facilities for the new Stadium will include Heritage Hall, an
area dedicated to historical interpretation of the history of
Hilmer Lodge Stadium and the college. The interpretative
panels could utilize information from the HABS Level II
Narrative Historical Report and large-format photographic
documentation. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

CR-09. To further recognition of the history of Mt. SAC, a
page or series of pages should be developed for inclusion
on the college’s website. This project could be completed
as a multi-disciplinary school project, prepared by
students in the Technology and History departments
utilizing the information from the HABS Level II Narrative
Historical Report and large-format photographic
documentation. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

CR-10. An architectural historian or historical architect
meeting the SOI Professional Qualification Standards for
either discipline shall review the proposed architectural
drawings and renderings of the Library (6), Bookstore (9A)
and Technology Center (28 A/B) to ensure compliance
with the SOI Treatment of Historic Properties. The person
should be consulted during the early design of the
renovation projects to ensure adherence to the Standards
and to minimize plan alternations during the design
process. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

5. ENERGY

EN-01. An energy management system shall be installed
in all new facilities to reduce energy consumption and
related pollutant emissions. Facilities Planning &
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Management shall monitor compliance.

6. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

GH-01. Future buildings exceeding 20,000 ASF shall have
building roof coverings with a minimum three-year aged
solar reflectance and thermal emittance, or a minimum
reflectance index (SRI) greater than or equal to the values
specified in Sections A5.106.11.2.1 and A5 106.11.2.2 or a
minimum aged Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) 3 complying
with Sections A5.106.11.2.3 as shown in Table
A5.106.11.2.1 or A5.106.11.2.2 in Appendix A5 for Non-
Residential Voluntary Measures in the 2010 California
Green Building Standards Code (CalGreen). Facilities
Planning & Management shall ensure compliance.

GH-02. Future buildings exceeding 20,000 ASF shall
include occupant sensors, motion sensors and vacancy
sensors capable of automatically turning off all the lights
in an area no more than 30 minutes after the area has
been vacated and shall have a visible status signal
indicating that the device is operating properly or that it
has failed or malfunctioned. The visible status signal may
have an override switch that s turns the signal off. In
addition, ultrasonic and microwave devices shall have a
built-in mechanism that allows the calibration of the
sensitivity of the device to room movement in order to
reduce the false sensing of occupants and shall comply
with either Subsection A5.209.1.4.1 or A5.209.1.4.2 as
applicable. These measures are included in Appendix A5
for Non-Residential Voluntary Measures in the 2010
California Green Building Standards Code (CalGreen).
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

GH-03. Future buildings exceeding 20,000 ASF shall
include installation of field-fabricated fenestration (i.e.
windows) and field-fabricated exterior doors only if the
compliance documentation demonstrates compliance for
the installation using U-factors from Table A5.205.1-A and
Solar Heat Gain Coefficient (SHGC) values from Table
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A5.205.1-B included in Appendix A5 for Non-Residential
Voluntary Measures in the 2010 California Green Building
Standards Code (CalGreen). Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

GH-04. Future buildings exceeding 70,000 ASF shall either
have an energy efficiency of 30 percent above Title 24.
Part 6 (e.g. Exceed CEC requirements (Performance
Approach), based on the 2008 Energy Efficiency Standards
by 30 percent and meet the requirements of Division
A45.6) or exceed the latest edition of “Savings by Design,
Healthcare Modeling Procedures” by 15 percent, in
accordance with Section A.5.203.1.2 CalGreen Tier 2
(OSHPD), as listed in Appendix A5 for Non-Residential
Voluntary Measures in the 2010 California Green Building
Standards Code (CalGreen). Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

7. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZ-01. Prior to demolition or remodeling, onsite
inspection and sampling in all buildings included in the
2015 Facility Master Plan Update for renovation or
demolition shall be completed by a qualified OSHA
professional for asbestos contaminated building materials
and the presence of lead-based paint. All final
recommendations of the final approved report(s) shall be
included in construction contracts and implemented.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

