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Letter   City of Walnut 
  Chris Vasquez 
  May 22, 2019 
 
Response to Comment Letter 
 

1. Commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks meaningful information regarding potential 
long-range projects post-2027 and potential cumulative effects of any future projects that 
may be contemplated by the District in Phase 3, and requests information concerning such 
projects and the assessment of their cumulative environmental effects. 
 
The commenter is directed to Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR which presents an overview of 
the approach for the cumulative analysis. As noted on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, the 
cumulative analysis did include consideration of Phase 3 of the proposed 2018 EFMP to 
the extent the information was applicable to the area of analysis. For example, as noted 
in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR, there is no increase in the campus enrollment/headcount 
expected with implementation of the components of Phase 3; therefore, the traffic impact 
analysis did not account for Phase 3 improvements as part of the cumulative analysis. 

 
Commenter is referred to page 1-5, which states that, “it is not anticipated that Phase 3 
components of the proposed 2018 EFMP would be built during the 10-year horizon period; 
therefore, they are not being evaluated in this Draft EIR. Implementation of Phase 3 
components of the proposed 2018 EFMP would be subject to separate environmental 
review pursuant to CEQA; however, they are considered in the cumulative impacts 
analysis in this Draft EIR and are described in Section 4.0, Introduction to the 
Environmental Analyses, of this Draft EIR.” (p. 1-5).  

 
2. Commenter requests that MOA in Appendix A is substituted with a fully-executed copy. 

While Mt. SAC acknowledges that the MOA has been fully executed, CEQA does not 
require that an executed copy is attached to the Draft EIR.  

 
3. Commenter states that the Draft EIR includes misstatements regarding the City’s pending 

Schools and Public Institutional (SPI) designation and ZCA/ZC for campus areas east of 
Grand Avenue. This comment is noted, but does not identify any specific misstatement 
that should be corrected. The comment will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees 
for review and consideration. 
 

4. Commenter states that the zoning exemption under Government Code Section 53094(a) 
does not apply to Mt. SAC because the Zoning Map adopted as part of the Zoning 
Ordinance and the City’s General Plan both designate the location of public schools. 
Commenter requests that the related language on pages 1-2 and 1-3 be revised to reflect 
commenter’s position. 
 
Government Code Section 53094, subdivision (a) states: “Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this article, this article does not require a school district to comply with the 
zoning ordinances of a county or city unless the zoning ordinance makes provision for the 
location of public schools and unless the city or county has adopted a general plan.” The 
City’s comment does not identify any municipal code section or zoning ordinance that 
makes provision for the location of public schools and confirms that the “Zoning Ordinance 
does not include the proposed SPI land use designation.” Under a plain reading of Section 
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53094(a) and based on the information provided in commenter’s comment, no revisions 
will be made to the referenced language on pages 1-2 or 1-3. 
 
Commenter states that the exemptions from the City’s zoning ordinances under 
subsections (b) and (c) of Section 53094 are available to the District. This comment is 
noted. 
 

5. Commenter states that the MOA is final and was approved by the City Council and Board 
of Trustees. Commenter also states that the MOA contemplates that the settlement will 
be further evidenced by a full settlement and release agreement. Commenter further 
states that the MOA established mutual understanding between the parties as to the West 
Parcel, Physical Education Project (“PEP”), parking structures, and future Mt. SAC 
projects. 
 
Mt. SAC agrees that the MOA has been fully executed by the governing bodies of the City 
and Mt. SAC. Notwithstanding, the Draft EIR accurately states that there is no enforceable 
settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and the City, where a settlement agreement has 
not been finalized or approved by the governing body of either entity. (p. 1-3). Mt. SAC 
agrees that the MOA “established mutual understanding of the scope of work for the West 
Parcel, the Stadium (PEP) Project, parking structures, and future projects at Mt. SAC.” (p. 
1-2). There is no binding and enforceable settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and 
the City until such time as the respective governing bodies approve a final settlement and 
release agreement. Drafts of revised settlement agreements have been exchanged, but 
have not yet been approved. 

 
6. Commenter notes that it appreciates references to provisions of the MOA and that the City 

Council will use legislative discretion in deciding whether to revise the proposed SPI and 
ZCA/ZC to conform to the MOA’s 400-foot setback for parking structures adjacent to 
residential uses or to postpone this decision until the stipulated judgment is entered. This 
comment is noted; however, Mt. SAC wants to reiterate the MOA “established mutual 
understanding of the scope of work for the West Parcel, the Stadium (PEP) Project, 
parking structures, and future projects at Mt. SAC.” (p. 1-2). There is no binding and 
enforceable settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and the City until such time as the 
respective governing bodies approve a final settlement and release agreement. Drafts of 
revised settlement agreements have been exchanged, but have not yet been approved. 

 
7. The commenter requests that Table 3-5 of the Draft EIR includes in the City’s Action items 

the review of grading and drainage plans for the West Parcel. In response to this comment, 
the following text has been added in Table 3-5 in the Action column for City of Walnut. 
New text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
Review of all grading and drainage plans for the West Parcel. 

 
The commenter also states that the City of Walnut General Plan (2018) is incorporated by 
reference (Section 15150) in its entirety and addressed in the Regulatory Setting 
environmental evaluation. This comment is factually accurate. (See Sections 2.4 and 
generally Sections 4.1–4.16). 

 
The commenter also states that consistency with the General Plan is addressed in the 
impact analysis sections throughout the Draft EIR. This comment is noted. 
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8. The commenter states that the use limitations and allowable improvement activities 
associated with the West Parcel pursuant to the MOA are identified in the Draft EIR. This 
comment is factually accurate. (p. 4-9). 
 
The commenter states that the type of environmental documentation for this future review 
is not indicated and that the Draft EIR should specifically acknowledge that any future use 
or site improvements on the West Parcel shall be subject to project level review in 
compliance with CEQA. The commenter is referred to page 4-9, which states that another 
use for the West Parcel in the future would be subject to environmental review, pursuant 
to CEQA and that any potential future development scenarios would be speculative. (p. 4-
9). The commenter is also referred to page 3-18, which states that the “West Parcel Site 
Improvements have been evaluated in previous project level environmental documents 
pursuant to CEQA, and do not require further approval from the Mt. San Antonio 
Community College District Board of Trustees, [and] they are not being addressed as part 
of the recommended projects associated with the proposed 2018 EFMP in this Draft EIR.” 
(p. 3-18). 
 
The commenter also notes the differences between the scope of the original West Parcel 
Solar project and the West Parcel Site Improvements project, and that any future use or 
improvement on the West Parcel must analyze and mitigate certain geotechnical issues 
and impacts on the portion of the West Parcel subject to a Restrictive Covenant in favor 
of the State of California. The commenter is referred to page 4-9, which states that another 
use for the West Parcel in the future would be subject to environmental review, pursuant 
to CEQA and that any potential future development scenarios would be speculative. (p. 4-
9). The commenter is also referred to page 4.3-5, which states that the proposed 2018 
EFMP does not involve any direct or indirect impacts to the West Parcel Solar project. (p. 
4.3-5). 
 
The commenter requests that references in the Draft EIR to the West Parcel Solar project 
should be deleted, but does not explain why. This comment is noted and will be forwarded 
to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration 
 
The commenter also notes that Mt. SAC has stopped grading activities on the West Parcel 
since executing the MOA. The commenter is referred to page 4.3-5, which states that the 
2018 EFMP does not involve any direct or indirect impacts to the West Parcel Solar 
project. (p. 4.3-5). 
 

The commenter requests that references to the West Parcel Site Improvements project 
should be revised to reflect that Mt. SAC has stopped grading activities on the West Parcel 
since executing the MOA and to acknowledge that any future use or proposed site 
improvements to the West Parcel shall comply with all laws and the MOA. The commenter 
is referred to page 4-9, which states that another use for the West Parcel in the future would 
be subject to environmental review, pursuant to CEQA. (p. 4-9). The commenter is also 
referred to additional language on page 4-9, which states that “the MOA provides that Mt. 
SAC will not “construct, build or install ground-mount solar panels” on the West Parcel. 
Additionally, Mt. SAC will proceed with earthwork and hauling operations related to any 
project on the West Parcel that is consistent with the applicable requirements of the Walnut 
Municipal Code and construction of any access road.” (p. 4-9). The comment (or 
suggestion) that the MOA is a compliance document is incorrect. The MOA “established 
mutual understanding of the scope of work for the West Parcel, the Stadium (PEP) Project, 
parking structures, and future projects at Mt. SAC.” (p. 1-2). There is no binding and 
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enforceable settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and the City until such time as the 
respective governing bodies approve a final settlement and release agreement. Drafts of 
revised settlement agreements have been exchanged, but have not yet been approved. 
 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR refers to West Parcel Site Improvements work 
that was to begin in September 2017 and end in February 2019, and states that grading 
plan checks remain incomplete and that Mt. SAC will not pursue the previously proposed 
grading activities. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to reflect the 
current state of the West Parcel, reflect the current status of the scope of the West Parcel 
Site Improvements project, and reflect the updated construction timeline. The commenter 
is referred to page 3-18, which states that the “West Parcel Site Improvements have been 
evaluated in previous project level environmental documents pursuant to CEQA, and do 
not require further approval from the Mt. San Antonio Community College District Board 
of Trustees, [and] they are not being addressed as part of the recommended projects 
associated with the proposed 2018 EFMP in this Draft EIR.” (p. 3-18). 

 
9. The commenter correctly states that the following on-campus projects—Transit Center, 

West Parcel, and Physical Education Complex—have been assumed as part of the 
cumulative analysis from a construction and operations perspective according to the 
methodologies discussed in the individual analysis sections of the 2018 EFMP Draft EIR. 
As noted throughout the 2018 EFMP Draft EIR, construction-related impacts related to air 
quality, noise, and traffic would all be less than significant or mitigated to less than 
significant levels.  
 
Based on the example identified by the commenter with their restatement of mitigation 
measures TRA-3, TRA-4, and TRA-5, construction-related traffic impacts were considered 
in concert with the construction schedules of the other on-campus projects; construction 
traffic for each of these projects would also comply with mitigation measures to reduce 
construction traffic impacts through similar measures, including notification of the City of 
Walnut, coordinating for approval of hauling plan applications, and obtaining appropriate 
permits. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that the projects that have been analyzed at a program-
level would be subject to future evaluation as site-specific designs are available to 
determine the appropriate level of additional project-level environmental documentation 
that is required. As part of this additional level of environmental review, the projects will 
be analyzed for cumulative impacts, as well. 

 
10. As noted by the commenter and pursuant to Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines, on May 11, 2016 Mt. SAC adopted the Mt. SAC 2016 CEQA Thresholds of 
Significance via Resolution No. 15-09. The Mt. SAC 2016 Thresholds of Significance are 
intended to provide additional clarity and specific quantitative guidance to the 
Environmental Checklist questions found in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 
and to assist in determining an impact’s level of significance. Thus, the Draft EIR does 
include a full listing of both the State CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist questions 
and the Mt. SAC 2016 Thresholds of Significance for the reader’s reference. This also 
ensures that the analysis is fully addressing both sets of thresholds and that all relevant 
topics are covered. 

 
11. In response to comment 40 in the letter from the City of Walnut, the commenter correctly 

identifies that the intersection of Mountaineer Road and Grand Avenue should be removed 

36



from MM TRA-1 since there are no improvements identified for this intersection. 
Additionally, there are no improvements identified for the intersection of Valley Boulevard 
and Grand Avenue. Therefore, in response to this comment, neither intersection would be 
subject to MM TRA-1 or MM TRA-2 requiring fair share contributions for intersection 
improvements. In response to this comment as well as comment 40 from the City of Walnut 
which is restated later in this response document, the following text has been modified, 
Section 4.14.6 Cumulative Impacts, on page 4.14-39. Deleted text is shown as 
strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline.  

