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Facilities Planning & Management
MT SAC 1100 North Grand Avenue ®* Walnut, CA 91789

Mt, San Antonio College 909-274-4850 * www.misac.edu

TO: Responsible and Concerned Agencies

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Project EIR for the Mt. San
Antonio College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2)

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

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 for hosting the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials at Hilmer Lodge Stadium.

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 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 Program/Project Final EIR and the project description
is unchanged.

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
Trials remain unchanged.
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Notice of Preparation of DRAFT SEIR| 2

Prior Document Available for Reference:

The prior document (2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects Program/Project
Draft and Final EIR) is posted on the District's website for reference. The Draft Subsequent EIR will use
tiering, streamlining and focusing from materials in the certified Program/Project EIR:

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

The previous documents may also be reviewed at the following locations:

Walnut Public Library Mt. San Antonio College Library

Reference Desk Building 6, Library, 2" 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.

Please send your response to Rebecca Mitchell 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: Rebecca Mitchell, Manager, Facilities Support Services
Telephone: (909) 274-5175

Facsimile: (909) 274-2931

E-Mail Address: facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Mt. San Antonio College (over 420 acres) is the largest single-campus public community college in
California with an estimated 2014-2015 fall enroliment of 35,986 students (headcount). The
campus location is shown in Exhibit 1. The Mt. San Antonio Community College District (District)
serves sixteen cities and unincorporated areas in the eastern part of Los Angeles County. However,
the college’s larger effective service area extends beyond the District's boundaries. The District
includes ten (10) unified school districts. The District passed a Measure R Bond ($221 million) in
November 2001 and a Measure RR Bond ($353 million) in November 2008 to fund its facilities
programs.

The Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Planning & Management Department (FP&M) projects the
campus will have a fall student enroliment of 39,731 (headcount) in 2020. The District certified the
2015 Facilities Master Plan Update Program and Physical Educations Program/Project Final EIR in
October 2016.

The Subsequent Project EIR will address any new impact or revised impacts for the project (Exhibit
3). 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
Trials remain unchanged.

Exhibit 4 is the Existing Campus Plan (dated January 7, 2016) and is provided for comparison
purposes.

Physical Education Project (Phase 1)

When completed, the 32.2 acre PEP (Phase 1) will include a 9-lane 400 meter track and 10,912
permanent seats, scoreboard, lighting standards, two pedestrian bridges, five athletic fields, 6.90
acres of landscaping and support facilities (i.e. concessions, restrooms, etc.). The track and field
lanes will comply with the International Association of Athletic Federations (IAAF) Compliant Track
and Field, Competition Category 1 standards. Portions of the structures onsite will be below the
existing ground surface. All buildings onsite at buildout will total 91,727 gsf. Existing facilities are
43,240 gsf. Atbuildout of Phase 1, there will be 1,014 parking spaces onsite (765 temporary spaces
and 249 permanent spaces).

Fixed bleachers (10,912 seats) will comply with the American Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.
The new Hilmer Lodge Stadium (HLS) design is open to the north, and additional temporary
bleachers may be installed in this area for 8,840 additional seats (a total capacity of 19,752 seats).
The temporary bleachers occupy three locations—the turf seating area, the hill east of the Stadium
and the immediately area south of the Stadium.
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Notice of Preparation of DRAFT SEIR| 4

Practice Field A is near the southern end of the new HLS. Approximately 249 parking spaces are
located onsite (i.e. PEP (Phase 2), 1,557 spaces in Lot F (i.e. without any new development) and
Lot S has 268 spaces. Approximately 8,308 total parking spaces may be available on campus in
2020 without Parking Structure J.

Prior to PEP (Phase 2), the Temporary Parking area in Phase 1 will be graded and stabilized with
an acrylic binder. Some adjacent landscaping, hardscape (walkways and curbs) and lighting will be
installed in Phase 1 but removed when final Phase 2 improvements are constructed.

The project replaces the existing facilities built in the 1940s and renovated in 1957. The existing
facilities have hosted the Mt. SAC Relays since 1959. The 2017 Relays (April 13-15, 2016) will be
held offsite.

Five athletic fields will be completed onsite during Phase 1: Main field and 400m Track (i. e. inside
the new HLS), Flex Field, Natural Turf Practice Fields and a Synthetic Turf Practice Field & Track.
The square footage of each field is shown in Exhibit 2.2. The Natural Turf Practice Field west of
the Field House will become tennis courts in Phase 2.

The Field House includes men’s and women'’s locker rooms, offices, restrooms, two weight rooms,

two lecture halls, conference/meeting rooms, learning labs, and team/wet rooms, etc. The facilities
include a synthetic track and natural turf in-field. The Press Box is located above the western
bleachers. The four auxiliary buildings provide ticketing, food service, restrooms, and
telecommunications services.

Two interior pedestrian bridges provide safe pedestrian passage across the service road and south
of the Flex Field during Relay events. An overpass over Temple Avenue will provide pedestrian
access to the project site from Lot F. Facilities that are not identified above are the eight lighting
standards for the new HLS. There are currently eight lighting standards onsite.

Physical Education Project (Phase 2)

The PEP (Phase 2) will occupy the northwest parking lot within the PEP (Phase 1) project site. The
PEP (Phase 2) has three elements: (1) Physical Education, Kinesiology and Wellness building
(117,898 gsf), (2) Rooftop bleachers (2,800 seats) and, (3) a 50-meter Pool and a Diving Pool. All
three elements total 87,167 gsf. The parking lot near the tennis courts will have 249 spaces.

When existing physical education buildings on campus north of Temple Avenue are demolished
(Buildings 3, 27A-27C) the net increase for the PEP project is 33,541 sf.

With permanent stadium seating (9,321) temporary bleachers (8,840) or turf seating (1,706) and
rooftop pool-side bleachers (2,800) the total seating capacity onsite at buildout of Phase 2 is 22,552
seats. However, it is unlikely that a capacity stadium event and an aquatics event would occur
simultaneously. Therefore, the total is 19,752 seats for stadium events is available without using
the pool-side bleachers.

Phase 2 will house the basketball, volleyball, weight training, adaptive physical education, core
training and provide support to a variety of physical education programs. Three recently approved
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programs, which currently lack facility space, will also be housed there: men'’s volleyball, adaptive
wheelchair sports and core training.

Pedestrians would cross Temple Avenue from Lot F to the PEP using the pedestrian bridge. The
bridge ends on the second floor of the project. The bridge will be completed currently with Phase 2
construction.

Table 1
PEP Project Statistics (January 2016)

PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROJECT (PHASE 1) Existing Facilities Buildout Facilities
Total Site (acres) 32.2 322
Athletic Fields (acres) 6.14 7.64
Landscaping (acres) 1.45 6.90
Parking (acres) 6.75 2.47

Field House & Stadium Press Box (gsf.) 24,552 69,183
Auxiliary Buildings (sq. ft.) 4,530 10,200

Bldg 51 to Remain (gsf) 14,158 14,158

All Facilities w/ Bidg 51 (gsf) 43,210 91,727
Track Running Lanes! 9 9

Track Distance 400m 400 m
Existing Aluminum/Wood Seats 4,620/7,320 -

Total HLS Permanent Bleachers (seats) 11,940 10,912
Temporary Bleacher (seats) - 8,840
Alternative Lawn Seating Capacity (persons) 0 1,706

Total Seats w/o Turf Seating (seats) 11,940 19,7522
PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROJECT (PHASE 2) Existing Facilities Buildout Facilities
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Tennis Courts 0 on BCT site 9
PE, Kinesiology & Weliness (gsf) 84,357 117,898+
PE, Kinesiology & Wellness (ASF)) 62,249 87,167
Aquatic Center/Rooftop Bleachers (seats) 800 2,800
PHYSICAL EDUCATON PROJECT (PHASES 1, 2)
Project w/o Building 51 (gsf) - 195,467
Project w/Building 51 (gsf) - 209,625
Total Parking Spaces/ with Lot 50G 401
SPECIAL EVENTS
2015/20 Number of PEP Events per Year w/o

i 9 10
Special Events
2015/20 Football (home games/largest attendance) 5/5,000 5/5,300
2015/20 Graduation (total attendance) 12,000 13,000
2015/20 Soccer (games/largest attendance) 22/200 22/210
2015/20 CIF XC Preliminary (Saturday) 10,000 10,500
2015/20 CIF XC Final (Saturday) 4,000 4,200
2015/20 Foot Locker XC Championships 6,000 6,300
(Saturday)
2015/19 Mt. SAC XC Invitational (daily attendance 17,000 17,000
2015/19 Mt. SAC XC Invitational (total attendance) 36,000 36,000
2015/19 Brooks/Mt. SAC Relays (max daily 12,000 13.000
attendance)
2015/19 Brooks/Mt. SAC Relays (total attendance) 27,000 28,500
2020 Olympic Trials (max daily attendance)
10 day event (Fri —Su, T, W off = 8 days) during - 20,000

Summer Intersession
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2020 Olympic Trials (total attendance) - 112,000
1 IAAF Competition Category 1 - Table 1.3.2, |AAF Track and Field Facilities Manual 2008

2 Temporary bleachers occupy Turf Seating area.

8 HMC Architects: 820 spaces at buildout in Lot F with Zone 5 in 2025

4

Net increase of 33,541 since demolitions of existing facilities occur on campus (Bldg 03, 27A-27C)
after 2020

Source: Mt. SAC Facilities Division and Marc Ruh (Aquatics), Simon Solis (HMC) , and Joe Jennum
(Athletics) , February 2016

Competition Category 1 conforms to IAAF Rule 1.1 and Rule 2.7 for World Championships and
Olympic Games. These events usually comprise 9 days, and include up to 75 athletes, 100
completion officials and 75 auxiliary personnel at any one time (Table 1.3.2, IAAF Track and
Facilities Field Manual, 2008 Edition, p. 18).

Special annual events that will continue to be held on campus include the Mt. SAC 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 maximum daily attendance
is projected as 20,000.

An Initial Study checklist for the project is attached. The Draft SEIR will address the potential
significant effects that are peculiar to the project or site (Section 15183) and potential significant
effects that were not addressed in the previous 2016 Final EIR certified by the District in October
2016.

All of the documents referenced in this report are available for public review during normal business
hours at Mt. San Antonio College, Facilities Planning & Management, Facilities Management
(Building 47), at 1100 N. Grand Avenue, Walnut, California 91789-1399. For an appointment,
please call Rebecca Mitchell at (909) 274-5175 or send an e-mail request to
facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu
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Exhibit 3

PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROJECTS (Phases 1, 2)
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Appendix G

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

. Project Title:

. Lead Agency Name and Address:

. Contact Person and Phone Number:

. Project Location:

. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

. General Plan Designation:

. Zoning:

. Description of the Projects: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of
the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation. (Attach

additional sheets if necessary)

The PEP project includes the removal of the existing Hilmer Lodge Stadium, construction of a new
Stadium, with 10,912 permanent seats, a field house, a new Physical Education Complex (diving pools, and
a 117,898 gsf building), that replaces existing Buildings 03, 27A — 27C) north of Temple Avenue, five
athletics fields, parking and ancillary facilities. The total project (Phase 1, 2) will total 290,625 gsf nd 401

parking spaces.

Revised 2009
Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2)

Mt. San Antonio College, 1100 North Grand Avenue,
Walnut, California 91789

Rebecca Mitchell, Facilities Planning & Management
(909) 274-5175

City of Walnut, County of Los Angeles

Mt. San Antonio College, 1100 North Grand Avenue,
Walnut, California 91789

Schools (City of Walnut)
Athletics Zone (Mt. SAC)

Residential Plan Development 61,700 (0.6 du) with a
Civic Center Overlay Zone (City of Walnut)

Exempt from City Zoning per California
Government Code 53094: Subdivisions (a), (b)

. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: (Briefly describe the project’s surroundings)

The PEP project site is located south of Temple Avenue and east of Bonita Drive. The 32.2-acre site is
surrounded by Parking S to the wet, by non-classroom support buildings west of Bonita Drive, and by open
space (i.e. zoned Land Management) to the east and south. Three additional parking lots (R, R South and

50G) are immediately east of Bonita Drive.
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement).

City of Walnut (truck hauling and grading permits)
California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Page 2 of 15



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below ( X ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics Hazards & Hazardous Recreation
Materials
Agricultural and Forest Hydrology/Water Quality Transportation/Traffic
Resources X
Air Quality X Land Use/Planning Utilities/Service Systems
Biological Resources Mineral Resources Mandatory Findings of
Significance
X Cultural Resources Noise
Geology/Soils Population/Housing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Public Services

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project No
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potential significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measutr3es based on Yes
the earlier analysis as describ4ed on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed projects could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or No
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed
projects, nothing further is required.

No

APRIL 14,2017

Signature Date
REBECCA MITCHELL MT. SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE
Printed Name For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1))

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as
well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially
Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Significant Impact.” The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from “Earlier Analysis,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c) (3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:

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

) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

() Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

The analysis of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each question; and (b) the
mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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1. AESTHETICS: Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? } | | ] X

There are no designated scenic vistas in the Project area. The Land Management area south of the stadium is open space but has not
protected status or scenic vistas. The views of the stadium area from Temple Avenue are not protected scenic vistas and Temple
Avenue is not designated as a scenic highway.

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

The Project does damage scenic resources. Temple Avenue is not a scenic highway.

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

The Project is part of the Athletics Zone on campus and its design will be distinct, yet harmonious with other campus buildings.
Exhibit 3.2.1 in the Draft EIR is a perspective of the completed project. Please refer to the Cultural Resource section for other
comments on visual character..

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

day or nighttime views in the area? X

New lighting standards for the Stadium will be for the project and field lighting are part of the project. The required mitigation
measures and lighting standards will result in a Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. See Table 3.8.20 in the
Draft EIR for PEP lighting standards and page 326 ff of the Draft EIR for analysis of stadium light and glare. The Lighting Plan for
PEP (Phase 1), Musco Lighting, Inc., April 2016 for the stadium is posted on the District’s website for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update
EIR in the Appendices.

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Mode! (1997)
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest
land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and the forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in the Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project?

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

X

The Project is located in the Athletic Zone and not the Agricultural Zone (Exhibit 3.1 in the Draft EIR).

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

The Project is not located in the campus Agricultural Zone (Exhibit 3.1 in the Draft EIR).

c) Conlflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220 (g), timberland (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 4526) or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined in Government Code Section 511040 (g)??

X

The Project does not conflict with the Athletic or Land Management Zoning Districts (Exhibit 3.1 of the Draft EIR). The Project
uses are consistent with the Athletic Zone.

The City of Walnut has a Schools General Plan designation and a zoning designation of Residential Plan Development 61,700 (0.6
du) with a Civic Center Overlay Zone for the Projects site. The General Plan and Zoning are not consistent. This may be considered
an adverse impact if the General Plan Update does not rectify the inconsistency. The responsible agency is the City of Walnut and
not the District. See the discussion in the Fact & Findings (Significant Effect #13) for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Final EIR.

d) Result in loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use? ] [ | | X

The Project is not located on forestland.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or X
conversion of forestland to non-forest use?

The Project is located in the Athletics Zone, not the Agricultural Zone.
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3. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

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

The site-specific air quality analysis did not identify any violations of local air quality standards for the Project that cannot be
mitigated to Less than Significant (4ir Quality Assessment for the Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Mater Plan Update and
Physical Education Projects, Report #16-0024Q, Greve and Associates, LLC, April 15, 201).. All mitigation measures for the
Project are included in the 2016 Mitigation Monitoring Program (2016 MMP)

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation. s

Greve & Associates evaluated the Project in relationship to SCAQMD construction thresholds. They also evaluated the Projects in
relationship to the SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds (L.ST) requirements. This is a special analysis that estimated air
quality emissions on residential areas nearest the Project. No LST thresholds were exceeded.. The study also evaluated air quality
impacts along area roadways for the 2020 Olympic Trials. All mitigation measures for the Project are included in the 2016 Mitigation
Monitoring Program.

The report, Significant (4dir Quality Assessment for the Mt San Antonio College Facilities Mater Plan Update and Physical
Education Projects, Report #16-0024Q, Greve and Associates, LLC, April 15, 20, is posted on the District’s website in the Draft EIR
Appendices..

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

The Project’s contribution to cumulative regional emission violations is less than cumulatively considerable.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? [ | | | X

The Project does not violate SCAQMD construction LST thresholds of significance offsite. Therefore, it does not expose residents to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The PEP site is over 1,600 feet from the Snow Creek residential community.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? | | | [ X

The Project does not produce substantial odors. The site requires minimal grading since it was tennis courts.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

X

Helix Environmental Planners completed a biological resource survey for the project (Mt. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities
Master Plan Update Biological Technical Report, Helix Environmental Planning, Inc., April 14, 2016). The report is posted on the
District’s website in the 2016 FMPU/PEP Update EIR Appendices. The Detention Basin area is a potential habitat for Burrowing
Owls.

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

There is no riparian area associated with the Project site. The Detention Basin is not a jurisdictional riparian area.

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

There are no jurisdictional wetlands associated with the Project site.