HAZ-02. All building plans for laboratories on campus
shall be reviewed by the Department of State Architect,
the State Fire Marshall and the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department (Fire Prevention-Engineering Unit) for fire and
hazard safety. All final recommendations of the final
approved plan(s) shall be included in construction
contracts and implemented. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

HAZ-03. Prior to construction all proposed storage areas
onsite of potential hazardous chemicals and materials and
operational plans shall be reviewed by the County of Los
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Angeles Fire Department. All recommendations of the
final approved plans shall be included in construction
documents, if applicable and implemented. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

HAZ-04. All materials generated onsite for the Fire
Training Academy that are classified as hazardous by
state regulations shall be disposed of consistent with
OSHA, CALEPA and LACHA. Fire Technology shall ensure
compliance.

8. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

HYD-01. Future development occurring for buildout of the
2015 FMPU shall install the drainage facilities required by
the Utilities Master Plan Infrastructure Plan, as modified
by the 2016 Hydrology Study, Psomas May 2016, and
Future Hydrology Figure 2d, (Ibid) prior to occupancy.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

HYD-02. 7a. The Master Campus Drainage Plan shall be
updated prior to commencement of grading for the Fire
Training Academy and Athletics Education Building
projects. The plan shall comply with the State of
California National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Construction Activities Storm Water Discharge
Permit (Construction Permit) regulations. When
construction activities on campus constitute acreage at or
above the threshold acreage, the college shall prepare a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a
Monitoring Program for the 2012 Facility Master Plan.
The Master Campus Drainage Plan shall meet any
requirements of the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works and the City of Walnut. All
recommendations of the approved final drainage plan(s)
shall be included in construction contracts and
implemented. Facilities Planning & Management shall
monitor compliance.

HYD-03. All drainage improvements shall be consistent
with the Master Campus Drainage Plan. All
recommendations of the approved final drainage plan(s)



Page 16 of 29

shall be included in construction contracts and
implemented. Facilities Planning & Management shall
monitor compliance.

HYD-04. Prior to excavation onsite for which the
preliminary soils/geology report indicated groundwater
may be encountered; any required permit for de-watering
shall be obtained from the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region. If effluent
concentrations exceed permit requirements, a carbon
treatment system or equivalent system to remove
pollutants shall be utilized prior to discharge. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

9. LAND USE/PLANNING

LU-01. All future land uses on campus, building locations
and square footage (ASF) shall be in substantially
consistent with the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

LU-02. The following Master Plan elements shall be
revised to conform to the 2015 Facilities Master Plan
Update: (1) Land Use Plan, (2) Conservation Plan, (3)
Circulation and Parking Plan. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

LU-03. The City of Walnut should revise its General Plan
designation for the campus in its next General Plan
Update to Community College and the Zoning District to
Community College (or another applicable) zoning district
so the General Plan and Zoning District are consistent.
The Community Development Department of the City of
Walnut shall ensure compliance.

LU-04. The Facility Master Plan Conservation Plan shall be
revised to include approximately 25.6 acre Habitat
Mitigation Area for removal of existing California Black
Walnut, Coastal Sage Scrub and Non-Native Grassland
habitats. Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.
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LU-07. The District shall submit an application for a
grading plan to the City of Walnut for all projects subject
to the Walnut Municipal Code Sections 6-5.5 and 6-5.6.
The grading plan shall confirm to the requirements of the
Walnut Municipal Code Section 6-5.3 and Appendix J
Sections J101.7, J108 - J111 of Appendix J. To the extent
there is any ambiguity as to scope, the WMC controls over
Appendix J. The District shall comply with all
requirements of an approved grading plan. Facilities
Planning and Management shall ensure compliance.