 
Cumulative traffic impacts consider the impacts of future growth and development 
in the City on the roadway system serving the Project area as well as non-vehicular 
transportation services. A detailed quantitative analysis of Project traffic impacts 
under General Plan and Project buildout conditions was discussed in Section 
4.14.5, Environmental Impacts, Threshold 14-1. As identified in that analysis, the 
proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact 
under Existing Plus Project Condition, 2021 Plus Project Condition and 2027 Plus 
Project Condition at the intersections of Mountaineer Road and Grand Avenue and 
Valley Boulevard and Grand Avenue, even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. In addition, the proposed Project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact under the 2027 Plus Project 
Condition at the intersections of Amar Road and Meadow Pass Road, even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. There is insufficient 
right-of-way to accommodate the required improvements at these intersections; 
therefore, the proposed Project would contribute to this cumulatively considerable 
traffic impact. 

 
 

12. The EFMP Medium Growth Rate Alternative, discussed in the Draft EIR pages 5-13 
through 5-22, together with the other alternatives considered in the Draft EIR, constitute a 
“reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives” as required by CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6(a) in that it addresses the identified significant and unavoidable impacts. It is 
noted, however, that implementation of any build alternative that would support the 
proposed 2018 EFMP project objectives would result in a significant and unavoidable 
historical resource impact due to the need to impact Buildings 17, 18, 19A, 19B, and 20. 
Implementation of a low growth rate alternative would not be a feasible alternative for 
consideration by Mt. SAC as physical improvements associated with development of the 
proposed 2018 EFMP are intended to serve an increasing student population. An 0.18 
percent growth rate would not sustain the proposed physical improvements associated 
with the 2018 EFMP. Additionally, the significant and unavoidable impact related to 
historical resources would not be reduced under the low growth rate alternative. 

 
13. A mitigation monitoring plan (MMP) is not required to be circulated with the Draft EIR for 

public review. A complete listing of all proposed mitigation measures is included in Section 
1.0, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR. Due to the potential for changes to mitigation 
measures as part of the Final EIR process, the MMP will be considered for adoption along 
with the Final EIR by the Board of Trustees upon completion of the Final EIR. 

 
14. The commenter states their support for the analysis as presented in the Draft EIR and 

confirms their interest in future involvement in the design and site selection process. No 
further response it required. 
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15. The comments listed in Attachment 1–Ganddini Group review were evaluated, and 
responses are provided below for each comment (responses 17-40). 

 
16. The commenter is referencing the attached matrices for additional comments. No 

response is required. 
 

17. Comment noted; no response is required. 
 

18. In response to this comment, the first paragraph of the Traffic Impact Analysis for Mt. San 
Antonio College Long Range Development Plan 2018 Educational and Facilities Master 
Plan (“2018 EFMP TIA”) Section 1.2 Analysis Methodology has been revised. New text is 
shown as bold and underline. The table was also added as Table 1, and the other table 
numbers have been updated throughout. 

 
Level of Service (LOS) is the typical measure used to characterize the quality of traffic 
operations at an intersection or roadway segment. LOS A represents relatively free 
operating conditions, whereas LOS F has unstable flow and congestion with volumes 
at or near the capacity of the facility. Excessive delays and queues can occur when 
the LOS is not acceptable. Table 1 provides descriptions and thresholds for LOS 
A through LOS F for each intersection evaluation methodology used in this 
report. 

 
Table 1. Intersection Level of Service Definitions 

 
19. In response to this comment, 2018 EFMP TIA Figures 2A and 2B were created to show 

the existing intersection geometry and traffic control and were added to the traffic study 
immediately following Figure 2. In addition, the last paragraph of 2018 EFMP TIA Section 
1.1 Study Area was revised. New text is shown as bold and underline.  
 

Figure 2 shows the project vicinity and the study intersections as well as the two 
intersections included for evaluation as requested by Cal Poly Pomona. Figures 
2A and 2B show the existing intersection geometry and traffic control. 

 
20. The existing turning movement counts shown in Figure 4A/B are for the peak hours for the 

entire study area as opposed to the peak hours for each individual intersection. This 

Level of 

Service
Description

Intersection 

Volume to 

Capacity (V/C) 

Ratio/ICU 

Value

Signalized 

Intersection 

Delay

(sec/veh)

Unsignalized 

Intersection 

Delay

(sec/veh)

A Primarily free-flow operation 0.000 - 0.600 ≤10 ≤10

B Reasonably unimpeded operation >0.600 - 0.700 >10 and ≤20 >10 and ≤15

C Stable operation >0.700 - 0.800 >20 and ≤35 >15 and ≤25

D

Less than stable conditions - small 

increases in flow may cause substantial 

increases in delay

>0.800 - 0.900 >35 and ≤55 >25 and ≤35

E Unstable operation and significant delay >0.900 - 1.000 >55 and ≤80 >35 and ≤50

F
Congested conditions, including flow at 

extremely low speed
>1.000 >80 >50
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approach is more realistic because it includes volumes which are present on the network 
at a given peak time. 

 
21. Comment noted; no response is required. 

 
22. Comment noted; no response is required. 

 
23. In response to this comment, the following text has been added as a new paragraph 

following the second paragraph under Project Trip Distribution (2018 EFMP TIA Section 
4.1.2). New text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
The project trip distribution was based on the distribution in the PCMP and 
was updated based on the anticipated growth of surrounding areas and the 
location of parking structures.  

 
24. Comment noted; no response is required. 

 
25. In response to this comment, additional calculation information has been added as 

Appendix B of the 2018 EFMP TIA, and the fourth paragraph of Section 4.1.4, Related 
Project Traffic Volumes has been updated as shown below. The new text is shown as 
bold and underline. The subsequent appendices have been re-numbered. 
 

Table 5 shows the related project gross trips, pass-by and internal capture trips, 
replaced trips from existing developments, and the total new trips expected to be 
generated by the related projects in 2021. Detailed calculations for each project 
are included in Appendix B. As seen in the table, the related projects are 
expected to generate nearly 3,000 new daily trips, including 340 trips in the AM 
peak hour and 211 trips in the PM peak hour. Based on the trip generation and trip 
distribution for each of the projects, the resulting peak hour traffic volumes at each 
of the study intersections was calculated and are shown in Figures 12A and 12B. 

 
26. Comment noted; no response is required. 

 
27. Comment noted; no response is required. 

 
28. As stated by the commenter, the conservative 1.0% per year growth rate for buildout year 

traffic was agreed upon with the City of Walnut traffic engineer and was therefore held as 
true. The 0.5% per year growth rate included on top of the related project growth for the 
2021 projections as an additional conservative measure for the interim year analysis, 
which would otherwise only be based on the related projects. No further response is 
needed. 

 
29. The commenter is correct that some of the 2027 without project volumes are lower than 

the 2021 without project volumes—this is due to the intentionally conservative volume 
projections for 2021 as discussed in the previous response. In addition, the SCAG 
projections show a decrease in traffic volumes through 2035, and the Los Angeles County 
2010 CMP shows growth rates of 0.4% and 0.6% per year in the area (West Covina and 
Pomona, respectively) so the 1.0% annual growth rate is conservative. Lastly, with the 
projections as-is, the overall intersection volumes without the project are generally higher 
in 2027 than in 2021. Instances where that is not the case show a difference of less than 
5% and occur at intersections which already show a significant impact, so it is not expected 
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that a change in background projections would alter the results of the analysis. No further 
response is needed.  

 
30. Due to the uncertainty of timing for implementation of improvements identified in the 

Walnut General Plan, the Draft EIR has identified specific improvements that would 
address the impacts from the proposed 2018 EFMP project. In some instances, the City’s 
identified mitigation measures are broader in scope than what is required for the 2018 
EFMP project. As discussed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Traffic, a conservative 
approach was taken for each of the intersections identified by the commenter. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR, while Mt. SAC would work with these jurisdictions to implement 
the recommended improvements, Mt. SAC does not have the legal ability to compel these 
agencies to implement the improvements needed to mitigate this impact to a level of 
insignificance. Thus, the impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

 
31. In response to this comment, the commenter should refer to Page 55 (Section 5.5 

Mitigation Measures) and Table 10 (Interim (2021) Cumulative Plus Mitigated Project 
Impacts Analysis) in the proposed 2018 EFMP TIA. As indicated on Page 55, the 2018 
EFMP would result in a significant and unavoidable impact for existing plus project and 
2027 plus project conditions, but not for 2021 plus project conditions. No further response 
is needed. 

 
32. As discussed in the response to comment 29, the intentionally conservative projections 

for 2021 conditions resulted in a few of the 2021 volumes being higher than some 2027 
volumes. However, the 2027 analysis is still considered to be conservative and meets the 
requirements agreed upon with the City before the analysis was completed. Further, the 
intersections listed in the comment generally have the same LOS in 2027 as they do in 
2021, and it is not expected that minor adjustments in volumes would result in any 
additional significant impacts. Therefore, the intersection analyses will not be updated, 
and no further response is needed 

 
33. Comment noted; no response is required. 

 
34. In response to this comment, the 2018 EFMP TIA paragraph two of section 1.2.1 

Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) was revised. The new text is shown as bold and 
underline. In response to the peak hour factor, the commenter states that the use of a 
peak hour factor results in a conservative analysis. Therefore, the calculations will remain 
as-is, and no further response is needed.  
 

Per the LA County guidelines, a maximum of 2,880 vehicles per hour per lane 
should be used in the ICU method for dual left turn lanes, and a maximum of 1,600 
vehicles per hour per lane should be used for the remaining lane configurations. A 
ten percent yellow clearance time (i.e. lost time) should be included in the 
calculations. Where a right turn overlap was present (or recommended), a 
reduction in right turn volume was calculated based on the estimated 
percentage of cycle time that would be allocated to the left turn phase that 
corresponds to the right turn overlap. The percentages are included in the 
ICU spreadsheets in the appendix. 

 
35. In response to this comment, in the Draft EIR, the second and third paragraphs of 4.14.1 

Regulatory Setting, State, Senate Bill 743 have been revised. Deleted text is shown as 
strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline. 
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Senate Bill 743 (Public Resources Code Section 21099) replaces the traditional 
LOS performance metric for identifying environmental impacts with VMT as a more 
appropriate transportation metric for CEQA assessment. Senate Bill 743 (Public 
Resources Code Section 21099) also provides guidance on potential 
significance impact thresholds related to development projects, land use plans, 
and transportation infrastructure projects. In addition, the preliminary guidelines 
discuss factors for consideration in analyzing traffic safety impacts. The SB 743 
(Public Resources Code Section 21099) guidance language is very specific 
about what may constitute significant impacts such as stating, “A development 
project . . . that results in vehicle miles traveled greater than the regional average 
for the land use type (e.g., residential, employment, commercial) may indicate a 
significant impact”. The language also states that projects “proposed within ½ 
mile of an existing major transit stop or an existing stop along a high quality 
transit corridor will have a less-than-significant impact on VMT.” A major 
transit stop includes a sign which includes the intersection of two or more 
major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less 
during the peak commute periods, and a high-quality transit corridor is one 
with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes 
during peak commute hours. It also identifies that a project with VMT less than 
the regional average for a similar use would not be considered a significant impact. 
For additional information related to VMT generation associated with the proposed 
Project, please refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality; Section 4.5, Energy, Section 4.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 4.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Final EIR.  

For the proposed 2018 EFMP, it is assumed that Foothill Transit will have its 
new Transit Center constructed on campus (on Temple Avenue west of 
Bonita Drive) before the interim analysis year of 2021, and well before the 
EFMP buildout year of 2027. Therefore, the proposed 2018 EFMP project 
would be located within ½ mile of an existing major transit stop and a high 
quality transit corridor and would therefore have a less than significant 
impact on VMT. enhanced services would help reduce overall VMT of local 
residents. Density of the Project and ability to utilize the existing Metrolink station 
are all attributes that would assist in decreasing the VMT generated by the Project 
on a per service population basis. The Project’s attributes would may also help 
reduce local and regional VMT and therefore the Project is consistent with the 
goals and policies of SB 743 (Public Resources Code Section 21099). For 
additional analysis of the Project’s SCAG’s regional plan goals, see Section 4.10, 
Land Use and Planning, sub-section 4.10.5, Environmental Impacts. 

 
36. In response to this comment, Draft EIR Table 4.14-3 has been revised and the significant 

impact evaluation has been removed. In addition, the corresponding references for 
Footnotes 1 and 2 were added. Further, the appropriate references for the footnotes were 
also added for Draft EIR Tables 4.14-7 through 4.14-12; where references were not 
required, the footnotes were deleted. New text is shown as bold and underline. 
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TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-1 
EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Significant 

Impact? 

Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS AM PM 

1 Amar Rd/Nogales St   0.862 D   0.829 D NO NO 

2 Amar Rd/Lemon Ave   0.792 C   0.652 B NO NO 

3 Amar Rd/Meadow Pass Rd   0.773 C   0.699 B NO NO 

4 Temple Ave/Grand Ave   0.932 E   0.813 D YES YES 

5 Temple Ave/Mt. SAC Way   0.625 B   0.687 B NO NO 

6 Temple Ave/Transit Center   0.589 A   0.478 A NO NO 

7 Temple Ave/Bonita Dr   0.602 B   0.571 A NO NO 

8 Temple Ave/Lot F2 27.2   D 18.7   C N/A N/A 

9 Temple Ave/University Dr   0.839 D   0.688 B YES NO 

10 Temple Ave/Campus Dr   1.003 F   0.759 C YES NO 

11 Kellogg Dr/Campus Dr   0.828 D   0.579 A YES NO 

12 Temple Ave/Valley Blvd   0.919 E   0.763 C YES NO 

13 Temple Ave/Pomona Blvd   0.971 E   1.071 F NO YES 

14 Temple Ave/SR-57 SB Ramps1 23.7   C 42.8   D NO NO 

15 Temple Ave/SR-57 NB Ramps1 9.8   A 8.5   A NO NO 

16 I-10 WB Ramps/Grand Ave1 21.8   C 20.6   C NO NO 

17 I-10 EB Ramps/Grand Ave1 23.2   C 13.8   B NO NO 

18 Holt Ave/Grand Ave   1.019 F   0.617 B YES NO 

19 Cortez St/Grand Ave2 207.5   F 49.7   E N/A N/A 

20 Cameron Ave/Barranca St2 48.2   E 29.1   D N/A N/A 

21 Cameron Ave/Grand Ave   1.131 F   0.771 C YES YES 

22 Mountaineer Rd/Grand Ave   0.719 C   0.753 C NO YES 

23 San Jose Hills Rd/Grand Ave   0.934 E   0.897 D YES YES 

24 La Puente Rd/Grand Ave   1.028 F   0.875 D YES YES 

25 Valley Blvd/Grand Ave   0.907 E   0.824 D YES YES 

26 Baker Pkwy/Grand Ave   0.581 A   0.534 A NO NO 

27 SR-60 WB Ramps/Grand Ave1 24.2   C 15.2   B NO NO 

28 SR-60 EB Ramps/Grand Ave1 22.7   C 13.9   B NO NO 

Delay = seconds of delay; EB = Eastbound; BOLD = significant impact/condition; LOS = Level of Service V/C = volume/Capacity WB = 
Westbound 
1  Caltrans Intersection 
2  Highest Lane Delay at TWSC Intersection 

Source: Table 7, Traffic Impact Study, Psomas 2019. 

 

37. In response to this comment, Draft EIR Tables 4.14-7 through 4.14-12 have been updated 
with the project-related change in delay or V/C. New text is shown as bold and underline.  
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TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-2 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT IMPACTS – LOCAL INTERSECTIONS 

 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Increase in Delay 

or V/C 
Significant 

Impact 

Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS AM PM AM PM 

1 Amar Rd/Nogales St  0.874 D  0.838 D 0.01 0.01 NO NO 

2 Amar Rd/Lemon Ave  0.805 D  0.661 B 0.01 0.01 NO NO 

3 
Amar Rd/Meadow 
Pass Rd 

 0.791 C  0.713 C 0.02 0.01 NO NO 

4 
Temple Ave/Grand 
Ave 

 0.993 E  0.847 D 0.03 0.03 YES YES 

5 
Temple Ave/Mt. SAC 
Way 

 0.664 B  0.738 C 0.04 0.05 NO NO 

6 
Temple Ave/Transit 
Center 

 0.625 B  0.511 A 0.04 0.03 NO NO 

7 Temple Ave/Bonita Dr  0.677 B  0.621 B 0.07 0.05 NO NO 

8 Temple Ave/Lot F2 32.0  D 20.6  C N/A N/A N/A N/A 

9 
Temple Ave/University 
Dr 

 0.885 D  0.722 C 0.05 0.03 YES NO 

10 
Temple Ave/Campus 
Dr 

 1.056 F  0.783 C 0.05 0.02 YES NO 

11 Kellogg Dr/Campus Dr  0.853 D  0.601 B 0.03 0.02 YES NO 

12 
Temple Ave/Valley 
Blvd 

 0.936 E  0.776 C 0.02 0.01 YES NO 

13 
Temple Ave/Pomona 
Blvd 

 0.974 E  1.077 F 0.00 0.01 NO YES 

14 
Temple Ave/SR-57 
SB Ramps1 

24.2  C 43.6  D N/A 
N/A 

 
NO NO 

15 
Temple Ave/SR-57 
NB Ramps1 

10.0  A 8.5  A N/A N/A NO NO 

16 
I-10 WB 
Ramps/Grand Ave1 

23.8  C 22.1  C N/A N/A NO NO 

17 
I-10 EB Ramps/Grand 
Ave1 

27.7  C 13.7  B N/A N/A NO NO 

18 Holt Ave/Grand Ave  1.057 F  0.638 B 0.04 0.02 YES NO 

19 Cortez St/Grand Ave2 278.2  F 60.7  F N/A N/A N/A N/A 

20 
Cameron 
Ave/Barranca St2 

51.4  F 30.6  D N/A N/A N/A N/A 

21 
Cameron Ave/Grand 
Ave 

 1.184 F  0.809 D 0.05 0.04 YES YES 

22 
Mountaineer 
Rd/Grand Ave 

 0.748 C  0.790 C 0.03 0.04 NO YES 

23 
San Jose Hills 
Rd/Grand Ave 

 0.992 E  0.960 E 0.06 0.06 YES YES 

24 
La Puente Rd/Grand 
Ave 

 1.063 F  0.895 D 0.04 0.02 YES YES 

25 Valley Blvd/Grand Ave  0.933 E  0.841 D 0.03 0.02 YES YES 

26 
Baker Pkwy/Grand 
Ave 

 0.604 B  0.547 A 0.02 0.01 NO NO 

27 
SR-60 WB 
Ramps/Grand Ave1 

26.7  C 15.9  B N/A N/A NO NO 

28 
SR-60 EB 
Ramps/Grand Ave1 

23.7  C 15.0  B N/A N/A NO NO 

43



 

TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-2 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT IMPACTS – LOCAL INTERSECTIONS 

 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Increase in Delay 

or V/C 
Significant 

Impact 

Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS AM PM AM PM 

Delay = seconds of delay; EB = Eastbound; BOLD = significant impact/condition; LOS = Level of Service V/C = volume/Capacity WB = 
Westbound 
1  Caltrans Intersection 
2  Highest Lane Delay at TWSC Intersection 

Source: Table 7, Traffic Impact Study, Psomas 2019. 
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TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-3 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT IMPACTS – LOCAL INTERSECTIONS – WITH MITIGATION 

 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Increase in Delay or V/C Significant 

Impact 

V/C LOS V/C LOS AM PM AM PM 

4 
Temple Ave/Grand 
Ave 

0.962 E 0.841 D 0.03 0.03 YES YES 

9 
Temple 
Ave/University Dr 

0.807 D 0.709 C -0.03 0.02 NO NO 

10 
Temple Ave/Campus 
Dr 

0.973 E 0.780 C -0.03 0.02 NO NO 

11 
Kellogg Dr/Campus 
Dr 

0.802 D 0.530 A -0.03 -0.05 NO NO 

12 
Temple Ave/Valley 
Blvd 

0.832 D 0.776 C -0.09 0.01 NO NO 

13 
Temple Ave/Pomona 
Blvd 

0.936 E 1.034 F -0.03 -0.04 NO NO 

18 Holt Ave/Grand Ave 0.911 E 0.638 B -0.11 0.02 NO NO 

21 
Cameron Ave/Grand 
Ave 

0.985 E 0.702 C -0.15 -0.07 NO NO 

22 
Mountaineer 
Rd/Grand Ave 

0.748 C 0.790 C 0.03 0.04 NO YES 

23 
San Jose Hills 
Rd/Grand Ave 

0.920 E 0.749 C -0.01 -0.15 NO NO 

24 
La Puente Rd/Grand 
Ave 

1.030 F 0.874 D 0.00 0.00 NO NO 

25 
Valley Blvd/Grand 
Ave 

0.933 E 0.841 D 0.03 0.02 YES YES 

Delay = seconds of delay; EB = Eastbound; BOLD = significant impact/condition; LOS = Level of Service V/C = volume/Capacity 
WB = Westbound 
1  Caltrans Intersection 
2  Highest Lane Delay at TWSC Intersection 

Source: Table 8, Traffic Impact Study, Psomas 2019. 
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TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-7 
BUILDOUT (2027) CUMULATIVE PLUS MITIGATED PROJECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

 

Intersection 

2021 Cumulative 
2021 Cumulative + 

Project w/Mitigation 
Increase in Delay or 

V/C 

Significant 
Impact? 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS AM PM AM PM 

1 
Amar Rd/ 
Nogales St 

0.922 E 0.890 D 0.914 E 0.894 D -0.01 0.00 NO NO 

3 
Amar 
Rd/Meadow 
Pass Rd 

0.818 D 0.747 C 0.836 D 0.761 C 0.02 0.01 YES NO 

4 
Temple 
Ave/ 
Grand Ave 

0.957 E 0.852 D 0.984 E 0.873 D 0.03 0.02 YES YES 

5 
Temple 
Ave/Mt. 
SAC Way 

0.639 B 0.703 C 0.675 B 0.689 B 0.04 -0.01 NO NO 

9 

Temple 
Ave/ 
University 
Dr 

0.862 D 0.714 C 0.839 D 0.735 C -0.02 0.02 NO NO 

10 
Temple 
Ave/ 
Campus Dr 

1.034 F 0.804 D 1.004 F 0.815 D -0.03 0.01 NO NO 

11 
Kellogg Dr/ 
Campus Dr 

0.873 D 0.601 B 0.843 D 0.549 A -0.03 -0.05 NO NO 

12 
Temple 
Ave/ 
Valley Blvd 

0.979 E 0.811 D 0.882 D 0.825 D -0.10 0.01 NO NO 

13 

Temple 
Ave/ 
Pomona 
Blvd 

1.055 F 1.176 F 1.011 F 1.135 F -0.04 -0.04 NO NO 

18 
Holt 
Ave/Grand 
Ave 

1.066 F 0.644 B 0.958 E 0.665 B -0.11 0.02 NO NO 

21 
Cameron 
Ave/ 
Grand Ave 

1.174 F 0.796 C 1.017 F 0.721 C -0.16 -0.07 NO NO 

22 
Mountaineer 
Rd/ 
Grand Ave 

0.748 C 0.788 C 0.777 C 0.825 D 0.03 0.04 NO YES 

23 
San Jose 
Hills Rd/ 
Grand Ave 

0.967 E 0.935 E 0.948 E 0.777 C -0.02 -0.16 NO NO 

24 
La Puente 
Rd/ 
Grand Ave 

1.080 F 0.929 E 1.079 F 0.926 E 0.00 0.00 NO NO 

25 
Valley Blvd/ 
Grand Ave 

0.957 E 0.895 D 0.983 E 0.912 E 0.03 0.02 YES YES 
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Delay = seconds of delay; EB = Eastbound; BOLD = significant impact/condition; LOS = Level of Service V/C = volume/Capacity 
WB = Westbound 
1  Caltrans Intersection 
2  Highest Lane Delay at TWSC Intersection 

Source: Table 12, Traffic Impact Study, Psomas 2019. 
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38. In response to this comment, Draft EIR Threshold 14.2 has been revised. Deleted text is 

shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline. 
 