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

Some migratory birds may inhabit portions of the Project site. Mitigation Measure BIO-02 in the 2016 MMP requires biologists
survey trees for active nesting sites during March — May if trees are being removed.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,

X . ; X
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Page 6 of 15




n in fi 7 Potentially | Less than Less Than | No Impact
Issues and Sllp p orty g Information Significant | Significant Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

The campus has no tree preservation ordinance but has a Land Use Management Plan to minimize impacts on California Black
Walnuts on campus (Mitigation Measure 9d in the Final EIR). There are no California Black Walnut trees onsite.

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

The Project will not impact habitat conservation plans. The District policies and regulations for the Land Management Zone are not
part of a HCP or NCCP.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

defined in Section 15064.57 S

Hilmer Lodge Stadium is a designated historic resource within a designated Historic District. The historic resource study for the
Project is posted on the District’s website in the 2015 FMPU/PEP Appendices (Cultural Resource Evaluation Report for Mt. SAC
SEIR for 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects, Walnut, Los Angeles County, California, ASM
Affiliates, April 2016). As noted in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update Final EIR, the
demolition of Hilmer Lodge Stadium will result in adverse direct and indirect visual impacts to the Mt. SAC Historic District, which
is individually eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources and a contributing resource to the Mt. SAC Historic
District.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological

resources pursuant to Section 15064.5? 5

Mitigation Measure CR-01 in the 2016 MMP addresses potential paleontological finds when grading occurs for the Project.

¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique X
| geologic feature?

Mitigation Measure MR-02 in the 2016 MMP adequately addresses potential paleontological finds when grading occurs for the
Project

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

See Items c, d above. There are no known cemeteries on or near campus and the Projects sites have been graded previously.

e) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource (TCR) such as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place or
object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe,: that is either on,
or eligible for inclusion in, the California Historic Register or a local historic X
register, or is a resource that the Lead Agency, at its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, determines should be treated as a Tribal Cultural Resource
(PRC 21074 (a) (1-2)?

The Project area has been previously graded and there is no evidence of tribal cultural resources onsite or in the surrounding area.

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving:

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.

X

The Project is not located within a currently designated State of California Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly Alquist-Priolo Special
Studies Zones) for surface rupture. No surface faults are known to extend through or towards the site (Final Geotechnical Study
Report , Proposed Athletic Complex East, Mt. San Antonio College, Walnut, California, Converse Consultants, January 23, 2015).
The geology report is posted on the District’s website in the Appendices for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? | | | X |

A Summary of Regional Faults and projection of potential seismic ground shaking on the Project site is included in the geology
report. See Item (i) above. All project construction will comply with the 2013 California Building Code to assure seismic safety.

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? | ] | | X
The soils at the Projects site are not susceptible to liquefaction (Converse, Ibid)

(iv) Landslides? | [ 1 | X
The Projects site has no major in elevation changes and is not subject to landslides.

(b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? | | ] | X
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There is no loss of topsoil or substantial soil erosion of the site since it has been previously graded. No substantial erosion or loss of
topsoil will occur for the Project.

(c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the s, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral X
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

The soils at the Project site are not susceptible to liquefaction (Converse, Ibid., p. iiii

(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform

Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? s

The soils at the Projects sites have a very low to low expansive potential and mitigation is not required (Converse, Ibid., page iv)

(e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the X
disposal of waste water?

No septic tanks or alternative waste water disposals are proposed. The Projects sites are served by public sewers.

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project?

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a

significant effect on the environment? X

The project does not generate greenhouse gases during construction or operation in excess of SCAQMD standards ( Greenhouse Gas
Assessment for the Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects, Report #16-002GHG,
Greve and Associates, LLC, April 15, 2016). The report is posted on the District’s website in the Appendices for the 2015
FMPU/PEP Update EIR.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of

; N5 X
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The Projects do not conflict with any GHG plan or regulation. See Item a above.

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project?

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine

transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials? !

Since the Project site has been previously graded, it is improbable that there are hazardous materials onsite. The building will not
have hazardous materials issues and any disposal of building materials (i.e. asbestos or lead paint) will be done in accordance with
local and state regulations. The Project is not associated with the transport of hazardous materials.

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

There is no use of hazardous materials onsite other than cleaning supplies. See Item a.

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

No public schools are located within one-quarter mile of the Project site. However, the Child Development Complex is located
approximately "2 mile north of the Project site. The Project emits no hazardous emissions and store only routine cleaning supplies,
which are not hazardous materials.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result would it X
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The Project site is not located in Section 65962.5 databases.

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

The Project sites is not within two miles of an airport.

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

The Projects sites are not within two miles of a private airstrip.

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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The Project will not interfere with emergency plans. Emergency vehicles have access from Temple Avenue in both directions..
Special traffic management and safety plans will be operational during the 2020 Olympic Trials.

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

There are no wildland areas near the Projects sites.

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? | Xt [

The hydrology study for the campus is posted on the District’s website (Mt. San Antonio College — Measure RR Hydrology Study,
Psomas, April 2016) in the Appendices for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR.

The District is required to submit a Grading Plan to the City of Walnut for approval.

No water quality standards will be violated by the Project. The Project will comply with an approved Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). (The Projects are not required to complete a Water Quality Management Plan because the California State
Water Quality Control Board has not designated community colleges as a non-traditional MS-4 permittee).

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

All water is obtained from the Three Valleys Municipal Water District. The District has ample supplies and facilities to serve the
campus.

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

Only minor grade elevation changes are necessary for the Project. The existing drainage pattern is not substantially altered. No
streams are impacted by the Project. Landscaping onsite will increase by 5.5 acres.

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

No streams are impacted by the Projects.

¢) Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of X
polluted runoft?

The Project site is already graded and no major change in drainage occurs with the Project’s completion. The Erosion Control Plan
for the Project is shown in Exhibit 3.16 of the Draft EIR. Since the Projects will comply with an approved SWPPP, no polluted
runoff will occur. Mitigation measure HYD-01 in the 2016 MMP requires the Project install the required infrastructure for drainage.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | | ] [ X

The Project will comply with an approved SWPPP. There will be no Project impacts on water quality. The Project sites is part of the
Campus Master Plan Drainage Study and have no impact on campus area drainage.

g) Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation X
map?

The Project does not propose new housing.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or

redirect flood flows? 2
The Project area is not located within a flood hazard area.

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

The Project is not located near, or exposed to flooding from a dam.

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? | | X
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The Projects site is not near oceans or subject to landslides and mudflows.

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? | | | X

The Project is located within the campus and does not divide a community.

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

X

The Project is located in the Athletics Zone. The City of Walnut has retained the zone of Residential Plan Development 61,700 (0.6
du) with a Civic Center Overlay Zone.

The District is not subject to the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Per California Government Code 53094: Subdivision (a): Local zoning
ordinances do not apply to school districts unless the City zoning ordinance makes provision for the location of public schools and
unless the City has adopted a General Plan. Section 53094: Subdivision (b) states: Notwithstanding Subdivision (a), a school district
may exempt local zoning for classroom facilities if by vote of two-thirds of members.

The City of Walnut has designated the campus “Schools” in the General Plan. The City has not designated the campus “public
school” in the zoning ordinance but has a designation of Residential Plan Development 61,700 (0.6 du) with a Civic Center Overlay
Zone. This inconsistency may be considered an adverse impact if not reconciled in their General Plan Update.

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities’

. X
conservation plan?

The Project doe not impact a conservation plan.

11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

There are no known mineral resources on the Project site.

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

No plans designate the Project area as a mineral resource recovery site.

12. NOISE. Would the project result in:

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

The construction and operational noise for the he Project, including the hosting of the 2012 Olympic Track & Field Trials has been
evaluated in two reports: Noise Analysis for the Mt. San Antonio College Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education
Projects, Report #16-002NZ, Greve and Associates, LLC, April 15, 2016 and Stadium Noise Measurements — Cerritos College
(Report #15-110B), Greve and Associates, October 13, 2015. The reports are posted on the District’s website and the reports are in
the Appendices to the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR.

The District is not subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance or noise standards. Per California Government Code 53094: Subdivision (a):
Local zoning ordinances do not apply to school districts unless the City zoning ordinance makes provision for the location of public
schools and unless the City has adopted a General Plan. Section 53094: Subdivision (b) states: Notwithstanding Subdivision (a), a
school district may exempt local zoning for classroom facilities if by vote of two-thirds of members.

The City of Walnut has designated the campus “Schools” in the General Plan. The City has not designated the campus “public
school” in the zoning ordinance but has a designation of Residential Plan Development 61,700 (0.6 du) with a Civic Center Overlay
Zone. Since the project will result in non-excepted construction occurring outside the permitted hours of the City’s Noise Ordinance,
the project’s construction activities would not be in compliance with the Ordinance.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?
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The only potential construction noise or vibration exposure is to persons in adjacent campus buildings, not to residential areas offsite.

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

Upon buildout, the ambient noise level will not increase substantially. Noise from players or spectators at the Stadium is at least
1,600 feet from residential areas in the Snow Creek neighborhood.

While construction noise impacts are temporary in nature, the magnitude and duration of the noise impacts are Less than Significant.
However, Mitigation Measure NO-01 in the 2016 MMP does regulate the hours of construction. The Project’s noise impact during
construction is Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

d) A substantially temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the

project vicinity above levels existing without the project? b

Upon buildout, the ambient noise level will not increase substantially. Noise from players or spectators at the Project site will be
similar to existing noise levels, except for the hosting of the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials. Noise levels for football games is
evaluated in Table 3.8.16 and peak noise levels for the Trials for four residential areas was evaluated in Table 3.11.2. No significant
noise impacts occurred in either situation. The 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR is posted on the District’s website.

Mitigation Measure NO-02 in the 2016 MMP does regulate the noise levels for stadium audio equipment. The most effective means
of reducing temporary construction noise impacts during Projects construction on- and off-campus is to minimize the time
construction occurs (i.e. complete it quickly to limit the noise duration or limit the hours of construction). Measure Measure NO-01,
referenced above, does that.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would

the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise =
levels?

The Project site is not located within two miles of an airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose %

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The Project site is not within two miles of an air strip.

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

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

The Project does not induce population growth. Temporary minor increases in employment on campus may due to the Project will
occur but do not induce significant population growth.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction

of replacement housing elsewhere? r
The Project does not include housing or displace housing.
¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of X

replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project does not displace people.

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

a) Fire protection? [ ! I | X

Existing County of Los Angeles fire services can protect the Project without new facilities per their review prior to adoption of the
2015 Final EIR.

b) Police protection? | ] ] | X

Campus security is responsible for the Project and special security operations will occur for the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials.
The campus is also served by the County of Los Angeles Sheriff Department.

c) Schools? | | [ | X
The Project has no impact on public schools.
d) Parks? | | | | X

The Project has no impact on public parks.
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e) Other public facilities? | | [

The Project has no impact on other public facilities (e.g. libraries, community center, etc.)

15. RECREATION.

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

The Project has no residents and no impacts on parks or recreational facilities.

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

The Project does not include public recreational facilities (i.e. parks or recreation centers).

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing a measure of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

The traffic impacts of the Project, including the hosting of the 2020 Olympics Track & Field Trials was evaluated in the Mt SAC
Facilities Master Plan Update and Physical Education Projects Traffic Impact Study — Draft Report, Iteris, April I, 2016. The report
is posted on the District’s website in the Appendices for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR.

As noted in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR, Additional lane improvements are not
feasible at six (6) locations within the traffic study area for one or more traffic scenarios: (1) Grand Avenue/Mountaineer Road, (2)
Grand Avenue/San Jose Hills Road, (3) Valley Boulevard/Temple Avenue, (4) Grand Avenue/Valley Boulevard, (5) Grand
Avenue/Temple Avenue and (6) Grand Avenue/Baker Parkway. Locations 1-2 are adverse with the project in 2020, and locations 1—
5 in 2025 with the project. With cumulative projects, locations 1-6 are adverse in 2020 and in 2025 (i.e. Tables 10, 15, 17 in
Appendix B1).

Although lane and traffic signal improvements are required at nine (9) locations for project buildout of the 2015 FMPU in 2020,
additional improvements are not feasible at three (3) locations and the traffic impact will be unavoidably adverse. For cumulative
conditions in 2020, improvements are required at thirteen (13) locations, but feasible at only nine (9) locations.

PM peak weekday traffic during the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials (OTFT), when event traffic is combined with pm peak
commuter traffic, will result in significant traffic impacts at 18 locations for two weekdays. Providing feasible improvements for
only two days is not practical or cost effective. The pm peak congestion is limited to two or three hours for two weekday evenings
during Session 1. Future schedule event changes may reduce the congestion duration.

Although the shuttle system will reduce event trips near campus, and the required vehicle occupancy minimums will reduce trips and
the need for parking, event traffic for hosting the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials is adverse for two weekday pm peak periods.
Higher patron shuttle participation rates and higher vehicle occupancy limits are not feasible.

The traffic impacts of the Project are summarized in Section 3.8.2 (B) in the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR and the traffic impacts of
the 2020 Olympic Trials are included in Section 3.11.

The quantities of earth and concrete for the Project are summarized in Table 3.8.4 of the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR. The
quantities of earth and concrete for the Project are summarized in Table 3.8.4 of the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR. THE DATA IN
TABLE 3.8.4 IS THE FINISH GRADING FOR THE PROJECT AND DOES NOT INCLUDE THE REQUIRED EARTH EXPORT
TO THE WEST PARCEL SOLAR PROJECT. Mitigation Measure TR-53 in the 2016 MMP limits the hours for truck hauling FOR
PEP (PHASE 2). The District is required to submit a Truck Hauling Plan to the City of Walnut for approval.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other X
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated
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: : Potentially | Less than Less Than | No Impact
Issues and Supportmg Information Significant | Significant Significant
Impact With Impact

Mitigation

Incorporated
roads or highways? ] |
The Project have no impact on CMP intersections.
¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic X
levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?
The Project does not impact air traffic patterns.
d) Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or X
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

The Project has no impact on the design of Temple Avenue near campus but may have an impact on the Campus Drive/Temple
Avenue or Kellogg Drive/Inerstate-10 intersections.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? | [ | | X

The Project will not result in inadequate emergency access. Emergency vehicles have access via Temple Avenue in both directions..

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the X
performance or safety of such facilities?

The Project has no_impacts on the facilities cited and do not decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water

Quality Control Board? s

The Project does not result in exceeding any RWQCB standard. The Project will comply with all recommendations of the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for the Physical Education Projects (Phase 1, 2), Psomas, September 3, 2015. The report is
included in the Appendices of the 2015 FMPU/PEP Update EIR on the District’s website.

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

No new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities are needed for the Project.

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

. The Project will comply with the Master Utilities Infrastructure Plan . The new Project drainage faculties will not cause significant
effects.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing

; . X
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

The Three Valleys Municipal Water District has ample facilities and supplies for the Project. The District has reduced its water use
from approximately 598 acre feet of water per year in 2006 by 30 percent in 2015 and may realize a 50 percent reduction in domestic
water use in less than ten years. District efforts are implemented through the Water Resource Conservation Program.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which services
or may serve the project determined that it has adequate capacity to serve the X
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

The Project produces minimal wastewater and LACSD has ample capacity to serve the Project.

f) ) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the

projects solid waste disposal needs? £

The increase in solid waste for the Project is not substantial and there is minimal constructions debris that must be disposed of in area
landfills. Special operations will be imposed to collect solid waste during the 2020 Olympic Trials.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid

waste? -

The Project will comply with all applicable statues and regulations for solid waste.

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?
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| Potentlally | Less than
Significant | Signifitint
Tnipact | Wit

| Mitigation)
I Incorporited

Less Than | NoTnipact

Significant: |
Impact. )

|

The Project have no impact on all issues listed, except for the potential impact on migratory birds, which is reduced to Less than

Significant by Mitigation Measure BIO-02.

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

X

The Project’s incremental impacts are either No Impact or Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Please note that the
issue of cumulatively considerable impacts for the Project (i.e. when a single issue is not significant) is not the same issue of

considering cumulative traffic impacts of multiple projects, which is adverse (see Item 17).

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

X

The air quality, greenhouse gas and noise studies have not identified any adverse effects on human beings.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code: Sections 21080,
21083.05, 21095,Public Resources Code; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal. App.4%
357, Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4" at 1109; San Franciscans’ Upholding

the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App.4™ 656.

Page 14 of 15




2012 FINAL EIR APPLICABLE MITIGATION MEASURES

All mitigation measures required for the project re included in the 2016 MMP, which is posted on the District’s website.
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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, 2™ 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.