10. NOISE

NO-01. All construction and general maintenance
activities, except in emergencies or special circumstances,
shall be limited to the hours of 7 am to 7 pm Monday-
Saturday. Staging areas for construction shall be located
away from existing off-site residences. All construction
equipment shall use properly operating mufflers. These
requirements shall be included in construction contracts
and implemented. Facilities Planning & Management shall
monitor compliance.

NO-02. Loudspeaker and other public address systems on
campus shall be located and adjusted to register no more
than 70 dB Lmax at the nearest offsite residences.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

NO-03. Weekend special events within any athletic field
complex such as tournaments, day-long meets, etc. shall
be planned to not begin before 7 am on Saturday or 8 am
on Sunday. Event Services shall monitor compliance.

NO-05. The college shall adopt policies and post signs in
the parking structure indicating vehicles with alarms may
be towed from parking areas if alarms sound for more
than five minutes. The Public Safety Department shall
ensure compliance.

NO-06. Construction contracts shall specify that
construction equipment vibration impacts with a peak
particle velocity (PPV) of 0.04 inches per second or more
occurring offsite in a sensitive receptor area shall not
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exceed 15 minutes in any one hour. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

11. OPEN SPACE, MANAGED RESOURCWES AND WORKING LANDSCAPES

MR-01. All recommendations in the final geotechnical
report(s) for projects included in the 2015 Facility Master
Plan Update shall be included in construction contracts
and implemented. Facilities Planning & Management shall
monitor compliance.

MR-02. During construction grading and site preparation
activities, the Contractor shall monitor all construction
activities. In the event a paleontological find or a
potential paleontological find is discovered, construction
activities shall cease and the Contractor shall inform the
Project Manager. A qualified paleontologist shall be
contacted to analyze the find and recommend further
appropriate measures to reduce further impacts on
paleontological resources. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

12. POPULATION/HOUSING

PH-01. Beginning on January 2016, on January 2020 and
every five years, projections of future campus
employment shall be forwarded to the Southern California
Association of Governments. Human Resources shall
monitor compliance.

13. PUBLIC SERVICES

PS-01. The net increase in campus wastewater flows shall
be projected whenever the Mt. SAC Utility Infrastructure
Master Plan (UIMP) is updated for a new campus Facility
Master Plan, or within ten years of the last UIMP Update.
The District shall obtain the required permits from the
Consolidated Sanitation District of Los Angeles County,
and pay the required capital facilities fees for the net
increase projected in the UIMP Update. Facilities Planning
& Management shall ensure compliance.

PS-02. The Public Safety Department shall project their
Department personnel and equipment needs to
accommodate the student, staff and facility increases
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projected in the 2015 Facility Master Plan Update. The
plan shall provide for student, staff and visitor security
upon buildout of the 2015 Facility Master Plan Update.
(Expansions of the Code Blue Emergency Phone System
and revisions to the assignment of Evening Escorts shall be
included in the plan). Public Safety shall ensure
compliance

PS-03. Within six months of certification of the 2015 Final
EIR, the Public Safety Department shall complete a
security construction plan to address direct and indirect
security needs for all construction activities on campus
associated with the 2015 Facility Master Plan Update. The
special public safety needs of buildings (i.e. demolition,
new construction and remodeling), construction sites,
transport of construction materials and equipment,
construction parking and use of construction equipment
shall be addressed. Facilities Planning & Management
shall ensure compliance

PS-04. The Athletics Division and the Campus Security
Department shall prepare a Security Plan for all new
Special Events (i.e. does not include the 2020 Olympic
Track & Field Trials) with a maximum daily attendance of
10,000 persons or more. The Security Plan shall be
approved by the Board of Trustees a minimum of three (3)
months prior to the event. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

PS-05. The Athletics Division and the Campus Security
Department shall prepare a Security Plan for the 2020
Olympic Track & Field Trials. The Security Plan shall be
approved by the Board of Trustees a minimum of nine (9)
months prior to the event. Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

14. TRANSPORTATION

TR-01. A second EB right-turn lane shall be added to the
Grand Avenue and Cameron Avenue intersection. The
City of Industry is the Lead Agency and the County of Los
Angeles is an interested agency. The City of Industry shall
ensure compliance.