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) state that if the VMT generated by a 
project exceed an applicable threshold of significance, it may indicate a significant 
impact. The guidelines also state that projects which decrease VMT in the project 
area when compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less 
than significant impact “proposed within ½ mile of an existing major transit 
stop or an existing stop along a high quality transit corridor will have a less-
than-significant impact on VMT.” The Transit Center identified in the proposed 
2018 EFMP is a separate project being completed in coordination with Foothill 
Transit. The Transit Center would be constructed on campus located on the north 
side of Temple Avenue. The proposed 2018 EFMP project would be located within 
one-half mile of a major transit stop with development of the new Transit Center. 
Therefore, with implementation of the proposed Transit Center project which would 
serve the project site, the proposed 2018 EFMP would be considered to have a 
less than significant transportation impact in regard to Section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b) and no mitigation is required. 

 
39. In response to this comment, the Draft EIR first paragraph under Section 4.14.6 

Cumulative Impacts has been revised. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough. 
 

Cumulative traffic impacts consider the impacts of future growth and development 
in the City on the roadway system serving the Project area as well as non-vehicular 
transportation services. A detailed quantitative analysis of Project traffic impacts 
under General Plan and Project buildout conditions was discussed in Section 
4.14.5, Environmental Impacts, Threshold 14-1. As identified in that analysis, the 
proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact 
under Existing Plus Project Condition, 2021 Plus Project Condition and 2027 Plus 
Project Condition at the intersections of Mountaineer Road and Grand Avenue and 
Valley Boulevard and Grand Avenue, even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. In addition, the proposed Project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact under the 2027 Plus Project 
Condition at the intersections of Amar Road and Meadow Pass Road, even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. There is insufficient 
right-of-way to accommodate the required improvements at these intersections; 
therefore, the proposed Project would contribute to this cumulatively considerable 
traffic impact. 

 
40. In response to this comment, Draft EIR Section 4.14-7 Mitigation Measure MM TRA-1 has 

been revised. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough. 
 

22. Mountaineer Road and Grand Avenue 

 This intersection already includes dual southbound and westbound left 
turn lanes, dual westbound right turn lanes, and a northbound (de-facto) 
right turn lane. To mitigate the impacts, a northbound through lane would 
need to be added on Grand Avenue, which is not feasible due to right-of-
way constraints.  
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41. The comment serves as an introduction to the Air Quality comments that follow. No 

response is required. 
 

42. As noted by the commenter, the impact discussion states that proposed 2018 EFMP 
Phase 2 cannot be quantified for construction emissions as it is too speculative to do so. 
The commenter noted that Table 3-1 of the Project Description does provide the specific 
amount of construction, renovation, and demolition associated with Phase 2. Mt. SAC has 
focused on those individual projects within Phase 1A and 1B of the EFMP that they are 
seeking environmental impact disclosure as per the requirements of CEQA. It is explicitly 
stated on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of the Section 2, Introduction, “At the design approval stage, 
Mt. SAC will evaluate each individual project to determine whether it is within the scope of 
the program described and evaluated in this Draft EIR and to determine what, if any, 
additional environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA is needed.” Further, on page 
3-22, “As discussed in Section 2, Introduction, this Draft EIR addresses the impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of the proposed 2018 EFMP as a long-range 
planning and development plan at a “program level” (Phases 1A, 1B and 2), including 
components that were included in previous Facilities Master Plans but not yet 
implemented.” The following paragraphs/text on the top of page 3-23 define the five 
“projects” within Phases 1A and 1B that are evaluated on a “project level” basis. Therefore, 
project-level analyses included in Phase 2 that is not defined in this list of five projects 
would be subject to future consideration for additional CEQA documentation. 
 
In addition, the modeling of construction emissions for the assessment air quality impacts 
of the EFMP is not required per Mt. SAC significance thresholds. Pursuant to Section 
15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Mt. SAC has an adopted set of Thresholds of 
Significance. Furthermore, “when adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may 
consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public 
agencies or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt 
such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.7[c]).  
 
The Mt. SAC Thresholds of Significance are intended to provide additional clarity and 
specific quantitative guidance to the Environmental Checklist questions found in Appendix 
G of the State CEQA Guidelines and to assist in determining an impact’s level of 
significance. Mt. SAC’s Thresholds of Significance for air quality emissions are 
categorized into two types of projects: “multiple projects”, and “site-specific projects for 
single projects” (Mt. SAC 2016). Therefore, per Mt. SAC’s guidelines, an air quality impact 
for multiple projects would occur if the SCAQMD thresholds were to be exceeded based 
upon the net trip increase from baseline to buildout, which is based on fall student 
enrollment headcount increases. Therefore, a significant impact would occur if the 
operational threshold was exceeded for the totality of emissions from these projects. As 
such, the construction emissions provided for Phases 1A and 1B are provided in the air 
quality analysis for informational purposes and to assess the magnitude of emissions 
generated by the known components of Phases 1A and 1B. Phase 2 construction 
scheduling is too speculative to model, and since it is not required for the determining of 
significance, it was not provided in this air quality analysis.  
 
Additionally, it is explicitly stated on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of Section 2, Introduction, “At the 
design approval stage, Mt. SAC will evaluate each individual project to determine whether 
it is within the scope of the program described and evaluated in this Draft EIR and to 
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determine what, if any, additional environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA is 
needed.” Further, on page 3-22, “As discussed in Section 2, Introduction, this Draft EIR 
addresses the impacts resulting from construction and operation of the proposed 2018 
EFMP as a long-range planning and development plan at a “program level” (Phases 1A, 
1B and 2), including components that were included in previous Facilities Master Plans 
but not yet implemented.”  
 
The following paragraphs/text on the top of page 3-23 define the five “projects” that are 
evaluated on a “project level” basis and, thus, would not be subject to consideration of 
what additional environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA is needed. Therefore, 
individual projects included in Phase 2 are not defined in this list of five projects and would 
be subject to future consideration for additional CEQA documentation. In future CEQA 
analyses, Phase 2 construction emissions will be compared to construction thresholds of 
significance as a “site-specific project.” A site-specific project is defined as “individual 
projects previously evaluated in a certified FMP EIR or Subsequent EIR with DSA 
submittal or approval” (Mt. SAC 2016). This clarification has been provided in the text on 
the last paragraph on page 4.2-19 of Section 4.2, Air Quality. Deleted text is shown as 
strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline.  
 

Pursuant to Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Mt. SAC has an 
adopted set of Thresholds of Significance. Furthermore, “when adopting 
thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of 
significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies 
or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to 
adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15064.7[c]). The Mt. SAC Thresholds of Significance are 
intended to provide additional clarity and specific quantitative guidance to 
the Environmental Checklist questions found in Appendix G of the State 
CEQA Guidelines and to assist in determining an impact’s level of 
significance. Mt. SAC’s Thresholds of Significance for air quality emissions 
are categorized into two types of projects: “multiple projects”, and “site-
specific projects for single projects”. Therefore, per Mt. SAC’s guidelines, an 
air quality impact for multiple projects would occur if the SCAQMD 
thresholds were to be exceeded based on the net trip increase from baseline 
to buildout, which is based on fall student enrollment headcount increases. 
Therefore, a significant impact would occur if the operational threshold was 
exceeded for the totality of emissions from these projects. As such, the 
construction emissions provided for Phases 1A and 1B are provided in the 
air quality analysis for informational purposes and to assess the magnitude 
of emissions generated by the known components of Phases 1A and 1B. A 
project with daily emission rates below the SCAQMD’s established air quality 
significance thresholds (shown in Table 4.2-4) would have a less than significant 
effect on regional air quality, consistent with Mt. SAC’s thresholds of significance. 
The proposed 2018 EFMP emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod version 
2016.3.2 computer program (CAPCOA 2016). The proposed Project identifies the 
framework for the uses and development of land on campus necessary to 
accommodate an identified level of enrollment and physical development. 
However, enrollment decisions and the actual implementation of specific capital 
projects are influenced by multiple factors, including funding decisions, 
demographics, and other factors external to the proposed Project process. Thus, 
while the proposed Project identifies the physical resources necessary to meet Mt. 
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SAC’s mission and its long-range development plans, it makes no commitments 
regarding the timing for achieving identified enrollment projections or implementing 
physical development. Due to the availability of Phase 1A- and 1B-specific 
construction information and to assess the magnitude of air quality 
emissions to be generated by known components of Phases 1A and 1B, the 
construction of Phases 1A and 1B were quantified for this analysis and 
provided for informational purposes. Specifically, construction details for Phase 
2 are too speculative to be quantified at this time. However, as detailed in Section 
2, Introduction, Phase 2 components will be subject to future additional 
CEQA analyses. In future CEQA analyses, Phase 2 construction emissions 
will be compared to construction thresholds of significance as a “site-
specific project.” The construction of Phases 1A and 1B were quantified for this 
analysis. 

43. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified under Table 4.2-5 of 
Air Quality on page 4.2-20. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown 
as bold and underline. 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-5, NOx emissions during construction in 2019 and 2020 would 
exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 100 pounds per day.  

 
44. The commenter states that the Phase 2 construction emissions must be quantified and 

compared to the significance thresholds before determination of significance. Please refer 
to the response and text edits within Comment 42 for a response to this comment.  

 
45. The commenter states that emissions from renovation activities should be calculated and 

disclosed within the Air Quality Section, and the commenter notes that “CalEEMod does 
not contain a renovation tab, the model can be adjusted to provide a reasonable though 
conservative estimate from renovation activity”. However, pursuant to Section 15064.7 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, Mt. SAC has an adopted set of Thresholds of Significance 
(Mt. SAC 2016). Under the “Air Quality—CEQA Procedures” column of Mt. SAC’s 
Thresholds of Significance, it specifically states, “Renovation projects are usually excluded 
from further CalEEMod analyses because the construction activities do not result in 
significant net emissions.” Therefore, the emissions from renovation projects were not 
included in the air quality analysis.  
 

46. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified under Table 4.2-8 of 
Air Quality on page 4.2-22. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown 
as bold and underline. 
 

The proposed 2018 EFMP would generate 5,613 net trips per day (Psomas 2019).  
 

47. As discussed in Section 3.4, Project Background, certain components of the 2015 FMPU 
have been carried forward in the proposed 2018 EFMP for analysis; however, these 
elements have been clearly restated as elements of the proposed 2018 EFMP in Table 3-
1 of the Draft EIR and are included as part of the program-level analysis in the Draft EIR. 
In order to clarify the discussion in the Draft EIR, the following text has been added 
immediately following the first sentence of the third paragraph on page 3-22. The new text 
is shown as bold and underline. 
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As discussed in Section 2, Introduction, this Draft EIR addresses the impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of the proposed 2018 EFMP as a long-
range planning and development plan at a “program level” (Phases 1A, 1B and 2), 
including components that were included in previous Facilities Master Plans but 
not yet implemented. These components are restated as elements of the 
proposed 2018 EFMP as shown in Table 3-1. 

 
48. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified in the Air Quality section 

on page 4.2-23. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold 
and underline. 
 

The AQMP incorporates the assumptions from the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS and 
SCAG’s latest growth forecasts within its goals. Therefore, because the 
proposed 2018 EFMP population profile data is included within SCAG’s 
2016–2040 RTP/SCS growth projections, it is consistent with the AQMP, and 
bBecause the proposed 2018 EFMP is consistent with the goals of the AQMP, no 
conflict with the 2016 AQMP would occur with the proposed Project.  

49. The commenter provides a recommendation summary for Comments 42, 44, 45, and 47. 
More specific references to this information is detailed below: 
 
The commenter states that the analysis should quantify Air Quality emissions from Phase 
2 construction. The commenter is directed to the response to Comment 42.  
 
The commenter recommends modeling of renovation impacts. Please review the 
response to Comment 45 for this response. 
 
The commenter states that input modeling specifications should be consistent with the 
information provided in Section 3.0, Project Description, Table 3-1. The commenter is 
directed to response to Comment 42. 
 
The commenter refers to confirmation of components of the proposed 2018 EFMP. Please 
review the response to Comment 47. 
 
The commenter requests a modeling output file for use at Appendix C1 as a .pdf directly. 
The modeling outputs from the Draft EIR can be found in Appendix C. Additional modeling 
outputs have been incorporated into Appendix C1 of the Final EIR.  