C:\Users\Sid\Documents\MSAC 10 - PEP Appendices\A2 PEP NOP_NewsAd 40717.docx


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

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

C:\Users\Sid\Documents\MSAC 10 - PEP Appendices\A2 PEP NOP_NewsAd 40717.docx
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Print Form

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Appendix C

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

ScH #2002041161

Project Title: Physical Education Project (Phse 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR

Lead Agency: Mt. San Antonio Community College District

Contact Person: Rebecca Mitchell

Phone: (909) 274-5175

Mailing Address: 1100 North Grand Avenue, Facilities Division
City: Walnut Zip: 91789

County: Los Angeles

Project Location: County:Los Angeles

City/Nearest Community: Walnut/Pomona

Cross Streets: North Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue

Zip Code: 91789

Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 34 °44 30  ~N/ 117 °60 45 W Total Acres: 420 ga
Assessor's Parcel No.: Section: Twp.: Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 57/60 Waterways:
Airports: Railways: Schools: Westhoff/Collegewood

Document Type:
CEQA: [x] NOP [] Draft EIR NEPA [ Nor Other: [] Joint Document

[] Early Cons [] Supplement/Subsequent EIR ] EA [] Final Document

| Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.) [C] DraftEIS [ other:

[] MitNeg Dec  Other: ] FONSI
Local Action Type:
[ General Plan Update [] Specific Plan [] Rezone [] Annexation
[] General Plan Amendment [ ] Master Plan {1 Prezone ] Redevelopment
[l General Plan Element [] Planned Unit Development [ ] Use Permit [ Coastal Permit
[0 Community Plan Site Plan [0 Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [] Other:
Development Type:
] Residential: Units Acres
[ office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees, [] Transportation: Type
[] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees ] Mining: Mineral
[] Industrial: ~ Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Power: Type MW
[T} Educational: [[] Waste Treatment: Type MGD
] Recreational: [1 Hazardous Waste: Type
[C] Water Facilities: Type MGD [x] Other: New Stadium (11,940 seats) & 2020 Olympic Trials
Project Issues Discussed in Document:
[ Aesthetic/Visual [] Fiscal [] Recreation/Parks | Vegetation
[1 Agricultural Land [] Flood Plain/Flooding [] Schools/Universities [] Water Quality
1 Air Quality ] Forest Land/Fire Hazard 1 Septic Systems [1 Water Supply/Groundwater
[J Archeological/Historical [] Geologic/Seismic [] Sewer Capacity [] Wetland/Riparian
[ Biological Resources [] Minerals [_] Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading [ ] Growth Inducement
[ Coastal Zone [ Noise [ solid Waste [J Land Use
[] Drainage/Absorption ] Population/Housing Balance [ ] Toxic/Hazardous [x] Cumulative Effects
] Economic/Jobs [] Public Services/Facilities Traffic/Circulation [] Other:

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
City of Pomona - (O) Publicly Owned Land,  General Plan (City of Pomona) - Special Campus

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)

The PEP Subsequent SEIR will study the impact of PEP (Phase 1, 2) and hosting the 2020 Olympics Track & Field
Trials on two intersections located in the City of Pomona. The intersections were not previously included in the 2015
Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects Program/Project EIR certified in October 2016. The SEIR will
address any revised impacts or new impacts not addressed in the prior document.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or
previous draft document) please fill in.
Revised 2010



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".

_____ AirResources Board ______ Office of Historic Preservation
_____ Boating & Waterways, Department of _____ Office of Public School Construction
___ California Emergency Management Agency ______ Parks & Recreation, Department of
California Highway Patrol _____ Pesticide Regulation, Department of
= Caltrans District #7 ___ Public Utilities Commission
_____ Caltrans Division of Aeronautics _ Regional WQCB #
______ Caltrans Planning ____ Resources Agency
___ Central Valley Flood Protection Board ____ Resources Recycling and Recovery, Department of
_____ Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy ______ S.F.Bay Conservation & Development Comm.
__ Coastal Commission _____San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mtns. Conservancy
__ Colorado River Board __ San Joaquin River Conservancy
_____ Conservation, Department of ______ Santa Monica Mins. Conservancy
__ Corrections, Department of __ State Lands Commission
_____ Delta Protection Commission ______ SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
____ Education, Department of __ SWRCB: Water Quality
____ Energy Commission ____ SWRCB: Water Rights
__ Fish & Game Region #5_ ______Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
_ Food & Agriculture, Department of __ Toxic Substances Control, Department of
__ Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of _____ Water Resources, Department of
__ General Services, Department of
Health Services, Department of s Other: Community College Chancellor's Office
Housing & Community Development $ Other: SCAQMD

Native American Heritage Commission

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date APril 14, 2017 Ending Date May 15, 2017

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Mt. San Antonio Community College District

Consulting Firm: SID LINDMARK, AICP Applicant:

Address: 10 Aspen Creek Lane Address: 1100 North Grand Avenue

City/State/Zip: Laguna Hills, CA 92653 City/State/Zip: Vvainut, California 91789

Contact: Sid Lindmark, AICP Phone: (909) 274-5775 facilitiesplanning@misac.edu

Phone: (949) 855-0416

Signature of Lead Agency Representative:_@m M J/ Date:ApriI 14, 2017
R

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.

Revised 2010



STATE OF CALIFORNIA _ __ EdmundG
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

Environmental and Cultural Department
1550 Harbor Blvd., Suite 100

West Sacramento, CA 95691

Phone (916) 373-3710

April 18, 2017

Rebecca Mitchell

Mt. San Antonio College
1100 North Grade Avenue
Walnut, CA 91789

sent via e-mail to: facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu

RE: SCHf# 2002041161; Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR Project, Los Angeles
County, California

Dear Ms. Mitchell:

The Native American Heritage Commission has received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the project referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources
Code § 21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code section 21084.1, states that a project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant
effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15064.5 (b) (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a lead agency,
that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental impact report (EIR) shall be
prepared. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §
15064 (a)(1)). In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are historical resources with the area of
project effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) (AB 52)
amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal cultural resources” (Pub. Resources
Code § 21074) and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment (Pub.
Resources Code § 21084.2). Please reference California Natural Resources Agency (2016) “Final Text for tribal
cultural resources update to Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form,”
http://resources.ca.qov/ceqal/docs/ab52/Clean-final-AB-52-App-G-text-Submitted.pdf. Public agencies shall, when
feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.3 (a)). AB 52
applies to any project for which a notice of preparation or a notice of negative declaration or mitigated
negative declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a
general plan or a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18). Both SB 18 and
AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the federal National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal consultation requirements of Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. § 800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends lead agencies consult with all California Native American tribes that are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early as possible in order to avoid
inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a
brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural
resources assessments. Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as
compliance with any other applicable laws.



AB 52

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1.

Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project: Within
fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for 2 project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:
a. A brief description of the project. '
b. The lead agency contact information.
c¢. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.
Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (d)).
d. - A *California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on
- the contact iist maintained by the NAHGC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).
(Pub. Resources Code § 21073).

Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Recelving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
{(Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1, subds. (d} and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §

65352.4 (SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1 (b)).

Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Reguested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requasts to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)).

Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:

Type of environmental review necessary.

Significance of the tribal cultural rasources.

Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.

If necessary, project afternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend to the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (a)).

aeEe

Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, inctuding but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code sections 6254 (r) and 6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3

(e)(1).

Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resourges in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed to
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the
impact on the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.3 (b)).




7.

10.

11.

Congclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following ocours:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a
tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be
reached. (Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.2 (b)).

Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.2 shall be recommended for Inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation
monitoring and reporting program, if determined to avold or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 21082.3, subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §
21082.3 (a)).

Reguired Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: I mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21084.3 (b). (Pub.
Resources Code § 21082.3 (g)).

Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant
Adverse Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoldance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management ctiteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally approptiate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not fimited to, the following:
i.  Protecting the culfural character and integrity of the resource.
il. Protecting the traditional use of the resource. '
iil. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
¢. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.

Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code § 21084.3 (b)).

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native Amarican tribe or a nonfederally recognized
California Native Americart tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect a
California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code § 815.3 (c)).

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave artifacts
shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code § 5097.991).

a

Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmenta! Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An environmentai
impact report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise failed
to engage in the consultation process.
¢. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources
Code § 21082.3 (d)).
This process should be documented in the Cuitural Resources section of your environmental document.

The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices”
may be found online at: http://nahc.ca.goviwp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF pdf

‘3




SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to,
and consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code § 65352.3). Local governments shouid consult the Govemnor’s Office of Planning and
Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at:
https:/iwww.opr.ca.govidocs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a specific
plan, or to designate open space It is required to cantact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC by
requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification
to request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §
65352.3 {(a)(2)).

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time {tmit on SB 18 tribai
consultation.

3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and Research
pursuant to Gov. Code section 65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described In Public
Resources Code sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code
§ 65352.3 (b)). .

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures for
preservation or mitigation; or

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting In good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that
mutual agreement cannot be reached conceming the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p.
18). .

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from Initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52
and 8B 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred
Lands File” searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found ontine at: '
http:/fnahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/

NAHC Recommendations for Culiural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal culturat resources and plan for avoidance,
preservation in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC
recommends the following actions:

1. Contact the approptriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(http:/fohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1068) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have been already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

¢. [fthe probability is low, moderate, or high that cuitural resources are located in the APE.

d. Ifasurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2, If an archaeological inventory survey Is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.




b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.

3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’'s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the project
site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, section 15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(f)). In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with
knowledge of cultural resources should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions for
the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health and
Safety Code section 7050.5, Public Resources Code section 5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
section 15064.5, subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5, subds. (d) and (e))
address the processes to be followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American
human remains and associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

Please contact me if you need any additional information at gayle.totton@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

b A~

aylg/ Totton, M.A., PhD.
ssociate Governmental Program Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse



P.O. Box 682, Walnut, CA 91788-0682
21201 La Puente Road

Walnut, CA 91789-2018

Telephone (909) 595-7543

FAX (909) 595-6095
www.ci.walnut.ca.us

CITY OF WALNUT

April 25, 2017

Rebecca Mitchell, Manager, Facilities Support Services
Facilities Planning & Management

Mt. San Antonio College

1100 North Grand Avenue

Walnut, California 91789

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Project EIR for the Mt. San
Antonio College Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2)

Dear Ms. Mitchell,

The City of Walnut has received (via Certified Mail dated April 18, 2017) the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Project EIR for the Mt. San Antonio College Physical Education
Project (Phase 1 & 2).

In an effort to maintain an open and effective communication between the City of Walnut and Mt.
SAC, this letter serves as a response to the NOP. The City of Walnut appreciates the efforts by
neighboring public agencies and school districts to disseminate reports and documentation on
projects that could have significant impacts to the City and our residents at large. In light of the
Court’s recent decision in the United Walnut Taxpayer’s v Mt. Sac et. al. case (Los Angeles County
Superior Court Case #BC576587), the City is eager to engage in further discussion of the proposed
Physical Education Project (Phase 1, 2).

The City submitted a comment letter dated July 28, 2016 identifying the inadequacies of the Draft
Subsequent/Project EIR for the Project. We appreciate Mt. SAC’s efforts to address those issues
needed to make the prior documentation adequate for the project and look forward to continuing
consultation in that regard with Mt. Sac on this NOP and the Draft SEIR for the Physical Education
Project (Phase 1, 2) as well as any future documents for projects within our community. Thank you
for giving the City of Walnut the opportunity to comment on the NOP for this project. If you have
any questions, please feel free to contact me at (909) 505-7543.

Sincerely,
—_—
Tom Weiner Justin Carlson

Community Development Director City Planner
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GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
GOVERNOR

Notice of Preparation

April 14, 2017

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: Physical Education Project (Phse 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR
SCH# 2002041161

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Physical Education Project (Phse
1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead
Agency. This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a
timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Rebecca Mitchell

Mt. San Antonio College
1100 North Grade Avenue
Wainut, CA 91789

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

,7#1.—
Scott Morgan '
Director, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 10th Street P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2002041161
Project Title  Physical Education Project (Phse 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR
Lead Agency Mt. San Antonio Community College
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description The PEP Subsequent SEIR will study the impact of PEP (Phase 1, 2) and hosting the 2020 Olympics

Track & Field Trials on two intersections located in the City of Pomona. The intersections were not
previously included in the 2015 Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects
Program/Project EIR certified in Oct. 2016. The SEIR will address any revised impacts or new impacts
not addressed in the prior document.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Rebecca Mitchell
Agency Mt. San Antonio College
Phone 909-274-5175 Fax
email
Address 1100 North Grade Avenue
City Walnut State CA  Zip 91789
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Walnut
Region
Cross Streets N. Grande Avenue and Temple Avenue
Lat/Long 34°44'30"N/117° 50" 45" W
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways Hwy 57, 60
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools Westhoff, Collegewood
Land Use City - School, RPD - 61,700 and 28,500
District - Primary Educational, Athletics and Ag and Open Space
Project Issues  Traffic/Circulation; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Resources,
Agencies Recycling and Recovery; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5;

Native American Heritage Commission; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Air Resources
Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4

Date Received

04/14/2017 Start of Review 04/14/2017 End of Review 05/15/2017

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.



L Print Form

Appendix C
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
Mail ro: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 scH#2002041161
Project Title: Physical Education Project (Phse 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR
Lead Agency: Mt. 8an Antonio Community College District Contact Person: Rebecca Mitchell
Mailing Address: 1100 North Grand Avenue, Facilities Division Phone: (908) 274-5175
City: Walnut Zip: 91789 County: Los Angeles
Project Location: County:Los Angeles City/Nearest Community: Walnut/Pomona
Cross Streets: North Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue Zip Code: 91789
Longilude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 34 °44 30 N/ 117 250 ‘45  “wW Total Acres: 420 ga
Assessor's Parcel No.: Section: Twp.: Range: | Baser
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 57/60 Waterways:
Airports: Railways: Schools: Westhoff/Collegewood

Document Type:
CEQA: NOP [ Draft ER NEPA:  [] NoOI Other:  [] Joint Document

[ Barly Cons [J Supplement/Subsequent EIR ] EA [C] Final Document

[ ] NegDec (Prior SCH No.) GevssmatsOfficeot 'mﬁ'«% ?ﬂ&?}ﬁ [C] Other:

[ MitNegDec  Other: e lificeotPleming4 ‘ONST™
o T o ] S S i o o o - o e {5 5] T T o v am e e e o e
Local Action Type: . BPR-18 26
[] General Plan Update (] Specific Plan g % m&f\ Te); [0 Aunexation
[] General Plan Amendment [ | Master Plan g IATE Q:Em 5\ ) dHGEﬁSE [ Redevelopment
[J General Plan Elernent [] Planned Unit Development  [] Use Permit [ Coastal Permit
] Comumunity Plan Site Plan ] Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [] Other:
Develobment Tybe: , ‘ ' , o
[] Residential: Units Acres
[ Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees [ Transportation: Type
[] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees ] Mining: Mineral
[] Industrial:  Sq.ft. Acres Employees - [ Power: Type MW
] Educational: [[] Waste Treatment: Type MGD
[J Recreational: [_] Hazardous Waste: Type
[C] Water Facilities: Type MGD {x] Other; New Stadium (11,940 seats) & 2020 Olympic Trials
Project Issues Discussed in Document:
[J Aesthetic/Visual [] Fiscal [] Recreation/Parks [] Vegetation
[1 Agricultural Land [] Flood Plain/Flooding ] Schools/Universities [] Water Quality
[ Air Quality [] Forest Land/Fire Hazard ~ [] Septic Systems ] Water Supply/Groundwater
(] Archeological/Historical [J Geologic/Seismic ] Sewer Capacily [] Wetland/Riparian
] Biological Resources ] Minerals (] Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading  [_] Growth Inducement
[] Coastal Zone [ Noise [ Solid Waste [ Land Use
[ Drainage/Absorption [_] Population/Housing Balance [] Toxic/Hazardous [x] Cumulative Effects
] Economic/Jobs [ Public Services/Facilities  [x] Traffic/Circulation [ other:

— e e = S e Em ey o m me Em e me Em Em mm Sm Bed M mm A MeR RS AR MEL e WA MR GRS MW MM SR Rt MR M W W e G R e

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:

City of Pomona - (O) Publicly Owned Land, General Plan (City of Pomona) - Special Campus

Project Description: (please use a separate page Jf necessary) . L T m T mm s s e e
The PEP Subsequent SEIR will study the impact of PEP (Phase 1, 2) and hosting the 2020 Olympics Track & Field
Trials on two intersections located in the City of Pomona. The intersections were not previously included in the 2015
Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects Program/Project EIR certified in October 2016. The SEIR will
address any revised impacts or new impacts not addressed in the prior document.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number ulready exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or
previous draft document) please fill in.
Revised 2010
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South Coast
@ Air Quality Management District

rvwrrawe 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
.31 \%[#] (909) 396-2000 - www.agmd.gov

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
guality 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.agmd.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.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/cega/handbook/scagmd-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
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Rebecca Mitchell -2- May 5, 2017

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.agmd.gov/home/regulations/cega/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.agmd.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. Guidance! 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 815126.4 (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:
o Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook
o SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages available here: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqga/air-
guality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies
e SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for controlling
construction-related emissions and Rule 1403 — Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation
Activities

L 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.
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¢ SCAQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the 2016 AQMP available
here (starting on page 86): http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ Agendas/Governing-
Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf?sfvrsn=5

o 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.agmd.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.agmd.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 Isun@agmd.gov or call me at (909) 396-3308.

Sincerely,

Lijin Sun, J.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

LS
LAC170413-04
Control Number
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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,
N LD

aioc.irci/a

Ma agev@"f Engineering & Operations

1021 E. Miramar Avenue e Claremont, California 91711-2052
Telephone (909) 621-5568 o Fax (909) 625-5470 e http://www.threevalleys.com



Response to MT SAC NOP dated April 14, 2017

Responder: United Walnut Taxpayers (UWT)

Date May 14, 2017

1)

2)

3)

Project submitted to DSA as Application number 03-11612 as ACE (Athletic Complex East), there
was no updated submittal for PEP (Physical Education Project).

