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CHAPTER 3 
Responses to Comments 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and City of Los Angeles procedures permit the public 
to respond to information included in a Draft EIR in one of two ways.  First, the public may prepare 
written comments.  Second, the public may submit oral testimony during public hearings on a project.  
Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare written 
responses.  No public hearings have occurred regarding consideration of the Draft EIR and all comments 
on the Draft EIR have been received in writing.  This Chapter 3, Responses to Comments, is consistent 
with procedures defined in the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
1. State of California Department of Transportation; Elmer Alvarez, IGR/CEQA Program 

Manager; October 22, 2008 
 

1-1 The first part of this comment states that there is currently traffic congestion during peak periods 
on the closest freeways to the Occidental College campus: SR-2, SR-110, and SR-134.  This 
comment describes a perception of an existing condition without reference to the proposed 
project, and is noted. 

 
The second part of the comment states that Caltrans will need to review individual future campus 
projects “which are expected to generate a significant volume of vehicular trips ... ” The Draft 
EIR determined that even at full build-out of the maximum allowable development proposed in 
the Occidental College Specific Plan, the project is not expected to generate a substantial volume 
of new vehicle trips. The Specific Plan would not permit an increase in student enrollment in 
excess of the existing 2,000-student enrollment cap for the campus. The Specific Plan will allow 
no more than 40 units of new faculty/staff housing. Future campus projects would allow for 
modernization and refurbishment of the campus as well as reconfiguration of internal portions of 
the campus to create a pedestrian zone. The Draft EIR determined (page 3.J-12) that project 
impacts on the freeway system would not be significant. Nevertheless, all new construction and 
development proposed under the Specific Plan would require Project Permit Compliance review 
by the City Planning Department, which compliance may also be reviewed by Caltrans, at their 
discretion.   
 

1-2 The commenter suggests that the local agency (i.e., the City of Los Angeles) implement a fair-
share funding program to be used for transportation improvements needed in the area to 
accommodate traffic generated by the proposed project and other proposed and approved projects 
in the area.  As discussed in the Draft EIR and in the response to Comment 1-1 above, the project 
is not expected to generate a significant volume of new vehicle trips and is not expected to create 
significant traffic impacts on the surrounding streets or freeway system. CEQA expressly 
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prohibits the imposition of a mitigation measure unless the measure is roughly proportional to a 
significant impact of the proposed project. The proposed project does not result in either a 
project-specific significant impact on traffic nor in a cumulatively significant traffic trip impact 
and the City of Los Angeles is therefore prohibited from imposing the fair share contribution 
suggested by the commenter. 

 
1-3 The first portion of this comment agrees with Mitigation Measure 3J.1 in the Draft EIR requiring 

that Occidental College implement selected transportation demand management (TDM) measures 
to the greatest extent feasible. 
 
In regards to development of an on-campus housing program, the project includes development of 
up to 40 units of on-campus faculty/staff housing.  It also should be recognized that the College’s 
residence halls currently house approximately 78% of the student population.  It is Occidental’s 
goal to increase this percentage to 85% of the student population and fill on-campus housing to 
its full capacity. This may well result in a reduction of vehicular commute traffic on the freeway 
system.   

 
1-4 Mitigation Measure 3E.7 in the Draft EIR sets forth requirements for construction truck hauling 

operations including compliance with hours to be set by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety (LADBS) and construction truck sizes and routes to be determined by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). 
 
It is anticipated that LADBS will limit construction truck traffic to off-peak hours to the greatest 
extent feasible. Project heavy truck trip haul routes will comply with Caltrans heavy-duty truck 
restrictions on the SR-110 Pasadena Freeway. 

 
2. State of California, Department of Toxic Substance Control; Ken Chiang, Senior 

Hazardous Substances Scientist, Brownfields and Environmental Restoration; November 
25, 2008 
 

2-1 The comment identifies asbestos, lead-based paint, and organochlorine pesticides from 
termiticide applications as possible hazardous substances encountered during demolition of older 
buildings.  The Initial Study evaluated the potentially significant impacts of hazardous substance 
release resulting from the proposed project and determined that there exists no such reasonably 
foreseeable potential impact.  The comment does not contradict this conclusion.  Nevertheless, 
the Initial Study disclosed the possibility of asbestos and lead-based paint and noted that the 
project applicant will comply with all applicable regulations including SCAQMD Rule 1403.  As 
discussed in the Initial Study (p. 22),  
 

Some of the older buildings may contain asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead 
based paint that could become exposed to the public during demolition stages.  However, 
the demolition and transportation of materials will be done according to state and federal 
regulations, including compliance with SCAQMD’s Rule 1403 (Asbestos Emissions from 
Demolition/Renovation Activities) and will mitigate any significant adverse impact. 
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Compliance with applicable regulations and SCAQMD Rule 1403 is appropriately assumed as 
part of the project and need not be imposed as a mitigation measure.   
 