 
50. Comment noted; no response required.  

 
51. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified in the Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions section in the first sentence under Section 4.7.3, Methods. Deleted text is 
shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline. 
 

Existing and Pproposed 2018 EFMP GHG emissions were calculated by using 
CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 (CAPCOA 2017). 

 
52. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified in the Greenhouse Gas 

Section in Table 4.7-2. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as 
bold and underline. 
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Source: Mt. SAC 2018b. 
 

53. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified under the fourth 
paragraph under Threshold 6.1 in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Additionally, 
the construction and operational emissions for Phase 2 were added to the analysis. 
However, per Mt. SAC’s Thresholds of Significance, methodologies for determining air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions differ between topics. Air quality for multiple 
projects (i.e., the program-level analysis) is compared to operational thresholds. For 
greenhouse gas emissions, emissions from site-specific projects are compared to Mt. 
SAC’s a threshold of 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e). Please 
refer to Comment 54 for GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation 
of Phase 2 uses. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold 
and underline. 
 

Sources of the operational GHG emissions attributed to the proposed Project 
include area, energy, mobile, water, and solid waste sources. The modeling inputs 
for operational emissions assume a 2022 2027 buildout of Phases 1A, and 1B, 
and 2, assuming the net operational uses.  

 
As noted by the commenter, and pursuant to Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, Mt. SAC has an adopted set of Thresholds of Significance (Mt. SAC 2016). 
According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “when adopting thresholds of significance, a 
lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended 
by other public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead 
agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15064.7[c]). The Mt. SAC Thresholds of Significance are intended to 
provide additional clarity and specific quantitative guidance to the Environmental Checklist 
questions found in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and to assist in determining 
an impact’s level of significance.  
 

54. Mt. SAC’s Thresholds of Significance for greenhouse gas emissions only addresses site-
specific project thresholds. Per the guidelines, there is no “multiple project” GHG 
threshold, as was detailed by Mt. SAC in their Air Quality thresholds. Therefore, the site-
specific project threshold was used to combine the amortized construction emissions and 
operational emissions from individual components of Phases 1A and 1B to compare it to 
Mt. SAC’s 3,000 MTCO2e/year determine significance. The commenter’s recommendation 
that the entire Project should be compared to a significance threshold is inconsistent with 
the significance threshold established by the lead agency. As such, analysis of GHG 
emissions for each project component of the EFMP was conducted consistent with the 
GHG significance threshold. 
 
Because the Draft EIR is a program and project level document, the GHG significance 
threshold requires the analysis of every project component individually, GHG emissions 
from each of the Phase 2 projects have been added to the analysis, in Table 4.7-8 on 
page 4.7-20. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and 
underline. 
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TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-8 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

FOR PHASE 2 (MTCO2E/YEAR) 
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Construction Emissions 

2026 279 60 71 62 13 65 276 458 591 872 

2027 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 25 7 593 

Total 
Construction 
Emissions 

279 60 71 62 13 65 276 483 598 1465 

Amortized 
Construction 
Emissions 

9 2 2 2 <1 2 9 16 20 49 

Operational Emissions 

Area <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Energy  349 70 186 93 <1 116 349 745 121 297 

Mobile 512 103 275 138 <1 172 516 1,100 <1 <1 

Waste 49 10 26 13 <1 16 49 105 <1 <1 

Water 41 8 22 11 <1 14 41 87 <1 <1 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

951 191 509 255 <1 318 955 2,037 121 297 

Total Annual 
Emissions* 

960 193 511 257 13 320 964 2,053 141 346 

Mt. SAC 
Project 

Specific 
Threshold 

3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 

Exceeds 
threshold? 

No No No No No No No No No No 

Notes: 
* Total Annual Emissions are the total of amortized construction emissions plus operational phase emissions. 

 

As shown in Tables 4.7-3 through 4.7-78, the GHG emissions from the individual 
projects associated with the proposed 2018 EFMP would be generated from 
energy and mobile sources. As noted above, Mt. SAC has established interim 
GHG thresholds related to project-level emissions from land use projects. The 
threshold for combined amortized construction and operational emissions is 
3,000 MTCO2e/yr per project. The GHG emissions for the individual project 
components associated with the proposed 2018 EFMP would all be less than the 
3,000 MTCO2e/yr threshold, with implementation of MM GHG-1, which requires 
that all major capital projects (10,000 square feet and above) be designed to 
outperform Title 24, Part 6 Energy Efficiency Standards by a minimum of 15%. 
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55. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified on page 4.7-22. It is 
noted that the text revisions do no change the overall significance finding for the project. 
Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline. 
 

Because tThe proposed 2018 EFMP would reduce emissions consistent with AB 
32 and would continue to incorporate additional emissions-reducing measures that 
may be required by future laws or policies,; therefore, it would not impede the 
achievement of EO S-3-05’s 2050 goals, EO B-30-15’s 2030 goals, or other interim 
goals that may be established. 
 

56. The commenter provides a recommendations summary for the above-mentioned 
comments. The commenter requests a quantification of GHG emissions consistent to the 
method employed for the Air Quality Section. Please refer to the responses to Comment 
53 for the response/textual edits.  
 
The commenter refers to renovation quantification. A response to this can be found in 
response to Comment 45.  
 
The commenter refers to input modeling specifications consistent with the information 
provided in Section 3.0, Project Description, Table 3-1. The input modeling specifications 
for Phase 2 have been added to the GHG analysis (shown in response to Comment #54) 
and in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  
 
The commenter refers to “the components of the 2016 EFMP that have not yet been 
implemented”. A response to this comment can be found in response to Comment 47. 
 
The commenter refers to the GHG methodology for significance. A response to this can 
be found in response to Comment 54.  
 
As noted by the commenter, the impact discussion states that the proposed 2018 EFMP 
emissions should have been compared to SCAQMD’s efficiency-based threshold as 
opposed to the bright-line numeric threshold. Pursuant to Section 15064.7 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, Mt. SAC has an adopted set of Thresholds of Significance. 
Furthermore, “when adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider 
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies 
or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such 
thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15064.7[c]). The Mt. SAC Thresholds of Significance are intended to provide additional 
clarity and specific quantitative guidance to the Environmental Checklist questions found 
in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and to assist in determining an impact’s level 
of significance. Therefore, as Mt. SAC is the Lead Agency for this document, the Draft EIR 
analysis is consistent with the Thresholds of Significance adopted by Mt. SAC.  
 
The commenters recommends that the proposed 2018 EFMP swap the analysis for 
Threshold 6.1 with 6.2, to address Mt. SAC’s 2018 Climate Action Plan (2018 CAP) under 
Threshold 6.1 instead of Threshold 6.2. The Draft EIR analyzes consistency with Mt. 
SAC’s 2018 CAP under Threshold 6.2 because Threshold 6.2 refers to whether the 
proposed Project would “conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gas emissions”. Mt. SAC’s 2018 
CAP is an applicable plan that is adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas 
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emissions. Specifically, the discussion regarding consistency with the 2018 CAP is on 
page 4.7-24, under the heading “Consistency with the Mt. SAC Climate Action Plan.” 

 
Specifics regarding implementation of Mt. SAC’s 2018 CAP in relation to the proposed 
2018 EFMP can be found on page 4.7-24 of the Draft EIR, under the heading “Consistency 
with the Mt. SAC Climate Action Plan.” For instance, as described on page 4.7-15, the 
proposed 2018 EFMP would be designed to surpass the minimum standard of a LEED 
“Silver” New Construction (NC) rating, and to exceed California Building Code Title 24 
energy efficiency requirements by 15 percent or greater (MM GHG-1), per Mt. SAC’s 2018 
CAP, Green Building Standard. MM GHG-1 requires that “All major capital projects 
(10,000 square feet and above) shall be designed to outperform Title 24, Part 6, Energy 
Efficiency Standards, by a minimum of 15%.” In addition to it being required as a mitigation 
measure, it is also a strategy detailed in Mt. SAC’s 2018 CAP, as stated above. These 
strategies, as detailed under Thresholds 6.1 and 6.2 in the Draft EIR, would reduce energy 
consumption from the 2014 baseline by 2020 percent by the end of 2020, 50 percent by 
2035, and 100 percent by 2050. Given that the CEQA document is a Program EIR, the 
extent of the specific 2018 CAP strategies of sustainable building strategies will be 
decided upon during the building design phase of each of the various aspects of the 
proposed Project.  

 
57. Comment noted; no additional response is required. 

 
58. The proposed 2018 EFMP involves redevelopment of existing facilities and other 

development within heavily disturbed vegetation types. A reconnaissance-level survey of 
biological resources was conducted on the portions of the campus that are anticipated to 
be affected by the proposed 2018 EFMP and the results were incorporated into the Draft 
EIR. As noted by the commenter in Comment 59, the survey methods and subsequent 
level of survey effort are sufficient for the anticipated amount of impact. A separate 
biological resources technical report was not prepared for the proposed Project for the 
same reason: the anticipated amount of impact to biological resources is limited and the 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR Biological Resources Section 4.3 is sufficient. 

 
59. Comment noted; no additional response is required. 

 
60. Based on review of the Draft EIR and the current 2019 State CEQA Guidelines, the 

existing text reflects the recent updates to the Thresholds of Significance in Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines.  

 
61. Comment noted; no additional response is required. 

 
62. Potential impacts to California walnut groves are identified as “potentially significant” on 

page 4.3-26 in the Direct Impacts analysis for the 2018 Educational and Facilities Master 
Plan section. It is also stated on page 4.3-27 under the Level of Significance Prior to 
Mitigation heading. Potential significant impacts to California walnut groves are not 
identified in the Direct Impacts analysis in the Project-Specific section. The proposed 
project activities analyzed in the Project-Specific section do not include all the activities 
identified in the 2018 Educational and Facilities Master Plan section; the proposed 
activities with potential to affect California walnut groves would only occur as part of the 
2018 Educational and Facilities Master Plan portion of the project. 
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63. In response to this comment, the following text has been modified, on page 4.3-33, the 
text of MM BIO-1. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold 
and underline. 

 
Focused special status plant surveys will be conducted in habitat suitable for 
intermediate mariposa lily (Calochortus weedii var. intermedius) special status 
plant species in the survey area within two years prior to any ground disturbance at 
that location. Focused surveys shall be conducted by qualified Biologists and shall be 
conducted per the most current CNPS protocol and during the appropriate blooming 
period for the species, specifically May through Julyeach potentially occurring 
special status plant species. If intermediate mariposa lily special status plant species 
are is not found within the proposed Project impact area, no further mitigation would 
be required. If the special status plant species are is detected within impact areas, an 
Avoidance and Mitigation Plan will be developed and implemented by Mt. SAC prior 
to project implementation. The Avoidance and Mitigation Plan would include on-site 
translocation of any bulbs of special status plant the species within the impact area. 

 
64. Please refer to the responses to comments 60 and 63; no additional response is required. 
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Letter   County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
  Michael Y Tekeshita 
  April 29, 2019 
 
Response to Comments 
 

1. In response to this comment, the first paragraph under Section 4.13.2 Environmental 
Setting, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, Los Angeles County Fire Department, 
on page 4.13-4 of the EIR has been revised. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and 
new text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
The City of Walnut and Mt. SAC are within the jurisdiction and are part of the 
Consolidated Fire Protection District (CFPD), also known as the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department (LACoFD). The LACoFD provides fire protection, 
emergency medical Emergency Medical Services (EMS), fire and rescue services, 
and “safe haven” services for unincorporated Los Angeles County, contract with 
cities including the City of Walnut, and Mt. SAC and related services to both the 
City and the college and there are no contracts for services required. Two fire 
stations serve are physically located in the City of Walnut: Fire Station No. 146 
and Fire Station No. 61; however, the City receives fire, EMS, and related 
services from the closest available LACoFD resources regardless of municipal 
boundaries (City of Walnut 2018b). 