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROW Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
District 7 — Office of Regional Planning
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

Serious Drought.
PHONE (213) 897-0673 Making Conservation
FAX (213) 897-1337 a California Way of Life.

www.dot.ca.gov

May 15, 2017

Ms. Rebecca Mitchell

Mt. San Antonio College
Facilities Planning & Management
1100 North Grand Avenue
Walnut, CA 91789

RE: Physical Education Project Subsequent
Project EIR - Notice of Preparation
SCH#2002041161
GTS#07-LA-2016-00855-FL
Vic. LA/ 10/ PM 41.85

LA/ 57/ PM R6.489

Dear Ms. Mitchell:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The project includes the study of
the impact of Physical Education Project and hosting the 2020 Olympics Track & Field Trials on
two intersections located in the City of the Pomona.

The nearest State facilities to the proposed project is I-10 and SR-57. To assist us in our efforts
to evaluate the impacts of this project on State transportation facilities, a traffic study should be
prepared. Please refer the Project’s traffic consultant to Caltrans’ traffic study guide website:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf. If one has already been
prepared for the project, please forward a copy to Caltrans for review and comment.

Listed below are some elements of what is generally expected in the traffic study:

1. Presentations of assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation, trip assignments,
and choice of travel mode to I-10 and SR-57. An analysis of the freeway mainline, all on/off-
ramps, parallel roadways, and freeway connector. Also, specifically as indicated by the
proposed project to include additional impacts at Kellogg Drive at I-10 and Temple Avenue
at SR-57.

2. Caltrans is concerned that additional traffic existing on the freeway may potentially back into
the mainline through lanes if the queue exceeds the storage capacity on the off-ramps. A
queuing analysis should be performed using HCM methodology. The capacity of the off-
ramp should be calculated by the actual length of the off-ramp between the terminuses to the
gore point with some safety factor. The queue length should be calculated from the traffic

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transporiation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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counts, actual signal timing and the percent of truck assignments to the ramp with a
passenger car equivalent factor of 3.0 (worst case scenario). The analyzed result may
determine whether project-related plus cumulative traffic is expected to cause long queues on
the on- and off-ramps.

3. Analysis of ADT, AM and PM peak-hour volumes for both the existing and future conditions
in the affected area with and without the project. Future conditions including built-out and
plan-horizon years. It is also recommended that the report include AM/PM peak hour
volumes for bicycle under the existing conditions.

4. A cumulative traffic analysis, which includes existing traffic, traffic generated by the project,
cumulative traffic generated from all specific approved developments in the area, and traffic
growth other than from the project and developments.

5. A discussion of multi-modal mitigation measures, including possible Active Transportation
enhancements, appropriate to alleviate anticipated traffic impacts. Any mitigation involving
transit or Transportation Demand Management (TDM) should be justified and the results
conservatively estimated.

6. Fair share contributions toward pre-established or future improvements on the State Highway
System is considered to be an acceptable form of mitigation. Please use the following ratio
when estimating project equitable share responsibility: additional traffic volume due to
project implementation is divided by the total increase in the traffic volume (see Appendix
“B” of the Guide).

Caltrans continues to strive to improve its standards and processes to provide flexibility while
maintaining the safety and integrity of the State’s transportation system. It is our goal to
implement strategies that are in keeping with our mission statement, which is to “provide a safe,
sustainable, integrated, and efficient transportation system to enhance California’s economy and
livability.”

Good geometric and traffic engineering design to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians are
critical at every on and off ramp and freeway terminus intersection with local streets. Caltrans
recommends the traffic study to include the impact of the traffic from pedestrians and bicyclists
and will work with the lead agency to look for every opportunity to develop projects that
improve safety and connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists.

In view of SB 743, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is working to develop
an alternative to LOS for evaluating transportation impacts pursuant to CEQA. Such as using
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying transportation impacts for all
future development projects. Once OPR provides new guidance, Caltrans hopes to collaborate
with the lead agency to adopt methods of traffic analysis and new thresholds that are mutually
acceptable.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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As a reminder, transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires
the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, will require a Caltrans transportation
permit. Caltrans recommends that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods.

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura counties. Please be mindful
that project needs to be designed to discharge clean run-off water and it is not permitted to
discharge onto State highway facilities.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments, please feel free to contact the
project coordinator, Frances Lee at (213) 897-0673 or electronically at frances.lee(@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely, ,
= 7 vt S LT B T~ -
DIANNA WATSON

Branch Chief, LD-IGR/CEQA Review

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

DARYL L. OSBY
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

May 16, 2017

Rebecca Mitchell, Manager

Mt. San Antonio College

Facilities Planning and Management
1100 North Grand Avenue

Walnut, CA 91789

Dear Ms. Mitchell:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT SUBSEQUENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, "MT. SAC PHYSICAL EDUCATION
PROJECT," WILL INCLUDE A 9-LANE 400 METER TRACK AND 10,912
PERMANENT SEATS, SCOREBOARD, LIGHTING STANDARDS, TWO
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES, FIVE ATHLETIC FIELDS, 6.90 ACRES OF LANDSCAPING
AND SUPPORT FACILITIES, FOR HOSTING THE 2020 OLYMPIC TRACK AND
FIELD TRIALS, WALNUT, FFER 201700051

The Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Project Environmental Impact Report
has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division,
and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.
The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

We have no comments.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

The Land Development Unit comments are only general requirements. Specific fire and
life safety requirements will be addressed during the review for building and fire plan
check phases. There may be additional requirements during this time.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA HABRA LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SIGNAL HILL

ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHQO PALOS VERDES SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES WALNUT

BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WEST HOLLYWOOI
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WESTLAKE VILLAG

SANTA CLARITA WHITTIER
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The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and fire hydrants.

Access Requirements:

1. The proposed development will require multiple ingress/egress access for the
circulation of traffic and emergency response issues.

2. All on-site Fire Department vehicular access roads shall be labeled as “Private
Driveway and Fire Lane” on the site plan along with the widths clearly depicted
on the plan. Labeling is necessary to assure the access availability for Fire
Department use. The designation allows for appropriate signage prohibiting
parking.

a. The Fire Apparatus Access Road shall be cross-hatch on the site plan
with the width clearly noted on the plan.

KCH Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by
way of access roadways with an all-weather surface of not less than the
prescribed width. The roadway shall be extended to within 150 feet of all
portions of the exterior walls when measured by an unobstructed route around
the exterior of the building.

4, Fire Apparatus Access Roads must be installed and maintained in a serviceable
manner prior to and during the time of construction.

5. The edge of the Fire Apparatus Access Road shall be located a minimum of five
feet from the building or any projections there from.

6. The Fire Apparatus Access Roads and designated fire lanes shall be measured
from flow line to flow line.

7. The dimensions of the approved Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be
maintained as originally approved by the fire code official.

8. Provide a minimum unobstructed width of 28 feet exclusive of shoulders and an
unobstructed vertical clearance “clear to sky” Fire Department vehicular access
to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the
building as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the building
when the height of the building above the lowest level of the Fire Department
vehicular access road is more than 30 feet high or the building is more than three
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15:

stories. The access roadway shall be located a minimum of 15 feet and a
maximum of 30 feet from the building and shall be positioned parallel to one
entire side of the building. The side of the building on which the Aerial Fire
Apparatus Access Road is positioned shall be approved by the fire code official.

If the Fire Apparatus Access Road is separated by island provide a minimum
unobstructed width of 20 feet exclusive of shoulders and an unobstructed vertical
clearance “clear to sky” Fire Department vehicular access to within 150 feet of all
portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building as measured by an
approved route around the exterior of the building.

Dead-end Fire Apparatus Access Roads in excess of 150 feet in-length shall be
provided with an approved fire department turnaround. Include the dimensions
of the turnaround with the orientation of the turnaround shall be properly placed
in the direction of travel of the access roadway.

Fire Department Access Roads shall be provided with a 32-foot centerline turning
radius. Indicate the centerline, inside, and outside turning radii for each change
in direction on the site plan.

Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be designed and maintained to support the
imposed load of fire apparatus weighing 75,000 pounds and shall be surfaced so
as to provide all-weather driving capabilities. Fire Apparatus Access Roads
having a grade of 10 percent or greater shall have a paved or concrete surface.

Provide approved signs or other approved notices or markings that include the
words “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE.” Signs shall have a minimum dimension of
12 inches wide by 18 inches high and have red letters on a white reflective
background. Signs shall be provided for Fire Apparatus Access Roads to clearly
indicate the entrance to such road or prohibit the obstruction thereof and at
intervals as required by the Fire Inspector.

A minimum 5-foot wide approved firefighter access walkway leading from the Fire
Department Access Road to all required openings in the building's exterior walls
shall be provided for firefighting and rescue purposes. Clearly identify firefighter
walkway access routes on the site plan. Indicate the slope and walking surface
material. Clearly show the required width on the site plan.

Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall not be obstructed in any manner including by
the parking of vehicles, or the use of traffic calming devices, including but not
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16.

17.

18.

19,

limited to, speed bumps or speed humps. The minimum widths and clearances
established in Fire Code Section 503.2.1 shall be maintained at all times.

Traffic Calming Devices including but not limited to, speed bumps and speed
humps shall be prohibited unless approved by the fire code official.

Security barriers, visual screen barriers, or other obstructions shall not be
installed on the roof of any building in such a manner as to obstruct firefighter
access or egress in the event of fire or other emergency. Parapets shall not
exceed 48 inches from the top of the parapet to the roof surface on more than
two sides. Clearly indicate the height of all parapets in a section view.

Approved building address numbers, building numbers, or approved building
identification shall be provided and maintained so as to be plainly visible and
legible from the street fronting the property. The numbers shall contrast with
their background, be Arabic numerals or alphabet letters, and be a minimum of
four inches high with a minimum stroke width of 0.5 inch.

Multiple residential and commercial buildings having entrances to individual units
not visible from the street or road shall have unit numbers displayed in groups for
all units within each structure. Such numbers may be grouped on the wall of the
structure or mounted on a post independent of the structure and shall be
positioned to be plainly visible from the street or road as required by Fire Code
505.3 and in accordance with Fire Code 505.1.

Gate Requirements:

1.

The method of gate control shall be subject to review by the Fire Department
prior to approval. All gates to control vehicular access shall be in compliance
with the following:

a. Any single-gated opening used for ingress and egress shall be a
minimum of 28 feet in-width clear-to-sky.

b. Any divided gate opening (when each gate is used for a single direction
of travel i.e., ingress or egress) shall be a minimum width of 20 feet
clear-to-sky.

c. Gates and/or control devices shall be positioned a minimum of 50 feet
from a public right-of-way and shall be provided with a turnaround having
a minimum of 32 feet of turning radius. If an intercom system is used the
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50 feet shall be measured from the right-of-way to the intercom control
device.

The security gate shall be provided with an approved means of
emergency operation and shall be maintained operational at all times
and replaced or repaired when defective. Electric gate operators, where
provided, shall be listed in accordance with UL 325. Gates intended for
automatic operation shall be designed, constructed, and installed to
comply with the requirements of ASTM F220. Gates shall be of the
swinging or sliding type. Construction of gates shall be of materials that
allow manual operation by one person.

Gate plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department prior to installation.
These plans shall show all locations, widths, and details of the proposed
gates.

Water System Requirements:

il

4.

All fire hydrants shall measure 6"x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze conforming to
current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal and shall be installed in
accordance with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Regulation 8.

The development may require fire flows up to 8,000 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire
flows will be based on the size of buildings, the installation of an automatic fire
sprinkler system, and type(s) of construction used.

The fire hydrant spacing shall be every 300 feet for both the public and the on-
site hydrants. The fire hydrants shall meet the following requirements:

a.

No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular
access from a public fire hydrant.

No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from
a properly spaced public fire hydrant.

Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified
distances.

All required PUBLIC fire hydrants shall be installed, tested, and accepted prior to
beginning construction.
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5. All private on-site fire hydrants shall be installed, tested, and approved prior to

building occupancy.

a. Plans showing underground piping for private on-site fire hydrants shall
be submitted to the Sprinkler Plan Check Unit for review and approval
prior to installation.

6. An approved automatic fire sprinkler system is required for the proposed
buildings within this development. Submit design plans to the Fire Department
Sprinkler Plan Check Unit for review and approval prior to installation.

For any questions regarding the report please contact FPEA Claudia Soiza at
(323) 890-4243 or Claudia.Soiza@fire.lacounty.gov.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department'’s Forestry
Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species,
vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4,
archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential
impacts in these areas should be addressed in the Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s Forestry Division has no further
comments regarding this project.

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

The Health Hazardous Materials Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department has
No comments or requirements for the project at this time.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.
Very truly yours,

%Mjf, TbdA

MICHAEL Y. TAKESHITA, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

MYT:ac



Facilities Planning & Management

MT SAC 1100 North Grand Avenue * Walnut, CA 91789

Mt. San Antonio College 909-274-4850 * www.mtsac.edu

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, 2" 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

Sample Summary for Electronic Document Submittal KonuE

15 copies of this document may be included when a Lead Agency is submitting electronic copies of environmental impact reports,
negative declarations, mitigated negative declarations, or notices of preparation to the SCH. The SCH will still accept other summaries,
such as an EIR summary prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15123, attached to the electronic copies of thie document.

SCH # 20020411161

Lead Agency: Mt. San Antonio Community College District

. i Physical Education Projects (Phase 1, 2) SEIR
Project Title:

) . Walnut Los Angeles
Project Location:

City County

Please provide a Project Decription (Proposed Actions, location, and/or consequences).

The Project EIR is a Subsequent EIR to the 2015 Facilities Master Plan Update Program/Project Final EIR certified in
October 12, 2016. The SEIR will address all issues that were not addressed in the previous EIR, including the Physical
Education Projects (PEP) impact on two intersections not previously analyzed in the City of Pomona: Campus Drive
and Temple Avenue and Kellogg Drive and Interstate 10.

The City of Pomona requested this analysis in the response to comments to the prior EIR. However, the construction of
a new parking structure at Cal Poly Pomona located near the Campus/Temple intersection was not complete, so new
traffic counts were obtained and the traffic study update completed. The traffic study update also evaluates the impact
of hosting the 2020 Olympic Track & Field Trials at the two new intersections.

In addition, previous mitigation measures were included in an Addendum, which was denied by the Superior Court. The
Court's ruling also resulted in two new mitigation measures for grading and truck hauling, with the City of Walnut having
review authority. The current EIR includes an updated site-specific mitigation monitoring program for the PEP project.

The current EIR incorporates by reference specific material that is unchanged and relevant to the current analysis from
the previous Program/Project EIR certified on October 12, 2016.

Please identify the project's significant or potentially significant effects and briefly describe any proposed mitigation measures that
would reduce or avoid that effect.

The PEP project will have a significant impact at the Campus Drive and Temple Avenue intersection for the Existing
Plus Project, and Existing Plus Project Plus Cumulative scenarios during the am peak period. The former impact can
be fully mitigated but the latter impact is not feasible.

The PEP project has an 2020 impact at the Kellogg and 1-10 intersection for the cumulative scenario only. Adding a
traffic signal at this location will mitigate the impact.

The hosting of the 2020 Olympic Trials will have an impact both intersections (with Parking Plan A) during the pm peak
period for two weekdays. No additional improvements are required or cost effective at these locations for a single
event for two days only.

Added 2010



continued

If applicable, please describe any of the project’s areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency, including issues raised by agencies
and the public.

The City of Walnut has objected to the District not complying with their land use regulations and the United Walnut

Taxpayers has objected to the use of Bond funds for the PEP project. The issues are being adjudicated in the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County (Case BC 576587).

Please provide a list of the responsible or trustee agencies for the project.