Complete by 2020
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TR-03. The EB right-turn lane at the Grand Avenue and
Temple Avenue intersection shall be converted to a
through/right-turn lane. The City of Walnut is the Lead
Agency.

Complete by 2020

TR-04. The signal phasing for the Grand Avenue and La
Puente Road intersection shall be modified to include an
EB right-turn overlap phase (i.e. a right-turn protected
arrow). The City of Walnut shall ensure compliance.

Complete by 2020

TR-05. The EB approach shall be restriped to include a
dedicated right-turn lane at the Temple Avenue and Mt.
SAC Way intersection. The City of Walnut is the Lead
Agency.

Complete by 2020

TR-07. When a site plan is completed, a site-specific
analysis shall be completed for the Public Transit Center.
All recommendations of the traffic analysis shall be
completed and the project coordinated with the college,
the City of Walnut, the Foothill Transit Agency and if
required, the County of Los Angeles Metro Transit
Authority. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

Could impact Temple/Bonita

TR-10. When the preliminary design of the pedestrian
bridge on Temple east of Bonita Avenue is available, it
shall be reviewed by the Executive Board of Officers of
Associated Students, by CMPCT, by the City of Walnut,
and DSA. All recommendations of a site-specific traffic
analysis shall be implemented. The Lead Agency is the
City of Walnut.

Complete by 2025

TR-11. Convert the existing EB right-turn lane to a
through/right-turn lane at the Nogales/Amar Road
intersection (#1). There is sufficient roadway width at the
intersection departure lane in the eastbound direction to
accommodate the third through-lane. The City of Walnut
is the Lead Agency.

Complete by 2025

TR-12. Restripe the EB approach lane to include a
dedicated right-turn lane at the Lemon Avenue and Amar
Road intersection (#2). The City of Walnut is the Lead
Agency.

Complete by 2025
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TR-13. Convert the existing NB right-turn lane to a
shared through/right-turn lane at the Grand Avenue and
SR-60 EB Ramps (#13). There is sufficient roadway width
at the intersection departure in the northbound direction
to accommodate the third through lane. The California
Department of Transportation is the Lead Agency.

Complete by 2025

TR-14. Modify the traffic signal at the Bonita Avenue and
Temple Avenue intersection (#15) to include a NB right-
turn overlap phase. The City of Walnut is the Lead
Agency.

Complete by 2025

TR-16. Facilities Planning & Management, along with the
Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall prepare a
Transportation and Parking Management Plan for the
2020 Olympics Track & Field Trials. All campus parking
locations and parking or shuttle fees shall be included in
the Plan. If needed, additional security shall be provided
at off-campus shuttle lots. All parking attendants (i.e. a
minimum of one for each lot) shall have communication
devices to communicate with a Campus Parking
Supervisor. The Executive Board Officers of the
Associated Students (AS) of Mt. SAC shall be given an
opportunity to review and comment on the preliminary
plan. The Plan shall be substantially complete at least a
year (12 months) before the Trials begin and be approved
by the Board of Trustees. The timeframe relates to the
preparation of registration materials and event websites.
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

Complete a year ahead of event

TR-17. Parking lot locations, vehicle occupancy
requirements, and Parking Pass fees shall be published in
all registration and event materials, on the event
websites, and included in all media information. The Local
Organizing Committee (LOC) shall hire students part-time
as parking attendants or if qualified, as shuttle drivers.
Event Services shall monitor compliance.

TR-18. The Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall provide
shuttle bus service as described in Section 3.11.2. The off-
campus shuttles shall operate at least three (3.0) hours



Page 22 of 29

before the first event of the day for the 2020 Olympic
Track & Field Trials and for at least three (3.0) hours after
the last event ends. Event Services shall monitor
compliance.