 
2. In response to this comment, the second paragraph under Section 4.13.2 Environmental 

Setting, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, Los Angeles County Fire Department, 
on page 4.13-4 of the EIR has been revised. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and 
new text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
Fire Station No. 146 is located at 20604 Loyalton Drive, approximately 0.25-mile 
driving distance from the Mt. SAC campus (corner of Temple Avenue and Grand 
Avenue). The Mt. SAC campus is located within the 1-mile Fire Station Service Area 
for Station No. 146.The station serves the City of Walnut and is the primary 
responder for the Mt. SAC campus (City of Walnut 2018a). This Station is known as 
a Critical Coverage Station, which means it responds to emergencies in the City of 
Walnut and provides mutual aid to other cities, such as West Covina and Diamond 
Bar as well as other areas including Orange County that if the engine company is 
on an incident anticipated to last longer than 30 minutes, the station must be 
covered by a move-up company, regardless if the incident is within or outside 
District-served areas. The City of Diamond Bar is also part of the CFPD, thus 
mutual aid is not applicable to that City. This station has one fire engine and a 
barn-type structure to store the fire apparatus. If a mutual aid emergency would 
require services from Station No. Engine 146 is dispatched to an emergency 
incident anticipated to last longer than 30 minutes for a period exceeding one-
half hour, another engine company will be is deployed to this sStation No. 146 so 
that a unit is available to respond to other emergencies that might occur within the its 
service area (City of Walnut 2018b). 

 
 

3. In response to this comment, the first sentence of the third paragraph under Section 
4.13.2 Environmental Setting, Fire Protection and Emergency Services, Los Angeles 
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County Fire Department, on page 4.13-4 of the EIR has been revised. Deleted text is 
shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
Fire Station No. 61 is located at 20011 La Puente Road, approximately 2 3 miles 
driving distance from the Mt. SAC campus (corner of Temple Avenue and Grand 
Avenue). 

 
4. In response to the comment requiring the project to comply with all applicable code and 

ordinance requirements, the commenter is referred to the text contained on page 4.13-
12 of the EIR that states that “Development of the proposed 2018 EFMP would be 
required to comply with all applicable code and ordinance requirements including but not 
limited to construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and fire hydrants”. No further 
response is required. 

 
5. In response to the comment requesting that impacts related to erosion control, 

watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, archaeological and cultural resources, and the 
County Oak Tree Ordinance, the commenter is referred to the analysis contained in the 
EIR that addresses these topics, as applicable. Specifically, please refer to Sections 4.6, 
Geology and Soils, and 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for analysis related to erosion 
control and watershed management; Section 4.3, Biological Resources, for analysis 
related to rare and endangered species, vegetation, and the lack of oak trees on the 
project site; Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Wildfire, for analysis 
related to lack of areas classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones; and Section 
4.4, Cultural Resources, for analysis related to archaeological and cultural resources.  

 
6. Comment noted; no response is required. 
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Letter   County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
  Adriana Raza 
  May 22, 2019 
 
Response to Comments 
 

1. In response to this comment, the following text has modified in the second sentence under 
Wastewater on page 3-14. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown 
as bold and underline. 

 
The WRP has a capacity of 100 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes 
an average flow of 63.8 58.5 mgd (approximately 64 58.5 percent of capacity). 

 
The following text has been modified, on page 4.16-6, the last sentence of the first 
paragraph under Wastewater. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is 
shown as bold and underline. 

 
The WRP has a capacity of 100 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes 
an average flow of 63.8 58.5 mgd (approximately 64 58.5 percent of capacity) (LACSD 
2018). 

 
The following text has been modified, on page 4.16-9, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and 
underline. 

 
As previously indicated, the San Jose Creek WRP has a capacity of 100 million gallons 
per day (mgd) and currently processes an average flow of 63.8 58.5 mgd 
(approximately 64 58.5 percent of capacity) and has adequate capacity to serve the 
proposed 2018 EFMP. 

 
The following text has been modified, on page 4.16-13, the second sentence under 
Threshold 16.3. Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and 
underline. 

 
The increase in wastewater from the proposed Project would represent less than one 
percent of the existing excess daily capacity of the San Jose Creek WRP, which has 
a capacity of 100 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 63.8 58.5 mgd. 

 
2. Comment noted; no additional response is required. 

 
3. In response to this comment, the following text has been added as a new paragraph 

following the last paragraph under Physical Education Project (Phases 1, 2) (PEP). New 
text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
It is also important to note that the expected increase in average wastewater 
flow from the development of Phases 1 and 2 of the Physical Education Project 
(PEP) is 44,546 gallons per day. 

 
4. In response to this comment, the following text has been added following the third 

sentence under Water and Wastewater Treatment. New text is shown as bold and 
underline. 
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Table 4.16-1, below, shows the projected net water demand broken down by building 
and phase using 200 gpd/ksf, which results in a total new water demand of 108,839 
gpd or 122 acre-feet per year (AFY). It is noted that this total excludes the PEP 
phases, which have an expected increase in average wastewater flow of 44,546 
gallons per day. 

 
5. Comment noted; no additional response is required. 
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Letter  Department of Transportation, District 7 
  Miya Edmonson 
  May 22, 2019 
 
Response to Comments 
 

1. In response to this comment, queue analysis has been added in Section 5.5 (existing 
year), Section 6.5 (Interim Year), and Section 7.5 (Buildout Year). New text is shown as 
bold and underline. 
 

5.5 EXISTING YEAR QUEUE ANALYSIS 
 

At the request of Caltrans, the southbound off-ramp queue was evaluated for 
SR-57 at Temple Avenue due to concerns that the added traffic may affect 
the storage capacity. The off-ramp currently includes approximately 600 feet 
of storage across three lanes, including a left turn lane, a shared left 
turn/right turn lane, and a right turn lane. 
 
Beyond the three lane section, two lanes continue for approximately 740 feet, 
for a total storage of approximately 1,340 feet. In addition, the outside off-
ramp lane is an exclusive lane; the second off-ramp lane is shared with traffic 
continuing southbound on SR-57. 

 
The 95th percentile queues for existing and existing plus project conditions 
were taken from Synchro and are shown in Table 9 along with the 
approximate storage for each lane. The Synchro reports are included in 
Appendix C. 

 
As seen in the table, the existing SR-57 southbound off-ramp queues at 
Temple Avenue with and without the project are expected to be adequately 
served with the existing storage. In addition, the project is expected to have 
a minimal impact on queue length. 

 
Table 9. Existing Year Queues for SR-57 SB Off-Ramp at Temple 

 
 

 
 

LT LT-RT RT

AM 371 392 303

PM 867 906 310

AM 378 406 326

PM 867 915 355

1,340 1,340 600

Queue (feet)

Storage (feet) 

Peak 
Hour

Scenario

Existing

Existing + Project
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6.5 INTERIM YEAR (2021) QUEUE ANALYSIS 
 

The southbound off-ramp queue was again evaluated for SR-57 at Temple 
Avenue for the interim year with and without the project. The 95th percentile 
queues for 2021 cumulative conditions with and without the project were 
taken from Synchro and are shown in Table 12 along with the approximate 
storage for each lane. The Synchro reports are included in Appendix D. 

 
Table 12. Interim Year (2021) Queues for SR-57 SB Off-Ramp at Temple Avenue 

 
As seen in the table, the SR-57 southbound off-ramp queues at Temple 
Avenue with and without the project are expected to be adequately served 
with the existing storage. In addition, the project is expected to have a 
minimal impact on queue length. 
 
7.5 BUILDOUT YEAR (2027) QUEUE ANALYSIS 

 
The southbound off-ramp queue was evaluated for SR-57 at Temple Avenue 
for the buildout year with and without the project. The 95th percentile queues 
for 2027 cumulative conditions with and without the project were taken from 
Synchro and are shown in Table 15 along with the approximate storage for 
each lane. The Synchro reports are included in Appendix E. 

 

Table 15. Buildout Year (2027) Queues for SR-57 SB Off-Ramp at Temple Avenue 

LT LT-RT RT

AM 381 408 320

PM 887 941 407

AM 388 410 328

PM 887 943 427

1,340 1,340 600

Peak 
Hour

Queue (feet)

Storage (feet) 

Scenario

2021 No Project

2021 + Project

LT LT-RT RT

AM 414 440 344

PM 990 1,030 370

AM 430 462 357

PM 990 1,039 417

1,340 1,340 600

Scenario
Peak 
Hour

Queue (feet)

Storage (feet) 

2027 No Project

2027 + Project

83



As seen in the table, the SR-57 southbound off-ramp queues at Temple 
Avenue with and without the project are expected to be adequately served 
with the existing storage. In addition, the project is expected to have a 
minimal impact on queue length. 
 

2. In response to this comment, Section 3.1 of the traffic study was updated. The 
improvements at the Grand Avenue/SR-60 EB Ramps were already considered for 2027 
conditions (assuming the construction would be completed sometime between 2021 and 
2027), but it was not stated clearly in the traffic report. New text is shown as bold and 
underline.   
 

 Buildout (2027) Cumulative Conditions 

o Includes Transit Center 

o Roadway geometry changes include: 

 New exclusive eastbound right turn lane at Temple 

Avenue/Bonita Drive associated with the Physical Education 

Project (Phase 1,2) 

 New traffic signal at Temple Avenue/Transit Center access 

 New south leg at Temple Avenue/Transit Center access 

 Exclusive eastbound and westbound right turn lanes at 

Temple Avenue/Transit Center access 

 Completed improvements at Grand Avenue and the SR-60 

EB Ramps 

3. Comment is noted, and although it is agreed that reduced vehicle speeds are beneficial 
to pedestrian and bicyclist safety, Mt. SAC has no input on speed limits. No additional 
response is required. 

 
4. Comment noted; no additional response is required. 
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Letter   Los Angeles County Public Works 
  May 23, 2019 
 
Response to Comment 
 

1. In response to this comment, MM TRA-1 #21 in Section 4.17.7 Mitigation Measures has 
been revised to remove the indication that the improvement will only require striping. 
Deleted text is shown as strikethrough. This mitigation measure has been identified in 
previous studies and the proposed 2018 EFMP EIR project will contribute a fair share of 
the cost to the improvement as indicated in the traffic study for the EIR should the County 
elect to comply with the mitigation measure as listed. The design of mitigation measures 
is not typically included in an EIR document.  

 
21. Cameron Avenue and Grand Avenue 

 Add a second eastbound right turn lane. This will only require restriping 
and will not require any physical improvements. 
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Letter   South Coast Air Quality Management District 
  Lijin Sun, J.D. 
  May 21, 2019 
 
Response to Comments 
 

1. The first two pages of the SCAQMD’s comment letter provides summaries of both the 
project description and air quality analysis conducted for the Project as well as a summary 
of the SCAQMD’s general comments. Because the SCAQMD’s comment letter provides 
an attachment with an elaboration of the general comments, responses to the comments 
in the attachment will be addressed in the following responses. 

 
2. The commenter states the need to quantify Phase 2 emissions. Mt. SAC has focused on 

those individual projects within Phase 1A and 1B of the EFMP that they are seeking 
environmental impact disclosure as per the requirements of CEQA. It is explicitly stated 
on pages 2-3 and 2-4 of the Section 2, Introduction, “At the design approval stage, Mt. 
SAC will evaluate each individual project to determine whether it is within the scope of the 
program described and evaluated in this Draft EIR and to determine what, if any, additional 
environmental documentation pursuant to CEQA is needed.” Further, on page 3-22, “As 
discussed in Section 2, Introduction, this Draft EIR addresses the impacts resulting from 
construction and operation of the proposed 2018 EFMP as a long-range planning and 
development plan at a “program level” (Phases 1A, 1B and 2), including components that 
were included in previous Facilities Master Plans but not yet implemented.” The following 
paragraphs/text on the top of page 3-23 define the five “projects” within Phases 1A and 
1B that are evaluated on a “project level” basis. Therefore, project-level analyses included 
in Phase 2 that is not defined in this list of five projects would be subject to future 
consideration for additional CEQA documentation. 

 
 

3. The commenter states the need to assess overlapping construction and operations 
phases impacts. Pursuant to Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Mt. SAC has 
an adopted set of Thresholds of Significance. Furthermore, “when adopting thresholds of 
significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or 
recommended by other public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the 
decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” 
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.7[c]). The Mt. SAC Thresholds of Significance 
are intended to provide additional clarity and specific quantitative guidance to the 
Environmental Checklist questions found in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 
and to assist in determining an impact’s level of significance. Mt. SAC’s Thresholds of 
Significance for air quality emissions are categorized into two types of projects: “multiple 
projects”, and “site-specific projects for single projects” (Mt. SAC 2016).  
 