California Department of Transportation (Interstate 10)
Community College Chancellor's Office




' Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

SCH # 2002041161

Project Title: West Parcel Solar Project
Lead Agency: Mt. San Antonio Community College District
Mailing Address: 1100 North Grand Avenue
City: Walnut

Contact Person: Rebecca Mitchell
Phone: (909) 274-5175
County: Los Angeles

Zip: _ 91789

Project Location: County: Los Angeles City/Nearest Community: Walnut
Cross Streets: Temple Avenue and Grand AVenue

Zip Code: 91789

Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 34 °03 ~ 98 ~“N/ 117 °84 ' 52 ”W Total Acres: 26.75
Assessor's Parcel No.: Section: Twp.: Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 57/60 Waterways:
Airports: Railways: Schools: Westhoff/Collegewood
Document Type:
CEQA: [] Nop [x] Draft EIR NEPA ] No1 Other:  [] Joint Document
[] Early Cons [] Supplement/Subsequent EIR ] EA (] Final Document
[[] Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.) (] Draft EIS ] Other:
[ MitNegDec  Other: [] FONSI
Local Action Type:
[] General Plan Update O Specific Plan [] Rezone [0 Annexation
[J General Plan Amendment [] Master Plan O Prezone [1 Redevelopment
[ General Plan Element (] Planned Unit Development  [] Use Permit [ Coastal Permit

[] Community Plan [x] Site Plan [ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [] Other:
Development Type:

[] Residential: Units Acres

[] Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Transportation: Type

] Commercial:Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Mining: Mineral

[] Industrial:  Sq.ft. Acres Employees [] Power: Type MW
] Educational: [] Waste Treatment: Type MGD
] Recreational: [[] Hazardous Waste: Type

(] Water Facilities: Type MGD [¥] Other: 2.2 MW solar panel system

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

[x] Aesthetic/Visual

[x] Agricultural Land

[x] Air Quality

[x] Archeological/Historical
[x] Biological Resources
[ Coastal Zone

[x] Drainage/Absorption

1 Economic/Jobs

[ Fiscal

] Flood Plain/Flooding
[] Forest Land/Fire Hazard
[X] Geologic/Seismic

[C] Minerals

Noise

] Recreation/Parks

{1 Schools/Universities

[] Septic Systers

[x] Sewer Capacity

[x] Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading
[] Solid Waste

O Population/Housing Balance [] Toxic/Hazardous

[x] Public Services/Facilities

[X] Traffic/Circulation

[x] Vegetation

[x] Water Quality

(L] Water Supply/Groundwater
[x] Wetland/Riparian

] Growth Inducement

[x] Land Use

[¥] Cumulative Effects

[ other:

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Retail & Solar (Campus Zoning) Single Family Residential/Residential Planned Development (City of Walnut)

Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)

The project will remove native vegetation on 17.25-acres of the project site and develop a 2.2 MW solar panel system
on a 9.9-acre pad with an interconnect to the campus electrical system. Restored and replacement coastal sage
habitat will be provided on- and off-site for the coastal California gnatcatcher. Approximately 139,000 cubic yards of
earth will be imported to the project site from the stadium area on campus.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or

previous draft document) please fill in.

Revised 2010



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".

__ Air Resources Board __ Office of Historic Preservation
___ Boating & Waterways, Department of ______ Office of Public School Construction
______ California Emergency Management Agency _____ Parks & Recreation, Department of
___ California Highway Patrol ______ Pesticide Regulation, Department of
_ Caltrans District # ____ Public Utilities Commission
______ Caltrans Division of Aeronautics X Regional WQCB# 4
______ Caltrans Planning ____ Resources Agency
____ Central Valley Flood Protection Board ____ Resources Recycling and Recovery, Department of
___ Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy _____ S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm.
____ Coastal Commission __ San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mtns. Conservancy
__ Colorado River Board __ SanJoaquin River Conservancy
______ Conservation, Department of _____ Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy
______ Corrections, Department of ___ State Lands Commission
______ Delta Protection Commission ____ SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
______ Education, Department of X SWRCB: Water Quality
Energy Commission ____ SWRCB: Water Rights
X Fish & Game Region # 5_ _____ Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
_ Food & Agriculture, Department of ______Toxic Substances Control, Department of
______ Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of ____ Water Resources, Department of
___ General Services, Department of
______ Health Services, Department of S Other: U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Housing & Community Development S Other:_SCAQMD & CC Chancellor's Office
X Native American Heritage Commission

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date July 27, 2017 Ending Date September 12, 2017

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: SID LINDMARK, AICP Applicant: Mt. San Antonio Community College District
Address: 10 Aspen Creek Lane Address: 1100 North Grand Avenue

City/State/Zip: Laguna Hills, CA 92653 City/State/Zip: Walnut, California 91789

Contact: Sid Lindmark Phone: (909) 274-5175 or facilitiesplanning@mtsac.edu

Phone: (949) 855-0416

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: 4@&4‘4{\ M‘ )\/{ Date: July 27,2017

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.

Revised 2010



Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Govemnor

Qé{“t of Fm”, e

STATE OF CALIFORNIA é’%
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research % n £
R Ly N
State Clearinghouse 2w L=l
Ken Alex
Director
July 5,2017
Rebecca Mitchell
Mt. San Antonio College
1100 North Grade Avenue
Walnut, CA 91789
Subject: Physical Education Project (Phse 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR
SCH#: 2002041161
Dear Rebecca Mitchell:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on July 3, 2017, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

’7m/
ott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

7

1400 TENTH STREET P.0. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2002041161
Project Title  Physical Education Project (Phse 1, 2) Subsequent Project EIR
Lead Agency Mt. San Antonio Community College
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description The PEP Subsequent SEIR will study the impact of PEP (Phase 1, 2) and hosting the 2020 Olympics

Track & Field Trials on two intersections located in the City of Pomona. The intersections were not
previously included in the 2015 Facilities Master Plan and Physical Education Projects

Program/Project EIR certified in Oct. 2016. The SEIR will address any revised impacts or new impacts

not addressed in the prior document.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Rebecca Mitchell
Agency Mt San Antonio College
Phone 909-274-5175 Fax
email
Address 1100 North Grade Avenue
City Walnut State CA  Zip 91789
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Wainut
Region
Lat/Long 34°44'30"N/117°50'45" W
Cross Streets N. Grande Avenue and Temple Avenue
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways Hwy 57, 60
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools  Westhoff, Collegewood
Land Use City - Publicly owned land
GP: Special campus
Project Issues Cumulative Effects; Traffic/Circulation
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation: Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol;

Caltrans, District 7; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Resources, Recycling and
Recovery; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Native American Heritage Commission

Date Received

05/19/2017 Start of Review 05/19/2017 End of Review 07/03/2017
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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.



The 1,500 parking space Parking Structure Il (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 1-10 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 [-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 1-10 to Grand Avenue
route would be more attractive to drivers heading to Mt SAC.

In the westbound direction from 1-10, 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 1-10/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

3



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.



THE CITY OF

Planning Division

Development & Neighborhood
Services Department

July 28, 2016

Mikaela Klein
1100 North Grand Avenue
Walnut, CA 91789-5611

Dear Ms. Klein:

This letter is in response to the Draft EIR for the Mr. San Antonio College 2015 Facilities Master
Plan Update and Physical Education Projects SEIR. The City of Pomona would request that the
traffic study include the following as outlined on Figure 4 Project Trip Distribution:

1) Should include the intersection of South Campus and Temple Avenue as a study
intersection.

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.

3) South Campus volume percentage distribution appears to be too low and not realistic.

4) Provide data or methodology to justify the percentage trip distribution along 57 Fwy of
10 percent northbound and 10 percent southbound.

5) Justify 4 percent distribution from Temple Ave east of 57 Fwy.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIR for this project and look forward to
discussing with the project traffic engineer the above requested information and how this will
effect roadway impacts in the City of Pomona. Please call the Planning Division at (909) 620-
2191 10 discuss any further questions or issues related to this response to the Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

7

Brad Johnson
Planning Manager

cC Rene Guerrero, City Engineer

City Hall, 505 S. Garey Ave., Box 660, Pomona, CA 91769 (909) 620-2191 Fax (909) 469-2082
Pomona « Vibrant  Safe « Beautiful
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Mitigation Monitoring Program

Parking Structure 2

California State Polytechnic University, Pomona

.

CAL POLY POMONA

November 2014
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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

CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY, POMONA 1 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
PARKING STRUCTURE 2



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

CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY, POMONA 2
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Time Frame /

Monitoring Responsible
Mitigation Measures Milestone 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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Time Frame /

Monitoring Responsible
Mitigation Measures Milestone Monitoring Party
18. Construction staging areas will be located as far as possible from | During CSU Pomona and

nearby uses.

construction

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 1-10 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

CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY, POMONA 4

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

PARKING STRUCTURE 2




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)

2)

3)

4)

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.

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.

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.

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).



5)

6)

7)

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.

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.

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.

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.



P.O. Box 682, Walnut, CA 91788-0682
21201 La Puente Road

Walnut, CA 91789-2018

Telephone (909) 595-7543
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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:

e 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



Comments to May 2017 SEIR
July 3, 2017

Page 2

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 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. 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 enroliments
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
guantities, 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.

! 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
guality 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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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.

Draft 2017 Mitigation Monitoring Plan. This provides a list of mitigation measures only. Where
feasible mitigation exists which can substantially lessen the environmental impacts of a project,
CEQA requires those feasible mitigation measures be adopted. All mitigation measures required
in the SEIR must also be fully enforceable and certain to occur. Here, the SEIR cites only
minimal mitigation for the Project’s significant impacts, and that mitigation proposed is vague,
uncertain to occur, and unenforceable. Assurance of the ability to implement and enforce these
measures is needed. Information needs to be added to each of the remaining columns,
including Other Agencies/Firm Involved, Timing, Date Completed, and Responsible
Party/Signature.

Quality Control. 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). Several of the exhibits are unreadable at their current resolution,
format and scale.

Please see Attachments A through G for the more complete CEQA and technical study reviews.

Please contact Community Development Director Tom Weiner, at (909) 595-7543 ext 402;

tweiner@ci.walnut.ca.us if you have any questions.

SincerM

Barbara Leibold, City Attorney
Leibold McClendon & Mann, PC

Exhibit No. 1: Hilmer Lodge Stadium
Attachments: A — CEQA Review
B — Traffic Review
C — Noise Review
D - Air Quality Review
E — Geotechnical Review
F — Cultural/Historic Resources Review
G - Biological Resources Review
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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

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Comment .
Number Page/Section/Paragraph
1 General Comment
2 General Comment
3 General Comment
4 General Comment

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.

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.
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).

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

C':an::;r:t Page/Section/Paragraph
5 General Comment
6 Introduction and Summary
7 1.4 Summary of Impacts
8 Table 1.2
9 Table 1.2

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.

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.

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.

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).

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.
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




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

Comment
Number

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
18
19

20

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Page/Section/Paragraph

Table 1.2

Table 1.2

Table 1.2

Project Description
Project Description

Project History

Project History

2.3 Project Characteristics
2.3 Project Characteristics
2.3 Project Characteristics

2.3 Project Characteristics

Comment

the parking mitigation, TR-19 should be identified included in Table 1.2.

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

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.

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.

Location and Setting .1*" paragraph. 1* sentence should be corrected to indicate Mt. SAC is
located south of Interstate 10

3" paragraph. Re: ASF and other abbreviations used in this EIR. Please include a List of
Abbreviations.

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.

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).

Page 22, 2" paragraph. Re: reference to Appendix K. There is no Appendix K in this SEIR.
5™ paragraph. Reference to 2016 Relays will be held offsite.

Page 23, 2" paragraph. Please confirm where analysis of visual impacts of these PEP
facilities can be found.

4" & 5™ paragraphs. References to ‘PEC’ project. What is this? Also, where are operational
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Comment
Number

21

22
23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Page/Section/Paragraph

2.3 Project Characteristics

2.3 Project Characteristics
2.3 Project Characteristics

2.3 Project Characteristics

2.3 Project Characteristics

2.5 Intended Uses of this EIR

3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures
3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures
3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures
3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures
3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures
3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures

3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,

Comment

demands for energy, water and wastewater provided?

6™ 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.

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

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.

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

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.

Table 2.5 Responsible and Interested Agencies. Identify City of Walnut as Responsible
Agency for Grading and Truck Haul Plans.

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

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

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

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

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.

Figure 2 and Table 5. Existing Plus Project Conditions (Year 2014). Please clarify to which
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Comment
Number

34

35

36
37

38

39

40

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Page/Section/Paragraph

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures

3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures

4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant

4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant

4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant

Comment

Project these refer and the utility of using year 2014 existing conditions data.

3.1.5 (A) Cumulative Impact Analysis. 2™ 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.

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.

Page 90, 1* paragraph. Unable to locate referenced Section 3.9.

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.

Page 92. Air Quality. Please include threshold criteria a, b and c and Finding of Effect for
each.

Page 92. Biological Resources. Please include threshold criteria a, b and d and Finding of
Effect for each.

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 (Iltem 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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ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Comment .
Number Page/Section/Paragraph
41 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
42 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
43 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
44 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
45 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
46 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
47 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
48 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
49 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant
50 4.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant

Comment

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.

Page 93. Geology and Soils. Please include threshold criteria a ii) and its Finding of Effect.
Page 94. Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Please include threshold criteria a) and its Finding of
Effect.

Page 95. Hydrology and Water Quality. Please include threshold criteria a, b and c and
Finding of Effect for each.

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.

Page 96. Noise. Please include threshold criteria a) and c), and Finding of Effect for each.
Page 97. Public Services. Please address effects on municipal police, fire and off-campus
parks created by attendees to the OTFT and Specials Events.

Page 97. Recreation. See comment re: parks under Public Services.

Page 98. Transportation and Traffic. Please include threshold criteria a) and d), and Finding
of Effect for each.

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.

Mandatory Findings of Significance. Please include CEQA Checklist criteria b) regarding
cumulatively considerable impacts and provide its Finding of Effect.
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Comment
Number
51
52

53

54

55

56

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Page/Section/Paragraph

5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program
Update
5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program
Update

5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program
Update

5.0 PEP Mitigation Monitoring Program
Update

6.0 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed
Project

Comment

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Comment
Number
57

58

59

60
61

62

63

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Page/Section/Paragraph

7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed
Project

7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed
Project

7.0 Alternatives to the Proposed
Project

Appendices
Appendices

Appendices

Notice of Completion (separately
provided May 19, 2017)

Comment

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.

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.

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

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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ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY MATRIX

Comment

Number Page/Section/Paragraph Comment

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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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 | and Il) 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 | and Il (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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 28, 2017

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

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

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 Pomona?
- Tentative Tract Map No. 50867, City of Walnut?
- 20650 San Jose Hills Road Project, City of Walnut?
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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 28, 2017

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

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.

Qi AL

Carl Ballard, LEED GA
Principal

KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.

AL %?MM

William Kunzman, P.E.
_ Principal

JN 7016
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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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 26, 2017

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 publicfile. 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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 26, 2017

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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 26, 2017

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. Itis 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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 26, 2017

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.
\ . /{)aoeuw\

Mike Dickerson, INCE William Kunzman, P.E.

Senior Associate Principal
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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.

1111 TowN & CouNnTrRY ROAD, SuiTe 34 (714) 973-8383 5005 LA MART DRrIVE, SuiTe 201
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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 28, 2017

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

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
a91.73 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. Itis 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.
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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 28, 2017

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 1is 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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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 28, 2017

The operational analysis needs to be consistent with the project as analyzed in the lteris 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 operational®" 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.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/comment-letters/2015/april/deirno960.pdf?sfvrsn=2.
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Ms. Anne Surdzial, Director of CEQA/NEPA Services
ECORP CONSULTING, INC.
June 28, 2017

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

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

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
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(ﬂ&\ GROUP DELTA

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.
e Review of preliminary project plans or other information which provides a description of the
proposed project.
e Review of the geologic/geotechnical report by Converse Consultants, including:
0 Review that CEQA geologic hazards have been addressed in the report.
0 Review that geotechnical design recommendations have been performed in accordance
with the 2016 California Building Code.
0 Review public sources of information that identify geologic hazards, such as Alquist-Priolo
fault maps and State of California Earthquake Hazard Zones.
0 Review geologic/geotechnical data presented in the report.
0 Review the analyses and results presented in the geologic/geotechnical report.

370 Amapola Avenue, Suite 212, Torrance, CA 90501 TEL: (310) 320-5100
Anaheim — Irvine — Ontario — Oakland — San Diego — Torrance — Victorville

www.GroupDelta.com




City of Walnut Third Party Geologic/Geotechnical Review June 26, 2017
Mount San Antonio College, Walnut, California Page 2

0 Assess the need for additional geotechnical work.
O Review measures presented in the geologic/geotechnical report to mitigate geologic
hazards.
e Preparing this letter report with review comments, including observations on the need for
additional geotechnical investigation.
e 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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(-, GROUP DELTA



City of Walnut Third Party Geologic/Geotechnical Review June 26, 2017
Mount San Antonio College, Walnut, California Page 3

10.

11.

12.

13.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

#k (] \Ahdla Ao e Soonlond
Pirooz Kashighandi, Ph.D., P.E. Michelle A. Sutherland, CEG #2577
Senior Engineer Senior Engineering Geologist

Distribution: Addressee (1 PDF file via email)
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ATTACHMENT F

Cultural Resources Review (ECORP)



ECORP Consulting, Inc.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

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 1, 3.7.2 1, 3.8.1 1, 3.8.2 1, 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. | 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.

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

W,Bf%mw%

Roger D. Mason, Ph.D., RPA
Director of Cultural Resources

Cc: Tom Holm



ATTACHMENT G

Biological Resources Review (ECORP)



ECORP Consulting, Inc.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

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:

o 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

e 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

e 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

e 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.

1801 Park Court Place, Building B, Suite 103 « Santa Ana, CA 92701 « Tel: (714) 648-0630 « Fax: (714) 648-0935 « www.ecorpconsulting.com
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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 | 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 | concur that a wetland or jurisdictional feature seems unlikely at this location, for the
reasons stated, | 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. | 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.



Barbara Liebold
Page 3 of 4

Appendix E of the report contains a burrowing owl habitat assessment and burrow survey report. |
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, | 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, | 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



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:

| 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

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and

. . significant impact analysis. xxx expand once only xxx.
Page 3. Revise Grand Avenue to have posted speed limits g P ¥ p v

6-8.1 . . The posted speed limit does not impact the level of
ranging from 40 to 50 miles per hour. h . . . N
service, which is dependent on trips and signalization
timing.
6-8.2 Page 3. Revise Amar Road/Temple Avenue to have a posted Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ speed limit of 40 miles per hour. significant impact analysis.