TR-19. The Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall
conduct two or more workshops for local Chamber of
Commerce members and area Hotel Managers at least
nine (9) months before the 2020 Olympic Track & Field
Trials to inform them of the events, Shuttle Routes and
time tables, distribute media packets, answer questions
and encourage hotel managers to offer special hotel
packages and morning and evening hotel shuttle services
between their hotel and the campus free or for a limited
fee. The Director of the Local Organizing Committee (LOC)
shall ensure compliance.

Complete 9 months ahead of event

TR-20. The Transportation and Parking Management Plan
for the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials shall be based on
the information in the Parking Plan in Section 3.11.2.
With the stated minimum persons per vehicle, the
designated lots provide parking for at least 14,174 guests
and 490 faculty/staff on campus during the 2020 Summer
Intersession if classes are not in session. The Planning
Plan provides sufficient parking without Parking Structure
J. The plan shall be refined when the Shuttle Route
system is finalized (i.e. TR-19). Facilities Planning &
Management shall ensure compliance.

Need contractual agreement to alter
Summer Session with faculty/staff

TR-21. If the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials are held
during the Summer Intersession and classes are in session,
the Local Organizing Committee (LOC) shall implement a
Parking Plan based on Section 3.11.2. The Plan shall pre-
register faculty and staff for parking on-campus for the
week (i.e. not daily). Faculty and staff do not need to pre-
register for the weekend. This procedure assures all
faculty and staff have easy access to reserved parking
during the week. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

TR-22. During registration for the 2020 Olympic Track &
Field Trials, registrants may purchase a Parking Pass for a
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specific on-campus Parking Lot (e.g. Lot F) for an off-
campus Parking Pass (e.g. Cal Poly Pomona, Lanterman
Developmental Center, Diamond Bar High School or
Walnut High School etc.). Parking Passes will be sold for
the entire 10-day event, for Session 1 (Day 1 – 4), Day 5 - 6
or Session 2 (Day 7 – 10). No Parking Passes will be issued
for the other off-campus shuttle locations. Each registrant
who purchases a Parking Pass shall receive a windshield
Parking Pass for a specific Parking Lot. Each Parking Pass
shall state the Minimum Persons per Vehicle (e. g.,
Minimum 3.0 Persons per Vehicle). Registration for
Athletes and Officials shall begin two (2) weeks before
registration for the general public. Facilities Planning &

Management shall ensure compliance.
TR-24. With classes scheduled in the Summer Intersession,
the recommenced parking plan for the 2020 Olympics
Track & Field Trials is Plan C in Section 3.11.2. The plan
shall be refined when the Shuttle Route system is finalized
(i.e. SE-04). An updated focused traffic analysis is
required. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

TR-25. For additional reduction in pm peak period conflicts
between area commuter traffic and 2020 Olympics Track
& Field Trials traffic leaving the final event on Friday or
Monday during Session 1, the event schedule shall be
revised so guest traffic leaves before the commute period
begins after the pm peak commute period ends. Either
event schedule revision results in reducing the number of
pm peak period conflicts by two days, and only two of the
ten event days during Session 2 have pm peak conflicts
(Table 3.11.8). Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

TR-26. Prior to installation of the Lot F traffic signal, the
City of Walnut shall consider lowering the posted travel
speed along Temple Avenue near Lot F from 50 mph to
35-40 mph to facilitate access to the Lot F east entry
driveway. The Public Works Department of the City of
Walnut shall monitor compliance.
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TR-27. Prior to completion of Parking Structure J, the
northside leg at the Lot F and Temple Avenue driveway
shall be widened. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

TR-28. Beginning in 2015, whenever a traffic/parking study
for a FMP has not been completed in five (5) years, a new
parking study shall be completed. The parking study shall
specify the total parking supply required and a timeframe
for providing the required number of campus parking
spaces. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