Per Mt. SAC’s guidelines, an air quality impact for multiple projects would occur if the 
SCAQMD thresholds were to be exceeded based upon the net trip increase from baseline 
to buildout, which is based on fall student enrollment headcount increases. Therefore, a 
significant impact would occur if the operational thresholds were exceeded for the totality 
of operational phase emissions from these projects. As such, the use of a combined 
construction and operational phase emissions analysis would not be consistent with the 
significance threshold for multiple projects adopted by Mt. SAC which serves the lead 
agency for the 2018 EFMP.  
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In response to this comment, the text on page 4.2-19 of the EIR, last paragraph, has been 
revised  to elaborate on Mt. SAC’s adopted Thresholds of Significance. Deleted text is 
shown as strikethrough and new text is shown as bold and underline.  
 

Pursuant to Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Mt. SAC has an 
adopted set of Thresholds of Significance. Furthermore, “when adopting 
thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of 
significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies 
or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to 
adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence” (State CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15064.7[c]). The Mt. SAC Thresholds of Significance are 
intended to provide additional clarity and specific quantitative guidance to 
the Environmental Checklist questions found in Appendix G of the State 
CEQA Guidelines and to assist in determining an impact’s level of 
significance. Mt. SAC’s Thresholds of Significance for air quality emissions 
are categorized into two types of projects: “multiple projects”, and “site-
specific projects for single projects”. Therefore, per Mt. SAC’s guidelines, an 
air quality impact for multiple projects would occur if the SCAQMD 
thresholds were to be exceeded based on the net trip increase from baseline 
to buildout, which is based on fall student enrollment headcount increases. 
Therefore, a significant impact would occur if the operational threshold was 
exceeded for the totality of emissions from these projects. As such, the 
construction emissions provided for Phases 1A and 1B are provided in the 
air quality analysis for informational purposes and to assess the magnitude 
of emissions generated by the known components of Phases 1A and 1B. A 
project with daily emission rates below the SCAQMD’s established air quality 
significance thresholds (shown in Table 4.2-4) would have a less than significant 
effect on regional air quality, consistent with Mt. SAC’s thresholds of significance. 
The proposed 2018 EFMP emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod version 
2016.3.2 computer program (CAPCOA 2016). The proposed Project identifies the 
framework for the uses and development of land on campus necessary to 
accommodate an identified level of enrollment and physical development. 
However, enrollment decisions and the actual implementation of specific capital 
projects are influenced by multiple factors, including funding decisions, 
demographics, and other factors external to the proposed Project process. Thus, 
while the proposed Project identifies the physical resources necessary to meet Mt. 
SAC’s mission and its long-range development plans, it makes no commitments 
regarding the timing for achieving identified enrollment projections or implementing 
physical development. Due to the availability of Phase 1A and 1B specific 
construction information and to assess the magnitude of air quality 
emissions to be generated by known components of Phases 1A and 1B, the 
construction of Phases 1A and 1B were quantified for this analysis and 
provided for informational purposes. Specifically, construction details for Phase 
2 are too speculative to be quantified at this time.  However, as detailed in 
Section 2, Introduction, Phase 2 components will be subject to future 
additional CEQA analyses. In future CEQA analyses, Phase 2 construction 
emissions will be compared to construction thresholds of significance as a 
“site-specific project.” 
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4. The commenter states that Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) should be 
conducted for Phase 2 projects. As per the response to Comment 1, Phase 2 projects 
would be evaluated in future CEQA documents relative to air quality.  
 
The following clarification is been provided in the text on the first paragraph on page 4.2-
21 of Section 4.2, Air Quality focus on Phase 1A and 1B projects and remove references 
to individual Phase 2 projects.  Deleted text is shown as strikethrough and new text is 
shown as bold and underline.  
 
 

In accordance with the Mt. SAC CEQA Thresholds of Significance, the proposed 2018 
EFMP does not require preparation of analysis pursuant to the SCAQMD localized 
significance threshold (LST) methodology. However, for informational purposes, Table 
4.2-7 provides an LST analysis consistent with SCAQMD’s LST methodology. 
Consistent with the LST methodology guidelines, when quantifying mass emissions 
for localized analysis, only emissions that occur on site are considered. For the CO 
and NO2 LST exposure analysis, receptors who could be exposed for one hour or 
more are considered. For the PM10 and PM2.5 LST exposure analysis, receptors who 
could be exposed for 24 hours are considered. The nearest receptors that could be 
exposed for one hour are students, faculty, and staff adjacent to the construction 
activities. The nearest receptors who could be exposed for 24 hours (e.g., residences) 
are located approximately 275 meters (902 feet) north of Phases 1A and 1B, and 37 
meters (120 feet) from Phase 2 construction activities. However, to provide a 
conservative analysis of potential localized air pollutant exposure, the nearest on-
campus uses were analyzed with the shortest distance specified within the LST 
guidance (SCAQMD 2008) of 25 meters is used for all pollutants. Table 4.2-7 shows 
the highest maximum localized daily construction emissions for NOx, CO, PM10, and 
PM2.5 for on-site construction activities, which would occur during the grading phase 
of the Student Center and Central Campus Infrastructure. These construction 
emissions would not exceed the localized significance thresholds developed by the 
SCAQMD to determine whether localized air quality impacts would occur at receptor 
locations proximate to the proposed Project site. Locations located further from these 
analyzed locations would result in less exposure to air pollutants. As such, no 
significant localized air quality impacts would occur from Phase 1A- and Phase 1B-
related air pollutant emissions attributable to the proposed Project. This impact would 
be less than significant with mitigation. Because the projects identified for 
Phase 2 are only being evaluated on a program-level, pursuant to the Mt. SAC 
Thresholds of Significance, an air quality impact for this scenario would only 
occur due to the net trip increase from baseline to buildout and there are no 
criteria for evaluating program-level impacts related to construction. Therefore, 
it is assumed that a significant program-level impact would not occur. However, 
as detailed in Section 2, Introduction, Phase 2 components will be subject to 
future additional CEQA analyses. In future CEQA analyses, Phase 2 
construction emissions will be compared to construction thresholds of 
significance as a “site-specific project.” Emissions from Phase 2 emissions would 
be comparable to or less than the emissions generated from overlapping phasing of 
Phases 1A and 1B, and the receptors would be greater than the 25-meter-threshold 
used in this analysis. Therefore, it can be reasonably assumed that localized 
emissions would be less than the respective LST thresholds for Phase 2. This impact 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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5. The commenter provides additional recommended mitigation measures in the event that 
revisions to the air quality analyses based on the SCAQMD comments would result in a 
significant air quality impact. As per the responses to SCAQMD comments 1-3 above, no 
revisions to the EIRs air quality analysis are necessary and air quality impacts would be 
less than significant with the mitigation measure incorporated within the DEIR. Mt. SAC 
appreciates the SCAQMD’s additional recommended mitigation measures and will 
consider them for future campus development projects.  
 
In response to this comment, the following text has been added to South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rules, on page 4.2-10 of the EIR, following the last paragraph. New 
text is shown as bold and underline. 

 
SCAQMD Rule 1470, Requirement for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal 
Combustion and Other Compression Ignition Engines establishes permit 
requirements for stationary compression ignition engines that are owned or 
operated in the South Coast Air Quality Management District with a rated brake 
horsepower greater than 50 (>50 bhp). 
 
SCAQMD Rule 1146, Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Industrial, 
Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters, 
including. These rules apply to boilers, steam generators, and process heaters 
of equal to or greater than 5 million Btu per hour rated heat input capacity used 
in all industrial, institutional, and commercial operations. 
 
SCAQMD Rule 1146.1, Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Small Industrial, 
Institutional, and Commercial Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters. 
This rule applies to boilers, steam generators, and process heaters that are 
greater than 2 million Btu per hour and less than 5 million Btu per hour rated 
heat input capacity used in any industrial, institutional, or commercial 
operation. 
 
SCAQMD Rule 1146.2, Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen from Large Water 
Heaters and Small Boilers and Process Heaters would apply for operations that 
involve the use of stationary diesel-fueled internal combustion or compression 
engines (i.e., generators or firefighting equipment). This rule applies to units 
that have a rated heat input starting at 75,000 Btu/hr up to and including 
2,000,000 Btu/hr. 
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Letter   United Walnut Taxpayers (UWT) 
  May 22, 2019 
 
Response to Comment Letter 
 
General 
  

1. The commenter states the Draft EIR should be a thorough and detailed report that 
closely follows CEQA guidelines including the no project/no development scenarios. Mt. 
SAC agrees the 2018 EFMP Draft EIR should be a thorough and detailed report that 
complies with CEQA and CEQA Guidelines concerning the evaluation of project 
alternatives, including the “no project/no development” alternative. Section 5.0 of the 
Draft EIR provides descriptions of each alternative to the project, and Section 5.6.1 
evaluates the “No Project/No Development” alternative in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3). 

 

2. The commenter states the medium growth rate alternative proposed in the 2018 EFMP 
is of concern to residents of Walnut and to commenter and should not be considered. 
Commenter proposes putting a cap on campus growth since current campus enrollment 
is of concern and commenter states has created congestion, noise, and air quality that is 
unbearable to residents living immediately adjacent to Mt SAC. The Draft EIR evaluates 
the medium growth rate alternative in Section 5.6.2 as required under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a), and Mt. SAC is required to evaluate and consider the medium 
growth alternative. Mt. SAC notes the medium growth rate alternative was determined to 
not substantially lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed 2018 EFMP. The 
commenter’s proposal to put a cap on campus growth is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. Mt. 
SAC further notes that the commenter has not provided evidence to support the 
commenter’s argumentative statement that current campus enrollment has created 
congestion noise and air quality that is “unbearable to residents living immediately 
adjacent to Mt. SAC.” Section 4 of the Draft EIR contains a discussion of the potential 
environmental effects of implementing the proposed 2018 EFMP and impacts due to 
noise (Section 4.11) and air quality (Section 4.2) either do not exist or are reduced to 
“less than significant” with identified mitigation measures. Section 4.14 contains a 
discussion that certain traffic impacts are significant and cannot be lessened with 
mitigation measures. As stated in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR, if Mt. SAC, as Lead 
Agency, determines that unavoidable significant adverse impacts will result from the 
proposed 2018 EFMP, Mt. SAC must prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
before it can approve the proposed 2018 EFMP. The Statement of Overriding 
Considerations states that the decision-making body has balanced the benefits of the 
proposed 2018 EFMP against its unavoidable significant environmental effects and has 
determined that the benefits of the proposed Project outweigh the adverse effects and, 
therefore, the adverse effects are considered to be acceptable.  

 

3. The commenter correctly states that Section 1.5 of the Draft EIR, which identifies “Issues 
to be Resolved,” addresses the requirements in CEQA Section 15123(b)(3), including 
the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant impacts and 
that “even with these measures many of these impacts remain significant hazards.” As 
stated in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR, if Mt. SAC, as Lead Agency, determines that 
unavoidable significant adverse impacts will result from the proposed 2018 EFMP, Mt. 
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SAC must prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations before it can approve the 
proposed 2018 EFMP, which states that the decision-making body has balanced the 
benefits of the proposed 2018 EFMP against its unavoidable significant environmental 
effects and has determined that the benefits of the proposed Project outweigh the 
adverse effects and, therefore, the adverse effects are considered to be acceptable. 

 
4. The commenter argues the following statement in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR is 

“unacceptable to the Walnut community”:  

 
“If Mt SAC, as the lead agency determines that unavoidable significant adverse impacts 
will result from the proposed 2018 EFMP, Mt SAC must prepare a Statement of 
Overriding Consideration.” This approach has been and will continue to be unacceptable 
to the Walnut community when avoidance of impacts is a viable option.” 

 

This comment is argumentative and does not raise a significant environmental issue. As 
stated in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR, and consistent with the requirements in CEQA, if 
Mt. SAC, as Lead Agency, determines that unavoidable significant adverse impacts will 
result from the proposed 2018 EFMP, Mt. SAC must prepare a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations before it can approve the proposed 2018 EFMP, which states that the 
decision-making body has balanced the benefits of the proposed 2018 EFMP against its 
unavoidable significant environmental effects and has determined that the benefits of the 
proposed Project outweigh the adverse effects and, therefore, the adverse effects are 
considered to be acceptable.  