Page 3. Revise to “Lemon Avenue, oriented in a north-south

6-8.3 direction, is a two-lane undivided to fourlane divided Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and

significant impact analysis.

roadway...”.
6-8.4 Page 3. Revise Lemon Avenue to have posted speed limits Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ ranging from 25 to 35 miles per hour. significant impact analysis.
6-8.5 Page 3. Revise to “Cameron Avenue terminates at Grand Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Avenue on the east end”. significant impact analysis.
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Page 4. Revise to state that Valley Boulevard allows on-street

Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and

6-8.6 parking south of Temple Avenue. significant impact analysis.
6-8.7 Page 5. Intersection #6, change Montaineer to Mountaineer Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
' throughout report. significant impact analysis.
6-8.8 Page 10. Table 4 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.
Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
significant impact analysis. xxx expand once xxx The
Page 11. Figure 3 should show existing right turn overlap and interse.ction ch?racteristics were identifie?d in xoou date
6-8.9 . . . for all intersections exept the Campus Drive/Temple and
free right turn lanes at the study area intersections. . . . - .
Kellogg/I-10 intersection. The identification coincides
with the traffic study in the 2015 FMPU/PEP. See
Response 6-8.10.
Page 11. Intersection #1 (Nogales Street & Amar Road) Comment is noted. The recommended adjustment
6.810 | 2ppears to provide sufficient width for a westbound right turn | would either improve or have no effect on the
’ lane (defacto = minimum of 19 feet in width). Please correct intersection LOS, thus the traffic study presents a
in Level of Service calculations. conservative analysis.
Page 11. Intersection #2 (Lemon Avenue & Amar Road) Based on evaluation in Google Earth, the #2 westbound
6.811 | 2ppears to not provide sufficient width for4 a westbound through lane is measured to be between 19 and 20 feet,
right turn lane (defacto = minimum of 19 feet in width). which should provide adequate width for a de-factor
Please correct in Level of Service calculations. right-turn lane.
Page 11. Intersection #11 (Grand Avenue & Baker Parkway) Comment noted. The recommended adjustment would
6-8.12 | currently provides a southbound free right turn lane. Please either improve or have no effect on the intersection LOS,
correct in Level of Service calculations. thus the traffic study presents a conservative analysis.
The analysis and EIR reflects the configurations at the
Page 11. Intersection #13 (Grand Avenue & SR-60 EB Ramps) time that the traffic study was prepared (2015). The
6-8.13 | currently provides a 3rd southbound through lane. Please recommended adjustment would either improve or have
correct in Level of Service calculations. no effect on the intersection LOS, thus the traffic study
presents a conservative analysis.
Page_ll. Intersection #16 (Lot F & Temple_Avenue) does r_10t Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
6-8.14 | provide southbound lanes. Please correct in Level of Service o . .
. significant impact analysis.
calculations.
Comment is noted. ITE specifies the trip rate for
students, not the method by which students are
Page 12. Typically, trip generation for junior/community projected. ITE rates are based on surveys of sites that
6-8.15 | colleges is based upon student full time equivalents. Please have both full-time and part-time students. Assuming all
confirm or explain. 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.
Page 15. Figure 4 assigns 24% of the project trip distribution Comment is noted. While some smaller trip percentages
6-8.16 to Grand Avenue south of Temple Avenue. However, the are not directly shown on the Figure, 24% of the project

remaining project trip distribution south of Temple Avenue
only adds to 20%. Explain.

trip distribution is destined for or originates from south
of Temple Avenue.
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Page 18. An areawide growth rate obtained from the latest

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 +

6-8.17 | Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County . S .
. ) e P scenario that compares the project’s trip generation
should be included for Year 2020 traffic conditions. . . - L .
impact in 2020 to Existing conditions is the purpose of
this section.
6-8.18 Page 20. Table 7 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.
6-8.19 Page 23. Table 8 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.
Comment is noted. An areawide growth rate was not
Page 24. An areawide growth rate obtained from the latest used fc_)r this ana|y5|s,.as 22025 I\_lo Prolject baseline
. scenario was not the intent of this section. Rather, an E +
6-8.20 | Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County . . .
. ) e P scenario that compares the project’s trip generation
should be included for Year 2025 traffic conditions. . . . L .
impact in 2020 to Existing conditions is the purpose of
this section.
6-8.21 Page 26. Table 9 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.
6.8.22 Page 29. Table 10 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.
At this intersection, no feasible mitigation measure was
recommended. Thus, the intersection remains
6.8.93 Page 29. Table 10 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue significantly impacted. As stated in the first sentence on
’ intersection has a significant impact with mitigation. Explain. Page 30, project impacts are reduced to less than
significant only at locations where improvements were
considered feasible.
Page 30. Confirm that Table 11 includes the following
lative d | t jects that d
cumuia |v_e eve_oprnen projects . atare under Cumulative project lists were provided by each individual
construction/built since 2015 traffic counts were taken: N . .
6-8.24 . ; . . jurisdiction bestknowledge-at-the-time—When the traffic
- New Innovation Village Project, City of Pomonal study was prepared in month/year
- Tentative Tract Map No. 50867, City of Walnut2 ¥ prep year.
- 20650 San Jose Hills Road Project, City of Walnut3
C ti ted, but i t rel t to LOS and
6-8.25 Page 32. Table 11 footnote should include sf = square feet. _om_r'_nen I.S noted, bu IS. notrelevant to an
significant impact analysis.
6-8.26 Page 40. Table 14 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.
6-8.27 Page 44. Table 15 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and

Capacity Utilization.

significant impact analysis.
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Page 44. Table 15 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue

At this intersection, no feasible mitigation measure was
Available. Thus, the intersection remains significantly
impacted. As stated in the first sentence on Page 45,

6-8.28 . . - . . . . o L
intersection has a significant impact with mitigation. Explain. 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 Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and

’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.

6-8.30 Page 52. Table 17 footnote should include ICU = Intersection Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and

’ Capacity Utilization. significant impact analysis.

At this intersection, no feasible mitigation measure was
available. Thus, the intersection remains significantly
6.8.31 Page 52. Table 17 shows that Grand Avenue/Temple Avenue impacted. As stated in the first sentence on Page 53,

’ intersection has a significant impact with mitigation. Explain. 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 | Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
’ Management Program for Los Angeles County. significant impact analysis.
Page 54. Section 13 should include a discussion of current
!mprovements being constructed at the following Comment is noted, but is not relevant to LOS and
6-8.33 | interchanges: significant impact analysis
- Grand Avenue at I-10 Freeway J P ysis.
- Grand Avenue at SR-60 Freeway
After further review, the Existing Conditions LOS output
Appendix B. Intersection # 10 (Grand Avenue & Valley shee_ts Base Vol” row volumes correctly match the
. . ) traffic count sheets for the am & pm peak hours. In the
6-8.34 | Boulevard) traffic volumes are different from traffic count .
. pm peak hour, the U-turn volumes from the traffic count
worksheets. Explain. .
sheets are considered as part of the left-turn movement
in the LOS output sheets.
General. A queuing analysis should be performed to confirm The traffic study conforms to the Los Angeles County
6-8.35 | that adequate left turn storage will be provided at the study traffic impact review guidelines. A queuing analysis is not
area intersections for future traffic conditions. considered a requirement of these guidelines.
6-8.36 | General. See Comments 15, 17, 20, and 24 above. Comment noted.
Page 22. The Olympic Track and Field Trails Traffic section ??? A Olympic Track and Field Trials (OTFT) analysis was
6-8.37 | should be analyzed at the intersections included within the prepared for these intersections in the 2015 FMPU/PEP
September 1, 2016 Traffic Impact Study. Draft EIR. Xxxx now sure | get this comment xxx.
C t noted. P ti fa TMP and PMP t
General. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) and Parking cc?:;ir:jf:edn:eIeevan;etrc))aLrg;oannz s? nificaa:; im actare no
6-8.38 | Management Plan (PMP) should be provided for major g P

events.

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.




Iteris, Inc.
Los Angeles, CA 90017-4633

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).

2915 CALLE FRONTERA, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
VOICE: 9492466°2967 EMAIL: fred@greveandassociates.com



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 reportis 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. Avrterial 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 1in 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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Noise Measurements
Greve & Associates, LLC Page 2

"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.



Exhibit 1 - Measurement Sites
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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

S.tart 10:22a | 10:52a 1:35p 2:10p 11:24a | 12:33p | 12:59p | 2:40p
Time

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 41.3 442 59.8 41.7 42.5 56.4
L90 39.2 442 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
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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.

638 CAMINO DE LOS MARES, SUITE H130-153, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
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Exhibit 1 - Noise Measurement Sites
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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 Site4B  Site 1 Site 2 Site 3  Site 4A

St

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

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 “93™ 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.

638 CAMINO DE LOS MARES, SUITE H130-153, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
VOICE: 949¢466°2967 EMAIL: fred@greveandassociates.com
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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
:it:: 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 57.7 421
L90 50.9 41.1 54.2 38.6 51.7 42.2 52.9 37.5
Lmin 47.8 38.6 491 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



HoZQ & uror
Project:- FoeTdfhve HrionwsH Site #: ‘ Date:_ (0713 205

Description of Site:__ FRowe  OF Jcuoll., oGl i

Start Cal qA"‘-fU End Cal: H‘_‘-I Meter/Calib.:._ P4D ) N5

Weather:_ CLEXL | LGyt ?7?.5&?;\5’:, 10 @ a4 F.T. ('.;-\3 G
Time Start:__@. 03 p Duration: [h%)
LHARELH )

General Sources of Noise: ?Q’ LS \‘."L(:rS T@-!‘H’FLC [

Pwqu LOV ;, CACS opy ML RON D, cm\ao
VA0D W BES CeTBALLS NEX T [D 5CV\§QL—

leq 2.2 | it & .22 MorpRiHos
Lmax: 38.%3 L. & 3.4 1i0% eI,
L Ll r H5C 3.33 BASS CA-
,_ ‘ 14 € 4.i6 voroeeyiue
oyl M_Mmji\;_wﬂis L
25 G 3.8 b+ 2 F.5% ormes
15099 0 %3.¥ © 10,3 clowD
L90: %U& 4o € 21 Clesd T ASTLES
Lmin_ 4F .3 ke (1192 kios

5%. 12 (z2.40 ckowD



"UEEHR LSOR -
Project: _Feer @A WL 8rﬁ0w:v1§ Sitet: 7. Date:_{e /0F] 2045

Description of Site: Feone oF  BASEBALL @UFMeSD

Start Cal_14. O End Cal_ Ml Meter/Calib.:. Biony  NL~SL

Weather: CLDU\OUlII' na 'Z'E"i; 61266'2'\5; WAL FT CJVCA

Time Start:__ (2. %1 @ Duration: 1S

General Sources of Noise:___C @0 (o0 l PA ¢ W5 JUNT NI (oTYeY Gl (o

In DiorANGY , Crg.d oN a0 |, B AND

Leq_ 45,5 4%2 € 209 P
Lmax:__ 2. F 4041 S 3.¢% Chde
7 S1F 49 F € 4.0 phnp

| KGo 523 Pa
18.3__92. 1 555 ¢ C;;,@ on
2 48T | 41q e (.33 CReWO
L50. 444 06 S e & S92 cac
L90:-4‘¢v‘ 5% @ L&) PA
Lmin__ 98- 9.0 € WZe cpowo

999 @ (4.45 cron



Yo @h urnen
Project: ooy @A, STAP VoM Site #: 5 Date:_10/ 1% 2015

Description of Site: CoRoue. 6F PLapntGo AREA

&N v

Start Cal_94.0 End Cal:_ M| Meter/Calib_ &N NL~H2
Weather:_£ ‘ v SR.CA S 526, AT, RUKVAS

>,

Time Start:__{, 62 @ Duration: l

General Sources of Noise: C‘ﬂ'mj’ P/’L{ wwfs‘l"'c,G&S ; GAEND,

clowo ( BfpcL )

leq_GoO. F G$.3 @ 1L2o tepfFFic

Lmax: 0‘305"7’ Gt -5 € 3.0 Cars

17 43 613 © 34F C@\-é@ o ISTLES Ced 7o) N
5. € 4£.35 PA

18.3:__ (4 . * Gee © 23 BAND, rREFSc.

125 (p2- | Lod € 035 CAES

150 5% o C%.S G LOAD trocie/ GRS

190:__S4. 2 20 e (.38 O3, Brpo

4’9”’ 3‘3‘-(0 < !3 -qg_‘_‘\ QQ@{AV_)

Lmin




]

Geeds Lnpp |
Project: T oevdbil St vl Site #: +'1AS Date: ]%fy W‘} 2515

Description of Site: Lo @EN N0 lofrri. 4 Loy 1.

Start Cal iiQ End Cal: E?' Meter/Calib.; _€-A\© N Nb"'%'l.

Lok ”
Weather: 8 L VLY OVEZ CAST, LT BOREGRT F.T.: Q"J ~
Time Start: q”l% ¢ Duration: 15

General Sources of Noise:_ Y¥ AF&\ € 2 PR O Ce MBS

(UNY VNI 2{') aME, A,

510 € F4O

leq:_ 4 He @)KJM TPl on BIPBET

Lmax: 925 A2.1 @ .30 dMudie oA

L7 b 44, fa C 920 Bus cm Kbl $Ras—
G252 ¢ {005 PA  Bus

8.3 471. 2 e

s 2 {P” 1238 P4

25 ALY Sor @ 134T @ ¥ (oo

150:_ 46, 431C 13,50 conun

0. %%. e B2 C 4. 35 ceewd

Lmin 39?




Project: _ Powsr6 firu. Site #: ! Date: 'ID!I‘ H’/ 208

v

Description of Site:__FRONT  OF  SCMGO) ; V0 EW0Biae

Start Cal oi'q‘Q End Cal: H‘l Meter/Calib.._ %\O KN ML =S72.

T pPER AT
Woeather:___§ (A ( ' GELUATT, A e W FT.: ‘Q/\/(;,
Time Start: ’1]" .4[~] Duration: 15

leqi_ Gl & 292 € @S¢, Te\0oq

o Hau3 %cC  1.a1 PR+ R

17 ' 0 R X

@t Q 2400 w13

63 L. F9.9 € 4,1F ceovn

125 (pi. | Ty o C .30 CAr

150D F.2 gle € 9129 cevwp

o 9% G2 € (& 35 Roun

Lmin__H. S Lo0.% € o4 9/ Crond 2408

LFA e g ok 0 EPECELY
1585 ¢ (4.4 W Aeinge, B

SAMEG WALt € 13,90 38MG
T5v ¢ 40 SAME




)

'101.19/} L of

Project:_Foov@A L  SrA00 Site #: 2—

Date:

Description of Site:_AEXY TD BASESAFLL DgMON O

[ojirj2o9
7 7

Start Cal. 1.0 End Cal:_ ] Meter/calib.__21lopn) N 52
Weather: I QUi O\fﬁ‘fZCﬁ'éT'{ ez &, FT.: ‘OVC-a
Time Start: ? 09 @ M Duration: 1S

595 & 1408 CROAD
N1 & 4 4o Caono

General Sources of Noise:___ P
Pano
leq__5 1.3 490 ¢ .38 P4
Lmax.__o1 O 489 C ;43 o
17 SF.2 S0.% € 2.0l PR
183 94.% 5200220 07
o 323 C 2.9 cecopp /[ Pa
25 SRl $2.9 € 3,56 (Roup
Lso: 0.4 S0 C© S50 0ran® - Oa
190 422 a @ 2% _
Lmin Mﬂo\o @B 542 € % g0 Bawo

gt % €9:25 grooe NIy 3Lr&o@~Htmg
5%.7 Cle.065ME
5t ¢ lozo BhAvo T P

515 @ (1L9° Cceewo, Mos\C onN par



FooT&RLL STARWH
Project: ‘10@'? LLNO/ Site #: 6 Date: l@’i H’li 2015

Description of Site:___ CoO MM EL  ALEN o) NI

Start Cal i4'Q EndCal:%'I Meter/Calib.: £1om Y ke X

&
Weather: 0\}6(?.-0&‘.71'} 62.66&55', TEH?MT FT. ‘C’_’\/(;r

Time Start: D24 P Duration: (%

General Sources of Noise: Cﬂ‘j& L Clicw.aTd, C'QOUD,Q'.
BAnD, oA

Leq: 'Eﬁ.gﬂ _(?9%’ C- .lZ_ CAYZ-
Lmax:. Qg,?ﬂ‘ _fﬁw%_m;
eft.2 C.S.a8 cANS |

117, (-0
s ﬁ@wﬁ-. 032.5 € %.25 chwl

_ 0.0 & .65 Randp
L25:_(0].© l- 2. C 945 croxpo
150:__ 9 %. 2 %.5 €.12.56 CALS
o 92.9 55.% C-13.i1b cRaAD

Lmin 4—% o .S C. 29.98 €4




Project:__[F 0S¥ @410 $48P s w Site #:

Gorol LINDG

'4-&— Date: }Ogl'q'}%la

Description of Site:

doyv 26 4 eopwer

Start Cal_ 4.0 End Cal: V-1 Meter/Calib.:

TEHCPERI WY
Weather:__ LA G META C,LG'UPH’,. S M~ AR GG FT. %\5(’4

glen Al S

Time Start:

$4d @

Duration: l%

General Sources of Noise:

Y6ui e ¢y r— BANO
Lmax__ 95 .- 4%+.9 C .92 ¥Pau
117 & 52,6 +${) 5-1_()' £:50 g
@qm@a € 3.4 3OMONG, LU0
8.3 9. % _ 1 !
. A tB Co ZAS  gernig WG,y ?n—l CesR0
L25: 4‘5' ? (’:.,Cj) U Q 4_' !% (.-Q-Q&O
150: 42./ 5¢.yV C L @A
90, 3%.5 %362 (.5 ea
Lmin 34’3 .1 G ci‘-’(——t) S G0

4. F < i0.56 BAND




0
S |

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.