TR-29. Site specific traffic and parking studies are required
by the District for all new Special Events (i.e. excluding the
2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials) with projected
maximum daily attendance above 15,000 weekdays
(excludes Summer Intersession and campus holidays).
Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

TR-30. The following recommendations from the 2002 Mt.
San Antonio College Parking Lot and Access Study shall be
implemented for onsite improvements: (1) Preferential
carpool parking permits and spaces for Special Events
and/or special recognition of student and faculty
achievements, (2) Additional parking spaces for
motorcycles, (3) Additional bicycle racks, (4) Bicycle
lockers and/or showers and lockers for cyclists, and (5)
Evaluation of reduction in free parking, raising parking
fees and/or demand parking prices. The evaluation shall
be completed by July 1, 2017 and CMPCT shall issue a
recommendation to the Board of Trustees by September
1, 2017. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

TR-31. For hauling operations of more than 15 trucks per
hour or more than 100,000 cubic yards, a Truck Haul Plan
(THP) approved by the Director of Facilities Planning &
Management, with consultation with adjacent cities, shall
be implemented. The Plan shall consider traffic counts,
routes, hours/day of hauling, avoidance of am and pm

See TR-50 for City of Walnut
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peak hours, intersection geometrics, access/egress
constraints, and pieces construction equipment onsite.
Recommendations shall be made concerning all hauling
operations to minimize traffic and pedestrian congestion
on-campus and off-campus and included in construction
logistics plans. If required, all haul trucks shall be radio-
dispatched. Light duty trucks with a weight of no more
than 8,500 pounds are exempt from the THP
requirements. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

TR-32. Contractors shall submit traffic handling plans and
other construction documents to Facilities Planning &
Management prior to commencement of demolition or
grading. The plans and documents shall comply with the
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (WATCH). Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

TR-33. Demolition and construction contracts shall include
plans for temporary sidewalk closure, pedestrian safety on
adjacent sidewalks, vehicle and pedestrian safety along
the project perimeter, and along construction equipment
haul routes on campus. These plans shall be reviewed by
the Public Safety Department and approved by Facilities
Planning & Management. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

TR-34. Demolition and construction contracts shall include
plans for construction worker parking areas on campus.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

TR-35. Each project site shall be adequately barricaded
with temporary fencing to secure construction equipment,
minimize trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions,
and reduce hazards during demolition and construction.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

TR-36. Construction contractors shall post a flag person at
locations near a construction site during major truck
hauling activities to protect pedestrians from conflicts
with heavy equipment entering or leaving the project site.
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Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

TR-37. Upon completion of construction documents, the
Public Safety Department shall complete a parking,
pedestrian, circulation and signage plan to address direct
and indirect public safety needs for parking on campus
during the construction period. For each major project,
the changing parking demands created by construction,
increased student enrollments and new building locations
shall be addressed. Facilities Planning & Management
shall ensure compliance.

TR-38. During the preparation of campus grading,
landscape and street improvement plans, the sight
distance at each project access on campus shall be
reviewed with respect to Caltrans standards. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

TR-39. Onsite traffic signing and striping shall be
implemented in conjunction with detailed construction
plans for the project. Facilities Planning & Management
shall monitor compliance

TR-40. The Master Facilities Transportation Plan shall be
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to
parking areas, parking controls, public bus stops, private
shuttle operations, shuttle stops and signage within the
campus needed for buildout of the 2015 Facility Master
Plan Update. All recommendations of the approved
transportation plan shall be included in construction
contracts and implemented. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

TR-49. When traffic access is allowed (gate controlled) at
the southside leg of the Temple Avenue and Lot F
driveway, manual traffic control (campus or City provided
traffic control personnel) shall be utilized. The Athletics
Department and Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

TR-50. The District shall submit an application for a truck
hauling plan prepared by a registered traffic engineer to
the City of Walnut for all projects subject to the Walnut

.