 

5. Commenter states that based on its understanding of the Memorandum of Agreement 
between Mt SAC and the City of Walnut signed April 12, 2018 (“MOA”), Mt SAC will 
meet and confer with the City to “discuss” planning and project(s) implementation and 
that Mt SAC will submit complete grading and hauling/improvement plans for obtaining 
required permits. This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue. 
Further, the MOA is identified in the Draft EIR as an “agreement in principle,” and by its 
express terms is subject to the governing bodies of Mt. SAC and the City of Walnut 
entering into a formal settlement agreement. Until such time as Mt SAC and the City of 
Walnut enter into a final settlement agreement, there is no binding settlement agreement 
between Mt. SAC and the City of Walnut. The commenter is directed to Section V. 6 of 
the MOA. In addition, Mt. SAC projects, as identified in the proposed 2018 EFMP, are 
subject to the City of Walnut permit requirements as applicable under relevant 
provisions in the Government Code.  

 

6. The commenter states that Table 1-1 (Section 4.14) indicates major “improvement” to be 
done at Temple Avenue and Grand Avenue in three stages, with each of the stages, 
including present, 2021, and 2027 projects, having significant impacts, which even after 
mitigation results in impacts that are significant and unavoidable. Commenter goes on to 
state that this is “unacceptable to UWT and to city residents and should not be 
accommodated by a Statement of Overriding Concerns.” This comment is argumentative 
and does not identify a significant environmental effect. The Draft EIR in Section 1.17 
states the proper use of a Statement of Overriding Consideration under CEQA: “if Mt. 
SAC, as Lead Agency, determines that unavoidable significant adverse impacts will 
result from the proposed 2018 EFMP, Mt. SAC must prepare a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations before it can approve the proposed 2018 EFMP, which states that the 
decision-making body has balanced the benefits of the proposed 2018 EFMP against its 
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unavoidable significant environmental effects and has determined that the benefits of the 
proposed Project outweigh the adverse effects and, therefore, the adverse effects are 
considered to be acceptable.” The commenter’s disagreement with the use of a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration.  

 

7. The commenter states Caltrans supports multimodal transportation solutions such as 
mass transportation, ride sharing, and bicycles in lieu of automobiles, which may benefit 
an already failing intersection at Temple Avenue and Grand Avenue. The comment is 
noted and does not raise a significant environmental issue. The comment will forwarded 
to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration.   
 

8. The commenter states the Draft EIR is comprehensive, but argues it does not adequately 
address significant issues raised in the Draft EIR due to the continuous growth of Mt SAC, 
and adding a cap to the growth of Mt SAC will avoid significant impacts and benefit the 
quality of life of Walnut residents. Mt. SAC appreciates the comment that the Draft EIR is 
comprehensive, but the statement the Draft EIR does not adequately address significant 
issues is argumentative. Commenter has not offered any evidence to support the 
argument. The issue of enrollment cap at Mt. SAC is not an environmental impact issue, 
but is noted and will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and 
consideration. 

 

WEST PARCEL 

 

9. The commenter states the proposed 2018 EFMP and Draft EIR improperly make 
reference to the grading plan for the West Parcel pad development, and in the context of 
the United Walnut Taxpayers/Mt SAC Mutual Release and Settlement Agreement (“UWT 
Settlement Agreement”), such grading plans should be withdrawn from the City’s grading 
submittal process. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identifies the “West Parcel 
Site Improvements” as a project that is underway under prior CEQA approvals. Section 
4.9 of the Draft EIR states “Mt. SAC currently has no other plans for use/development of 
the West Parcel. Identification of potential future development scenarios for analysis 
purposes would be speculative. Should Mt. SAC pursue another use for the West Parcel 
in the future, that project would be subject to environmental review pursuant to CEQA.”  
 

10. Commenter states the Draft EIR Exhibit, 3-3, Section 1.3 and Section 4.10 do not justify 
an Agricultural/Sustainable Development zone designation over the finished grading pad 
for the West Parcel because: (a) the Agricultural/Sustainable zone designation is not 
demonstrated to be a superior land use over current uses which are agricultural and 
sustainable in nature, (b) a rationale is not demonstrated for destroying natural rolling 
hillsides accommodating current cattle grazing versus grading the hillsides to a flat 
unnatural surface for the same grazing purpose with no future needs identified, and (c) 
grading the hillsides to a flat building pad surface is an incompatible land use and hillside 
backdrop adjoining the Walnut General Plan’s “Major Gateway entrance” designation at 
Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue.” This comment assumes the “West Parcel Site 
Improvements” is a project under the Draft EIR, which is not correct. The West Parcel Site 
Improvements is a project approved under prior CEQA documents. The commenter is 
directed to Page 3-18 of the Draft EIR, which states because the “West Parcel Site 
Improvements have been evaluated in previous project-level environmental documents 
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pursuant to CEQA, and do not require further approval from the Mt. San Antonio 
Community College District Board of Trustees, they are not being addressed as part of 
the recommended projects associated with the proposed 2018 EFMP in this Draft EIR. 
Rather, they are considered cumulative projects for purposes of analysis in this Draft EIR.”  
 

11. Commenter states the “West Parcel development Agricultural/Sustainable Development 
zone pad area outlined in Exhibit 3-3 is consistent with the placement of 140,000 cubic 
yards of earth fill at the West Parcel site and therefore is non-compliant with Section 2.a.i. 
of the Mutual Release and Settlement Agreement, which states Mt. SAC agrees it will not 
deposit approximately 140,000 cubic yards of earth on the West Parcel . . . .” The comment 
is argumentative and does not raise or identify an environmental impact issue, but is noted 
and will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

12. Commenter states Mt. SAC must withdraw the grading plan referenced in the Draft EIR 
under the terms of the UWT Settlement Agreement. This comment is argument and does 
not raise any significant environmental issue, but is noted and will be forwarded to the Mt. 
SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

13. Commenter states the UWT Settlement Agreement provides that “Mt. SAC further agrees 
that any future earthwork or grading operations at the West Parcel shall require official 
action of the Board taken at a duly noticed meeting in compliance with all laws; including, 
but not limited to, CEQA and City of Walnut grading and truck hauling ordinances to the 
extent applicable.” This comment is argumentative and does not raise any significant 
environmental issue, but is noted and will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees 
for review and consideration. 
 

14. Commenter quotes provisions in the UWT Settlement Agreement to argue that the 
following statement in the Draft EIR in Section 4.1, Page 4.9 is incorrect: “The only 
difference between the scope of the original West Parcel Solar project and the new West 
Parcel Site Improvements project is the ultimate use of the pad to be created.” Based on 
this argument, commenter goes on to argue (or imply) Mt. SAC is violating the provisions 
in the UWT Settlement Agreement that Mt. SAC will not deposit approximately 140,000 
cubic yards of earth on the West Parcel. This comment is argumentative and does not 
raise any significant environmental issue, but is noted and will be forwarded to the Mt. 
SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

15. Commenter argues Mt. SAC is in violation of the provisions of the UWT Settlement 
Agreement related to abandonment of the “Earthwork” (as defined in the MOA) when Mt. 
SAC states in Section 4.1, Page 4.9 of the Draft EIR that: “The only difference between 
the scope of the original West Parcel Solar project and the new West Parcel Site 
Improvements project is the ultimate use of the pad to be created.” This comment is 
argument and does not raise any significant environmental issue, but is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

16. Commenter’s citation of the UWT Settlement Agreement concerning Mt. SAC’s obligation 
to comply with CEQA in the event of any future earthwork or grading project at the West 
Parcel is noted. The comment does not raise any significant environmental issue or 
challenge the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment will be forwarded to 
the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration.  
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17. Commenter states Section 4.10-2, Page 4.10.10 of the Draft EIR is inconsistent with 
Exhibits 3-4 and 3-4 depictions because such exhibits (intended or otherwise) reflect 
placement of 140,000 cubic yards of imported fill at the West Parcel consistent with the 
latest grading plans, and is non-compliant with numerous provisions of the UWT 
Settlement Agreement and “demonstrates lack of intent to follow through with its 
provisions.” The comment is argumentative and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue. 
 

18. Commenter states the Draft EIR makes reference to the “City of Walnut General Plan, 
Figure LCD-11.” The comment is noted, but does not raise any significant environmental 
issue. The comment will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and 
consideration. 
 

19. Commenter states Grand Avenue and Temple Avenue/Amar Road is effectively a gateway 
entry to the City, and as such, adjoining hillside areas have been and should continue be 
maintained in a natural setting consistent with the community hillside environment of the 
City of Walnut. The comment is noted, but does not raise any significant environmental 
issue. The comment will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and 
consideration. 
 

FUTURE PLANNING 

 
20. Commenter states that certain policy statements in the Draft EIR and Walnut General Plan 

are useful in directing Mt SAC to “look for better and more efficient uses [of the West 
Parcel] once the site is stabilized.” These comments are noted, but do not raise any 
significant environmental issue. The comments will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of 
Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

21. Commenter states Section 4.10.10 of the Draft EIR reflects responsible appreciation of 
plant and animal species and their habitats. Mt. SAC acknowledges the comment. 
 

22. Commenter states Section 3.4, Page 3-17 of the Draft EIR provides useful guidance to 
any future planning process for the West Parcel. Mt. SAC acknowledges the comment. 
 

23. Commenter states Section 4.1.5, Page 4.10-16, reflects an appreciation for the extensive 
City of Walnut planning processes leading to the recently revised Walnut General Plan. 
Mt. SAC acknowledges the comment.  

 
PERMITTED USES  
 

24. Commenter states that under Table 4.10.1 permitted uses in Schools and Public 
Institutional Zones is an open-ended “permitted designation”, which provides no 
understanding to the public or basis to define the type, scale, and composition of 
development planned is noted. The comment does not raise any significant environmental 
issue, but will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

25. Commenter states that “Parking Structures” as described in Table 4.10.1 of the Draft EIR 
should be removed as “permitted uses” in the proposed 2018 EFMP because of significant 
traffic concerns. The comment is noted, but does not raise any significant environmental 
issue. The comment will be forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and 
consideration. 
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SETBACK DISTANCES  

 

26. Commenter states that the residential setback distances for certain Mt SAC facilities 
described in the proposed 2018 EFMP Draft EIR should “comply with provisions of the 
Memorandum of Agreement, [and commenter] recommends the ‘Setback from Residential 
Zone’ should be 400 feet”. The comment is noted; however the comment is argumentative 
and does not raise a significant environmental issue. Further, the MOA is an “agreement 
in principle,” and by its express terms is subject to the governing bodies of Mt. SAC and 
the City of Walnut entering into a formal settlement agreement, and until such time as Mt. 
SAC and the City of Walnut enter into a formal settlement agreement, there is no binding 
settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and the City of Walnut. The comment will be 
forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

27. Commenter states that the setback designations in Section 4.10.1, Page 4.10-7 of the 
Draft EIR are subject to the setback provisions in the MOA. The comment is noted, but 
does not raise a significant environmental issue. Further, the MOA is an “agreement in 
principle,” and by its express terms is subject to the governing bodies of Mt. SAC and the 
City of Walnut entering into a formal settlement agreement, and until such time as Mt. SAC 
and the City of Walnut enter into a formal settlement agreement, there is no binding 
settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and the City of Walnut. The comment will be 
forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
 

28. Commenter states that the setback designations in Section 4.10.1, Page 4.10-9 of the 
Draft EIR are subject to the setback provisions in the MOA. The comment is noted, but 
does not raise a significant environmental issue. Further, the MOA is an “agreement in 
principle,” and by its express terms is subject to the governing bodies of Mt. SAC and the 
City of Walnut entering into a formal settlement agreement, and until such time as Mt. SAC 
and the City of Walnut enter into a formal settlement agreement, there is no binding 
settlement agreement between Mt. SAC and the City of Walnut. The comment will be 
forwarded to the Mt. SAC Board of Trustees for review and consideration. 
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