638 CAMINO DE LOS MARES, SUITE H130-153, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
VOICE: 949¢466°2967 EMAIL: fred@greveandassociates.com



Exhibit 1 - Noise Measurement Sites
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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
:it;: 6:17p 6:35p 7:02p 7:20p 7:45p 8:01p 8:37p 8:52p
Leq 42.8 445 493 491 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 49.5 493 44 .4 45.2
L25 43.3 43.2 45.2 44.7 46.2 46.0 40.9 43.1
L50 411 41.3 42.8 41.8 44 .4 43.9 39.1 411
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
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Mt. SAC Stadium

|Noise Level of |

90.8] dBA at

100.0 [feet

|Critica| Freq. (Hz) [ 500 | To get other noise levels, To get other distances,
Put in Distances Put in other noise levels.
Dist. dBA dBA Dist.
| NoiselLevelat50'] 968 | 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
Site 1 0 259 0 2959 0 5 20.4 41 39.9
Site 1 0 259 0 2959 0 5 20.4 11 42.2
Site 2 0 180 0 3800 0 5 18.1 41 41.6
Site2 0 180 0 3800 0 5 18.1 41 40.5
Site 3 0 288 0 2132 0 5 26.7 38 36.8
Site 3 0 288 0 2132 0 5 26.7 38 38.3
Site 4 0 295 0 2178 0 5 14.6 49 52.8
Site 4 0 295 0 2178 0 5 14.6 49 45.9
Average
Notes: 1. All sites seem to have a barrier reduction. See table above for best estimate.

Estimated attendance during event.

Seating Capacity:
Side 1

Side 2

Estimated attendance

15,000
45%
15%

4,500

Delta
-1.1
1.2
0.5
-0.6
-0.7
0.8
3.4
-3.5

0.0

No stadium noise (use L90)
PA noise
No stadium noise (use L90)
No stadium noise (use L90)
No stadium noise (use L90)
No stadium noise (use L90)
PA noise
PA noise



Existing Future
Measured Brooks/Mt. SAC Brooks/Mt. SAC

Event Football Game Relays Relays Increase
Attendance 4,500 3,500 4,000 500
Site 1 411 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

Measured Existing Mt. SAC  Future Mt. SAC

Event Football Game XC Invite XC Invite Increase
Attendance 4,500 17,000 17,000 0
Site 1 411 46.8 46.8 0.0
Site 2 411 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
Measured Existing CIF XC  Future CIF XC
Event Football Game Preliminary Preliminary Increase
Attendance 4,500 10,000 10,500 500
Site 1 41.1 44.5 44.7 0.2
Site 2 411 445 447 0.2
Site 3 37.6 41.0 41.2 0.2
Site 4 49.4 52.8 53.0 0.2
Measured Existing CIF XC  Future CIF XC
Event Football Game Final Final Increase
Attendance 4,500 4,000 4,200 200
Site 1 411 40.5 40.8 0.2
Site 2 411 40.5 40.8 0.2
Site 3 37.6 37.0 37.3 0.2
Site 4 49.4 48.8 491 0.2

Measured Existing CIF XC  Future CIF XC

Event Football Game Final Final Increase
Attendance 4,500 6,000 6,300 300
Site 1 411 42.3 42.5 0.2
Site 2 411 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

Measured Existing Mt. SAC 2020 Olympic

Event Football Game XC Invite Trials Increase
Attendance 4,500 17,000 20,000 3,000
Site 1 411 46.8 47.5 0.7
Site 2 411 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.

2915 CALLE FRONTERA, SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673
VOICE: 9492466°2967 EMAIL: fred@greveandassociates.com



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. 1t 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 operationali" 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 enroliment.
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 Ibs per day down to 75.7 1bs per day, and references
the Cal[EEMod 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 Ibs. Therefore, it is unclear where the mitigated value of 75.7 1bs 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.



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 1

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

Date: 3/25/2016 11:39 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Junior College (2Yr) 91.73 1000sqft 2.1 91,730.00 0
General Light Industry 79.40 1000sqft 1.82 79,400.00 0
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 174.43 1000sqft 4.00 174,430.00 0
Parking Lot 107.57 1000sqft 247 107,570.00 0
City Park 21.80 Acre 21.80 949,608.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 31
Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Southern California Edison
CO2 Intensity 630.89 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

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

oA

Demolition -

[ o R

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 -

'rl'“rfbshéha i/llr\'/li'l"jwlf)éﬁbli;[ib'hiis 9800 cy lidtéi éiﬁort of dir?dtjrinlg; glralding 81429 cy, and concrete import is 15,800 cy




Vechicle Emission Factors -

Vechicle Emission Factors -

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

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Exterior 649,198.00 9,000.00
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Nonresidential_Interior 1,947,593.00 151,650.00
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Exterior 250.00 75.00
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior 250.00 75.00
tbIConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 5.00
tbIConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 1.00

tbIConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 6.00
tbIConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 2.00
tbIConstEquipMitigation NumberOfEquipmentMitigated 0.00 9.00
tbIConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final
tbIConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final
tbIConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final
tbIConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final
tbIConstEquipMitigation Tier No Change Tier 4 Final
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 35.00 58.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 500.00 381.00
tbiIConstructionPhase NumbDays 30.00 56.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 45.00 40.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDays 20.00 5.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDaysWeek 5.00 6.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDaysWeek 5.00 6.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDaysWeek 5.00 6.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDaysWeek 5.00 6.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDaysWeek 5.00 6.00
tbIConstructionPhase NumbDaysWeek 5.00 6.00
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/12/2016 12/24/2016




tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/25/2016 12/26/2016
...... tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 12/7/2016 12/20/2016
""" thiGrading AcresOfGrading 100.00 112,50
""" tbiGrading Materiallmported 0.00 81,429.00
...... tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2019
""" toITripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 0.00 1.580.00
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 111635 : 147.2165 ; 106.8954 i 0.2517 ; 32.9577 i 4.6960 37.6537 9.9840 4.3202 13.9404 0.0000 :25504.511325504.5115; 2.0834 0.0000 :25,548.2623]
5
2017 105035 : 1359483 :102.4764i 02514 | 144870 i 4.3333 18.8202 5.0866 3.9865 9.0731 0.0000 :25084.582:25084.5826} 2.0791 0.0000 25,128.2432)
6
2018 10.3331 440146 } 722222 1 0.1575 8.2418 1.8399 10.0817 22117 1.7229 3.9346 0.0000 13,800.301:13,800.3014 0.9842 0.0000 13,820.9698]
4
Total 32.0001 | 327.1794 |281.5940| 0.6606 | 55.6864 | 10.8692 | 66.5556 | 17.2823 | 10.0296 | 26.9482 0.0000 [ 64,389.395 |64,389.3955| 5.1467 0.0000 [64,497.4753]
5
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2016 5.4405 75.6806 i 925368 i 0.2517 | 27.8784 i 1.2127 29.0911 7.6033 1.1235 8.7269 0.0000 i25504.511i25504.5115; 2.0834 0.0000 25,548.2623'
5




125.128.2432

2017 6.6106 69.6341 | 90.4501 i 0.2514 94077 i 15576 i 10.5247 i 3.0697 1.4684 41052 0.0000 §25,084.582i25,084.5826; 2.0791 | 0.0000
6
2018 0.3331 37.5436 | 72.2363 i 0.1575 8.2418 1.3641 9.6059 2.2117 1.2863 3.4980 0.0000 §13,800.301:13,800.3014; 0.9842 0.0000 13,820.9698]
4
Total 22.3841 | 182.8583 |255.2231| 0.6606 | 45.5280 | 4.1344 492217 | 12.8847 3.8782 16.3301 0.0000 |64,389.395 |64,389.3955| 5.1467 0.0000 [64,497.4753]
5
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent Reduction | 30.05 44.11 9.36 0.00 18.24 61.96 26.04 25.45 61.33 39.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 36.0228 14.5000e-004i 0.0490 i 0.0000 i 1.8000e- i1.8000e-004 1.8000e- 1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 i 2.8000e- 0.1099
004 004 004
Energy 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 i 6.6200e- 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 1,323.1481% 1,323.1481F 0.0254 0.0243 }1,331.2006
003
Mobile 28.3936 107.1520 0.3069 i 21.5663 i 0.4385 22.0048 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670 24,633.895 i24,633.8959;  0.9075 24,652.9542)
9
Total 45.9036 29.4967 [108.1272| 0.3135 | 21.5663 | 0.5225 22.0888 5.7627 0.4883 6.2509 25,957.148 |25,957.1480|  0.9332 0.0243  [25,984.2647,
0
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 36.0228 i4.5000e-004; 0.0490 i 0.0000 i 1.8000e- i1.8000e-004i 1.8000e- 1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 | 2.8000e- 0.1099
i i io004 i i 004 i i 004




Energy 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e- 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 1,323.1481: 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.2006
003
Mobile 9.7596 28.3936 : 107.1520 0.3069 21.5663 0.4385 22.0048 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670 24,633.895:24,633.8959: 0.9075 24,652.9542
9
Total 45.9036 29.4967 | 108.1272 0.3135 21.5663 0.5225 22.0888 5.7627 0.4883 6.2509 25,957.148 |25,957.1480| 0.9332 0.0243 |25,984.2647|
0
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM10 Total| Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent Reduction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days § Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 Demolition Demolition 10/3/2016 12/6/2016 6 56
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 12/20/2016 12/24/2016 6 5
3 Grading Grading 12/26/2016 2/9/2017 6 40
4 Building Construction Building Construction 2/10/2017 4/30/2018 6 381
5 Paving Paving 5/1/2018 6/9/2018 6 35
|6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 6/10/2018 8/16/2018 6 58

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 Load Factor
IDemoIition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00: 81 0.73
IDemoIition Excavators 3 8.00: 162 0.38
Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00! 255 0.40

IDemoIition




Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00: 255 0.40
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37
IGrading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38
IGrading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.414
IGrading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40
IGrading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48
IGrading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97! 0.37]
IBuiIding Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.299
IBuiIding Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89: 0.20
IBuiIding Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.744
IBuiIding Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37]
IBuiIding Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45
IPaving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42
IPaving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36
|Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38
JArchitectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment § Worker Trip Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip § Worker Trip Vendor Trip Hauling Trip Worker Vehicle Vendor VehiclejHauling Vehiclel
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Class Class
IDemolition 6 15.00 0.00 1,962.00 14.70 6.90 20.00iLD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00: 0.00: 14.70 6.90 20.00;LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IGrading 8 20.00 0.00 10,179.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IBuiIding Construction 9 589.00 230.00 1,580.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IPaving 6 15.00 0.00! 0.00! 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
IArchitectural Coating 1 118.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00:LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area




Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2016

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 75833 i 00000 i 7.5833 i 1.1482 i 0.0000 1.1482 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off-Road 42876 | 456559 | 35.0303 i 0.0399 22021 & 22921 21365 : 21365 4.0802841: 4,089.2841 ¢  1.1121 41126374
Total 42876 | 45.6559 | 35.0303 | 0.0399 | 7.5833 | 2.2021 | 08754 | 1.1482 | 2.1365 | 3.2847 4,089.2841] 4,089.2841 | 1.1121 4,112.6374
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.6332 99525 : 7.7871 [ 0.0258 : 06105 : 0.1528 ; 07633 : 01672 { 0.1406 0.3077 12,597.49431 2,507.4943 1 0.0188 ! 2,597.8881
"""" Vendor % 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker # 7 0.0640 0.0860 08984 | 1.9900e- i 01677 1 1.4000e- i 01691 0.0445 | 1.2900e- |  0.0458 167.3573 § 167.3573 | 9.1500e- 167.5495 |
003 003 003 003
Total 0.6971 10.0385 | 8.6855 | 0.0278 | 0.7781 | 0.542 | 09323 | 02116 | 0.1419 0.3535 2,764.8516 | 2,764.8516 | 0.0279 2,765.4376

Mitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 34125 i 00000 | 34125 § 05167 i 00000 | 05167 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road & 10579 6.4044 : 237423 1 0.0399 0.4021 0.4021 0.4021 0.4021 0.0000  :4.089.2841] 4.089.2841 § 11121 41126374
Total 1.0579 6.4044 | 23.7423 | 0.0399 | 3.4125 | 0.4021 | 3.8146 | 0.5167 | 0.4021 09188 || 0.0000 |4,089.2841]4,089.2841| 1.1121 4,112.6374
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.6332 99525 : 7.7871 I 00258 : 06105 i 0.1528 i 07633 i 01672 [ 0.1406 § 0.3077 :2,597.4943} 2,507.4943  0.0188 : 2,597.8881
"""" Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 | 0.0000 § 00000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 { 00000 | 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker % 0.0640 0.0860 08984 | 1.9900e. i 01677 1 1.4000e- i 01691 0.0445  1.2900e- 1  0.0458 167.3573 1 167.3573 } 9.1500e- 167.5495 |
003 003 003 003
Total 0.6071 | 10.0385 | 8.6855 | 00278 | 0.7781 | 0.1542 | 09323 | 0.2116 | 01419 | 0.3535 2,764.8516 | 2,764.8516 | 0.0279 2,765.4376
3.3 Site Preparation - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 18.0663 | 0.0000 ; 18.0663 i 9.9307 | 0.0000 ; 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000
"""" OffRoad & 50771 | 546323 : 41.1053 ; 0.0391 29387 | 29387 27036 | 27036 £4,065.0053 4.065.0053  1.2262 £4.000.7544]




Total 50771 | 54.6323 | 41.1053 | 0.0391 | 18.0663 | 2.9387 | 21.0049 | 9.9307 | 2.7036 | 12.6343 4,065.0053 | 4,065.0053 | 1.2262 4,090.7544
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 { 0.0000 § 00000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Vendor %0000 0.0000 : 00000 i 0.0000 ;i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 1§ 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker % 00768 01032 i 10780 | 2.3900e- i 02012  1.6800e- i 02029 i 00534 | 1.5500e- ;i 00549 2008288 | 200.8288 i 0.0110 201.0594 |
003 003 003
Total 0.0768 0.1032 | 1.0780 | 2.3900e- | 0.2012 | 1.6800e- | 0.2029 | 0.0534 | 1.5500e- | 0.0549 200.8288 | 200.8288 | 0.0110 201.0594
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 81298 : 00000 [ 81298 : 44688 : 00000 : 4.4688 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road & 04757 20615 : 212415 |  0.0391 00634 | 00634 0.0634 0.0634 0.0000 40650053 40650053 ; 1.2262 4.090.7544
Total 0.4757 2.0615 | 21.2415 | 0.0391 | 81208 | 0.0634 | 81933 | 4.4688 | 0.0634 | 4.5322 0.0000 |4,065.0053 | 4,065.0053 | 1.2262 4,090.7544

Mitigated Construction Off-Site




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Vendor % 0.0000 0.0000 00000 § 00000 } 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker 0.0768 01032 10780 | 2.3900e- i 02012 i 1.6800e- i 02029 i 00534 | 1.5500e- i 00549 2008288 | 200.8288 i 0.0110 201.0594 |
003 003 003
Total 0.0768 0.1032 | 1.0780 | 2.3900e- | 0.2012 | 1.6800e- | 0.2029 | 0.0534 | 1.5500e- | 0.0549 200.8288 | 200.8288 | 0.0110 201.0594
003 003 003
3.4 Grading - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 92350 { 00000 | 9.2350 : 36672  0.0000 3.6672 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road & 64795 | 748137 § 491374 i 0.0617 35842 | 35842 32975 32975 6.414.9807  6.414.9807 §  1.9350 6.455 6154
Total 6.4795 | 74.8137 | 491374 | 00617 | 9.2350 | 3.5842 | 12.8192 | 3.6672 | 3.2075 | 6.9647 6,414.9807 | 6,414.9807 | 1.9350 6,455.6154
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day