Page 27 of 29

Municipal Code Sections 6-8. In general, WMC 6-8
addressed projects moving more than 5,000 cubic yards of
earth on any public roadway. The District shall comply
with all requirements of an approved truck hauling plan.
Facilities Planning and Management shall ensure
compliance.

TR-53. Truck hauling for Phase 2 grading of the PEP site
shall be limited to 8 hours a day and a maximum of 18
trucks per hour. Facilities Planning & Management shall
ensure compliance.

TR-55. The Public Safety Department shall update their
evacuation plans for an extreme emergency by January 1,
2017. The updated emergency evacuation plan shall
refine the preliminary plan included in the Final EIR and
distribute vehicular traffic from campus lots to Grand
Avenue and Temple Avenue in the most efficient and safe
manner as possible. Public safety officers shall be
deployed to pre-assigned locations and tasks to direct
vehicular traffic in pre-determined directions defined in
the plan. Facilities Planning & Management shall ensure
compliance.

TR-59. The Public Safety Department shall keep the
Sheriff Department informed of anticipated major
changes in circulation patterns, parking, and any special
security needs related to campus construction and
operation. Public Safety shall monitor compliance.

TR-60. A new traffic signal at the Kellogg Drive and
Interstate-10 intersection shall be operational by 2020.
The California Department of Transportation District 7 is
the Lead Agency.

TR-61. The westbound approach at the Campus Drive and
Temple Avenue intersection shall be restriped to convert
the westbound right-turn lane to a shared through/right-
turn lane BY 2020. The District shall fund this
improvement. The City of Pomona is the Lead Agency.
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15. UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS

SS-01: Within six months of certification of the 2015 Final
EIR, the Utilities Master Infrastructure Plan shall be
updated to accommodate the projected 2019 – 2020
student enrollment and the facilities included in the
buildout of the Facilities Master Plan Update in 2020.
Facilities Planning & Management shall monitor
compliance.

SS-02. The Master Facilities Infrastructure Plan shall be
revised for buildout of the 2015 Facility Master Plan
Update. The plan shall specify all revisions and additions
to water lines from Three Valleys Municipal Water
District’s PM-1 connector to the campus, and lines within
the campus needed for buildout of the 2015 Facility
Master Plan Update. All recommendations of the
approved infrastructure plan shall be included in
construction contracts and implemented. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

SS-03. The college shall obtain permits and water
commitments required by the Three Valleys Municipal
Water District for water service to all projects. These
requirements shall be included I construction contracts.
TVMWD has requested advance notification whenever
demand may increase by more than 50 percent so future
planning may be completed. Facilities Planning &
Management shall monitor compliance.

SS-04. The Master Facilities Infrastructure Plan shall be
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to
sewer lines within the campus needed for buildout of the
2015 Facility Master Plan Update. All recommendations
of the approved infrastructure plan shall be included in
construction contracts and implemented. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

SS-05. The Master Facilities Infrastructure Plan shall be
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to the
electrical distribution system within the campus needed
for buildout of the 2015 Facility Master Plan Update. All
recommendations of the approved infrastructure plan
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shall be included in construction contracts and
implemented. Facilities Planning

SS-06. For each project, the college shall obtain all
approval(s) required by Southern California Edison for
electrical service. These requirements shall be included in
construction contracts for each project. Facilities Planning
& Management shall monitor compliance.

SS-07. For each project, the college shall obtain all permits
required by the Southern California Gas Company for
natural gas service. These requirements shall be included
in construction contracts and implemented. Facilities
Planning & Management shall monitor compliance.

SS-08. The Master Facilities Infrastructure Plan shall be
updated and shall specify all revisions and additions to
solid waste collection systems, storage and transfer within
the campus needed for buildout of the 2015 Facility
Master Plan Update. All recommendations of the
approved infrastructure plan shall be included in
construction contracts and implemented. (Contracts with
independent trash haulers are not included in these
requirements). Facilities Planning & Management shall
monitor compliance.

Source: Facilities Planning & Management, May 3, 2017
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