"""" Hauling 45088 § 722881 | 56.5602 ; 04873 1 234991 i 11099 | 246091 § 58938 i 10210 6.9148 18.866.387 18,866.38771  0.1362 18.869 2475
7
Vendor 0.0000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Worker % 00853 01147 § 11978 | 26500e- i 02236 : 1.8700e- i 02254 i 00593 1§ 1.7200e- i 00610 2231431 § 2231431 | 0.0122 223.3994 |
003 003 003
Total 46841 | 72.4028 | 57.7580 | 01899 | 23.7227 | 1.1118 | 24.8345 | 59531 1.0227 6.9758 19,089.530 19,089.5308] 0.1484 19,092.6469]
8
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 41557 i 0.0000 i 41557 i 16502 § 0.0000 1.6502 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road &  0.7564 30778 347787 1 0.0617 01009 i 01009 0.1009 0.1009 0.0000  :6,414.9807 | 6.414.9807 |  1.9350 6.455 6154
Total 0.7564 3.2778 | 347787 | 0.0617 | 41557 | 0.1009 | 4.2566 | 1.6502 | 0.1009 1.7511 0.0000 |6,414.9807 | 6,414.9807 | 1.9350 6,455.6154
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 45088 } 722881 | 56.5602 ! 0.1873 | 234991 : 11099 | 24.6091 58938  1.0210 6.9148 18,866.387 118,866.38771 0.1362 18,869.2475
7
Vendor 0.0000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Worker % 00853 01147 § 11978 | 2.6500e- i 02236 i 1.8700e- i 02254 i 00593 1 1.7200e- i 00610 2231431 § 2231431 | 0.0122 223.3994 |
003 003 003
Total 46841 | 72.4028 | 57.7580 | 01899 | 23.7227 | 1.1118 | 24.8345 | 59531 1.0227 6.9758 19,089.530 [ 19,089.5308] 0.1484 19,092.6469]
8




3.4 Grading - 2017

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 9.2350 0.0000 9.2350 3.6672 0.0000 3.6672 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road & 60991 69.5920 § 46.8050 § 0.0617 33172 | 33172 3.0518 30518 6.313.3600 ; 6.313.3690 §  1.0344 6.353.9915 |
Total 6.0991 69.5920 | 46.8050 | 0.0617 9.2350 3.3172 12.5522 3.6672 3.0518 6.7190 6,313.3690 | 6,313.3690 | 1.9344 6,353.9915
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 66.2528 i 54.5918 i 0.1871 5.0284 1.0143 6.0427 1.3602 0.9330 2.2932 $18,556.641118,556.6415! 0.1334 118,559.4430]
i i i 5 i H H
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Worker 0.0765 0.1035 10796 i 2.6500e- i 0.2236 : 1.8000e- i 0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 0.0610 2145722 i 2145722 i 0.0113 214.8087 |
003 003 003
Total 4.4044 66.3563 | 55.6714 | 0.1897 5.2520 1.0161 6.2681 1.4195 0.9347 2.3542 18,771.213(18,771.2136| 0.1447 18,774.2517
6
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 41557 i 00000 41557 i 16502 § 0.0000 1.6502 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road &  0.7564 30778 : 34.7787 1 0.0617 01009 i 01009 0.1009 0.1009 0.0000  :6,313.3690 6.313.3600 ; 1.9344 6.353.9915 |
Total 0.7564 3.2778 | 347787 | 0.0617 | 4.1557 | 0.1009 | 4.2566 | 1.6502 | 0.1009 1.7511 0.0000 |6,313.3690 | 6,313.3690 | 1.9344 6,353.9915
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 43279 | 662528 ! 545018 I 0.1871 | 50284 i 1.0143 i 6.0427 ! 13602 ! 0.9330 2.2032 £18,556.641118,556.6415: 0.1334 £18,550.4430)
H H 5 H H H
Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 0.0000 § 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 1 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Worker % 00765 01035 : 10796 | 2.6500e- i 02236 i 1.8000e- i 02254 i 00593 i 1.6600e- i 00610 2145722 | 2145722 i 00113 214.8087 |
003 003 003
Total 4.4044 | 66.3563 | 55.6714 | 01897 | 52520 | 1.0161 | 6.2681 1.4195 | 0.9347 2.3542 18,771.213[18,771.2136] 0.1447 18,774.2517
6
3.5 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 31024 264057 ; 18.1291 i 0.0268 17812 § 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 §2630.8053} 2,630.8053  0.6497 i 2,653.4490
Total 31024 | 26.4057 | 18.1201 | 0.0268 17812 | 1.7812 1.6730 1.6730 2,639.8053 | 2,630.8053 | 0.6497 2,653.4490




Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcOo S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0705 1.0797 0.8896 3.0500e- 0.0926 0.0165 0.1091 0.0248 0.0152 0.0400 302.4032 i 302.4032 : 2.1700e- 302.4488
i 003 003
Vendor 18.5201 26.1046 0.0496 1.4379 0.2946 1.7325 0.4096 0.2709 0.6805 4,891.9658: 4,891.9658 i  0.0357 4,892.7149
....... Worker 3.0478 31.7942 0.0781 6.5836 0.0529 6.6366 1.7460 0.0488 1.7948 6,319.1504: 6,319.1504 ¢ 0.3317 6,326.1 15;.
Total 4.2401 22.6476 58.7884 0.1308 8.1141 0.3640 8.4782 2.1803 0.3349 2.5153 11,513.519 |11,513.5193]  0.3695 11,521.27944
3
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 2.3705 18.8475 : 17.9932 i 0.0268 1.1936 1.1936 1.1334 1.1334 0.0000 :2,639.8053; 2,639.8053; 0.6497 i 2,653.4490
Total 2.3705 18.8475 17.9932 0.0268 1.1936 1.1936 1.1334 1.1334 0.0000 |2,639.8053| 2,639.8053 | 0.6497 2,653.4490
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0705 10797 | 0.8896 ; 3.0500e- ; 0.0926 : 00165 ; 0.1091 § 00248 } 0.0152 0.0400 § 3024032 § 3024032 } 2.1700e- } i 302.4488
003 003

Vendor 1.9171 185201 | 26.1046 ; 00496 i 14379 | 02046 17325 | 04096 § 02709 0.6805 4.891.9658  4.891.9658 | 0.0357 4.892.7149
"""" Worker H 29525 30478 317942 | 00781 i 65836 : 00529 | 66366 i 17460 | 0.0488 1.7948 6.319.1504; 6.319.1504 § 0.3317 6.326.1157 |

Total 42401 | 22.6476 | 58.7884 | 01308 | 8.1141 | 0.3640 | 84782 | 21803 | 0.3349 2.5153 11,513.519[11,513.5193] 0.3695 11,521.2794]

3
3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Off-Road 26687 i 232608 i 17.5327 i 0.0268 14943 | 14043 1.4048 1.4048 2,609.9390 } 2,609.9390  0.6387 2,623.3517

Total 2.6687 | 23.2608 | 17.5327 | 0.0268 1.4943 | 1.4943 1.4048 1.4048 2,609.9390 | 2,609.9390 | 0.6387 2,623.3517
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0687 1.0013 | 0.8718 } 3.0500e- ; 02203 : 00165 { 02368 : 00561 ; 0.0152 0.0713 i 297.3784 i 207.3784 } 2.2000e- 297.4247
003 003

Vendor 17917 | 16.9886 : 250489 : 00495 : 14379 i 02775 1 17155 | 04096 i 02553 0.6649 4.800.7893 ¢ 4,809.7893 ;  0.0355 4.810 5344

"""" Worker H 20256 27639 287688 | 00781 i 65836 : 00515 ;| 66352 i 17460 | 0.0477 1.7937 6.083.1947  6,083.1947 0.3078 6.089.6590 |




Total 3.8860 20.7537 | 54.6896 | 0.1307 8.2418 0.3456 8.5874 2.2117 0.3182 2.5298 11,190.362 [11,190.3624| 0.3455 11,197.6181
4
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 2.0699 16.7898 | 17.5467 i 0.0268 1.0185 1.0185 0.9682 0.9682 0.0000 $2,609.9389i 2,609.9389 i 0.6387 2,623.3517
Total 2.0699 16.7898 | 17.5467 | 0.0268 1.0185 1.0185 0.9682 0.9682 0.0000 |2,609.9389 2,609.9389 | 0.6387 2,623.3517
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0687 1.0013 0.8718 i 3.0500e- i 0.2203 0.0165 0.2368 0.0561 0.0152 0.0713 i 297.3784 | 297.3784 i 2.2000e- i i 207.4247
003 003
Vendor 1.7917 16.9886 | 25.0489 i 0.0495 1.4379 0.2775 1.7155 0.4096 0.2553 0.6649 4,809.7893 4,809.7893 i  0.0355 4,810.5344
"""" Worker H 20256 27639 287688 | 00781 i 65836 i 00515 | 66352 i 17460 | 0.0477 1.7937 6.083.1947  6,083.1947 0.3078 6.089.6590 |
Total 3.8860 20.7537 | 54.6896 | 0.1307 8.2418 0.3456 8.5874 2.2117 0.3182 2.5298 11,190.362 [11,190.3624| 0.3455 11,197.6181
4

3.6 Paving - 2018

Unmitigated Construction On-Site




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totalfj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 16114 17.1628 | 14.4944 i 0.0223 09386 | 0.9386 0.8635 | 0.8635 §2,245.2695} 2,245.2695 ; 0.6990 i 2,259.9481
"""" Paving 01849 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 |
Total 1.7963 | 171628 | 14.4944 | 0.0223 0.9386 | 0.9386 0.8635 | 0.8635 2,245.2695 | 2,245.2695 | 0.6990 2,259.9481
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 { 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 ! 00000 : 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 | 0.0000 § 00000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 { 00000 | 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker % 0.0516 00704 { 07327 1 1.9900e- i 01677 1 1.3100e- i 01690 i 00445 1 1.2100e- i 00457 154.9201 1 154.9201 § 7.8400e- 155.0847 |
003 003 003 003
Total 0.0516 0.0704 | 0.7327 | 1.9900e- | 0.1677 | 1.3100e- | 0.1690 | 0.0445 | 1.2100e- | 0.0457 154.9201 | 154.9201 | 7.8400e- 155.0847
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 16114 17.1628 | 14.4944 i 0.0223 09386 | 0.9386 0.8635 | 0.8635 § 0.0000 §2,245.2695;2,245.2695; 0.6990 i 2,259.9481
"""" Paving % 01849 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 |




Total 17963 | 171628 | 14.4944 | 0.0223 0.9386 | 0.9386 0.8635 | 08635 | 0.0000 |2,245.2695|2,245.2695| 0.6990 2,259.9481
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.0000 i 0.0000 { 0.0000 § 00000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Vendor 0.0000 : 00000 i 0.0000 ;i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 1§ 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker % 0.0516 00704 07327 | 1.9900e- i 01677  1.3100e- i 01690 i 00445 | 1.2100e- i 00457 154.9201 | 154.9201 § 7.8400e- 155.0847 |
003 003 003 003
Total 0.0516 0.0704 | 07327 | 1.9900e- | 0.1677 | 1.3100e- | 0.1690 | 0.0445 | 1.2100e- | 0.0457 154.9201 | 154.9201 | 7.8400e- 155.0847
003 003 003 003
3.7 Architectural Coating - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 9.6286 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off.Road & 02986 20058} 18542 | 2.9700e- 01506 i 01506 0.1506 0.1506 2814485 | 2814485 i 0.0267 282.0102 |
003
Total 9.9272 2.0058 | 1.8542 | 2.9700e- 0.1506 | 0.1506 0.1506 | 0.1506 281.4485 | 281.4485 | 0.0267 282.0102
003

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling i 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Vendor % 0.0000 0.0000 00000 § 00000 } 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 0.0000 0.0000 |
Worker 0.4058 05537 : 57635 | 00156 i 13190 i 00103 § 13203 i 03498 | 9.5500e- i 03594 1.218.70451 1.218.7045 |  0.0617 1.219.9996
003
Total 0.4058 0.5537 | 57635 | 0.0156 | 1.3190 | 0.0103 | 1.3203 | 0.3498 | 9.5500e- | 0.3594 1,218.7045 1,218.7045 |  0.0617 1,219.9996
003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 9.6286 0.0000 { 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Off-Road 2986 20058 i 18542 § 2.9700e- 01506 i 01506 0.1506 0.1506 0.0000 § 2814485 | 2814485 i 00267 282.0102 |
i 003
Total 9.9272 2.0058 | 1.8542 | 2.9700e- 0.1506 | 0.1506 0.1506 | 01506 | 0.0000 | 281.4485 | 281.4485 | 0.0267 282.0102
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day




0.0000 |

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
"""" Vendor % 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 § 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 i 00000 i 0.0000 0.0000 |
"""" Worker #0.4058 05537 § 57635 § 00156 § 13190 i 00103 § 13203 i 03498 1§ 9.5500e- i 03594 1.218.7045 1.218.7045 1 0.0617 1.219.0996 |
003
Total 0.4058 0.5537 | 5.7635 | 0.0156 1.3190 | 0.0103 1.3293 0.3498 | 9.5500e- | 0.3594 1,218.7045 | 1,218.7045 | 0.0617 1,219.9996
003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 9.7596 28.3936 §107.15201 0.3069 } 21.5663 ; 04385 : 22.0048 | 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670 24,633.895:24,633.8959] 0.9075 24,652.9542)
9
Unmitigated 9.7596 28.3936 §107.1520% 0.3069 | 215663 i 04385 | 22.0048 | 5.7627 0.4043 6.1670 24,633.895124,633.8959] 0.9075 24,652.9542)
9
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park 34.66 34.66 34.66 99,741 99,741
General Light Industry 553.42 104.81 53.99 1,850,950 1,850,950
Junior College (2YTr) 2,521.66 1,030.13 110.99 5,932,592 5,932,592
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 3,109.74 1,169.60 199.65 7,883,284 7,883,284
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %




Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW | H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 66 28 6

....... General Light Industry 16.60 8.40 6.90 59.00 28.00 13.00 92 5 3
....... Junior College (2Yr) 16.60 8.40 6.90 6.40 88.60 5.00 92 7 1
....... Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0
....... Parking Lot 16.60 8.40 6.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH I

0.510142 0.059804 0.180842  0.139058 0.042603 0.006701 0.016107 0.033206 0.001939 0.002487 0.004384 0.000580 0.002146'
5.0 Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
INaturalGas Mitigated 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e- 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 1,323.1481: 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.2006
003
NaturalGas 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e- 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 1,323.14811% 1,323.1481 0.0254 0.0243 1,331.2006
Unmitigated 003
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Totalj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5




Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
General Light 4091.82 0.0441 0.4012 0.3370 2.4100e- 0.0305 0.0305 0.0305 0.0305 481.3905 : 481.3905 : 9.2300e- :8.8300e-003; 484.3202
Industry 003 003
Junior College (2Yr) i 7154.94 0.0772 0.7015 0.5892 4.2100e- 0.0533 0.0533 0.0533 0.0533 841.7577 : 841.7577 0.0161 0.0154 846.8804
003
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e- 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 1,323.1481 [ 1,323.1481| 0.0254 0.0243 | 1,331.2006
003
Mitigated
NaturalGas ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust |PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust | PM2.5 Totalj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
General Light 4.09182 0.0441 0.4012 0.3370 2.4100e- 0.0305 0.0305 0.0305 0.0305 481.3905 i 481.3905 i 9.2300e- :8.8300e-003: 484.3202
Industry 003 003
Junior College (2Yr) i 7.15494 0.0772 0.7015 0.5892 4.2100e- 0.0533 0.0533 0.0533 0.0533 841.7577 i 841.7577 0.0161 0.0154 846.8804
003
Other Non-Asphalt 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.1213 1.1026 0.9262 6.6200e- 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 0.0838 1,323.1481 [ 1,323.1481| 0.0254 0.0243 | 1,331.2006
003

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area




ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 36.0228 i4.5000e-004 0.0490 § 0.0000 { 1.8000e- {1.8000e-004} 1.8000e- 1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039  2.8000e- 0.1099
i i P00 i 004 i i 004
Unmitigated 36.0228 :4.5000e-004i 0.0490 i 0.0000 i 1.8000e- i1.8000e-004 1.8000e- i1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 i 2.8000e- 0.1099
i i i004 i i 004 i i i 004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural Coatingii  8.2439 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Consumer Products & 27.7742 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Landscaping 400e-003 {4.5000e-004] 0.0490 | 0.0000 1.8000e- 1.8000e-004 1.8000e- 1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 i 2.8000e- 0.1099
004 004 004
Total 36.0228 [4.5000e-004| 0.0490 | 0.0000 1.8000e- [1.8000e-004 1.8000e- [1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 | 2.8000e- 0.1099
004 004 004
Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust | PM10 Total | Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Totaljj Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day




Architectural Coating 8.2439 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Consumer Products 27.7742 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Landscaping 4.6400e-003{4.5000e-004; 0.0490 0.0000 1.8000e- §{1.8000e-004 1.8000e- :1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e- 0.1099
004 004 004
Total 36.0228 |4.5000e-004| 0.0490 0.0000 1.8000e- |1.8000e-004 1.8000e- |1.8000e-004 0.1039 0.1039 2.8000e- 0.1099
004 004 004
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 Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation




Converse Consultants

@ Geotechnical Engineering, Environmental & Groundwater Science, Inspection & Testing Services

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.

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



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

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.

& Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants
Converse Project No. 14-31-124-03
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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.

4b  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.

& Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants
Converse Project No. 14-31-124-03
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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.

& Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants
Converse Project No. 14-31-124-03
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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,

& Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants
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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.

4.1 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.

& Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants
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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.

& Copyright 2017 Converse Consultants
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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, cutffill 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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corrosion consultant be co