The DTSC’s preface to the Interim Guidance Evaluation Of School Sites With Potential Soil 
Contamination As A Result Of Lead From Lead-Based Paint, Organochlorine Pesticides From 
Termiticides, And Polychlorinated Biphenyls From Electrical Transformers (“Interim Guidance”) 
(June 2006) expressly states that it is not an enforceable regulation or a legal requirement.  Its 
purpose is to provide guidance to school districts for the protection of school children.  (Interim 
Guidance § 1.0.)   The Interim Guidance “is only intended for evaluating sites for potential 
human health concerns associated with direct exposure of humans to contaminants in soil through 
incidental soil ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of dust in outdoor air.”  (Id.)  The 
“Interim Guidance” is intended as guidance for complying with Education Code section 17213.1 
and related sections of the Education Code. (Interim Guidance §§ 1.0 & 2.0.)  Education Code 
Sections 17210, 17210.1, 17213.1, and 17213.2 specify the environmental review process under 
DTSC oversight for proposed new or expanding schools. These sections apply to "school 
districts" which elect to receive state funds pursuant to Chapter 12.5 (commencing with Section 
17070.10) of the Education Code.  According to Section 17070.15(m), a "school district" means a 
school district or a county office of education.  For purposes of determining eligibility under this 
chapter, "school district" may also mean a high school attendance area.  The following sections 
also narrow the definition of "school buildings" to include only those used for elementary or 
secondary school purposes: 
 

• 17212.  The governing board of a school district, prior to acquiring any site on which it 
proposes to construct any "school building" as defined in Section 17283 shall have the 
site, or sites, under consideration investigated by competent personnel to ensure that the 
final site selection is determined by an evaluation of all factors affecting the public 
interest and is not limited to selection on the basis of raw land cost only. 

 
• 7283.  "School building" as used in this article means and includes any building used, or 

designed to be used, for elementary or secondary school purposes..." 
  
The definition of “school building” in Section 7283 does not include private college institutions 
such as Occidental College.  Occidental College is a private post-secondary school and is not 
subject to the DTSC’s school siting regulations.  Consequently, the Comment’s suggestion that 
certain environmental concerns be investigated and mitigated in accordance with the Interim 
Guidance does not apply to the project. 
 
Organochlorine pesticides (OCPs) were commonly used as insecticides for termite control around 
wood structures prior to 1989. These OCPs included chlordane, lindane, heptachlor and aldrin, 
which readily converts to dieldrin in the environment.  Chlordane is considered a Class B2 
carcinogen by U.S. EPA (U.S. EPA 1997, 2002a), and is listed as a carcinogen by the State of 
California (OEHHA, 2005).  Chronic exposure of people to chlordane may also result in adverse 
effects on the nervous, respiratory, and cardiovascular systems, as well as the liver, blood, and 
lung.  The other OCPs used as termiticides are also considered by both U.S. EPA and the State of 
California to be possible carcinogens. Significant concentrations of OCP residues are not 
anticipated in soils on the Occidental campus because it has been in educational use since 1910.  
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DTSC recommends testing for OCP residue only if the site is residential or commercial property.  
Moreover, the campus does not have structures comprised entirely of wood.  Nevertheless, to 
assure that any potential for release of OCPs is fully addressed, Mitigation Measure 3E.1 is 
revised as follows (new language is underlined):   
 

Measure 3E.1: To minimize the effects of ground shaking from a significant earthquake 
on new and renovated structures, each building shall have a California certified 
engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer prepare a soils and geologic engineering 
report for each site as each Building Opportunity Site as they are proposed for 
development. This report shall include analysis of all geologic hazards and soil 
conditions and shall address potential soil contamination from lead, organochlorine 
pesticides and PCB's, and shall recommend appropriate steps to protect workers, and the 
public as necessary.  The report and shall be submitted for review and approval by the 
City of Los Angeles.  All construction shall adhere to all recommendations advanced in 
the City approved report. 
 

In addition p. 23 of the Initial Study notes that, 
 
All hazardous substances are governed by the Campus Health and Safety Plan, which is 
subject to review by the Fire Department. 

  
2-2 Occidental College will be informed of DTSC’s invitation to participate in DTSC’s School 

Property Evaluation and Cleanup Program. 
 
3. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works; Dean D. Efstathiou, Acting Director 

of Public Works, for Dennis Hunter, Assistant Deputy Director, Land Development 
Division; November 24, 2008 
 

3-1 The second sentence of the last paragraph on p. 3E-9 is revised to read: 
 

A portion of the site may be located within a potentially liquefiable area per the State of 
California Seismic Hazard Zones Map—Los Angeles and Pasadena Quadrangles. 
 

Mitigation Measure 3E.1 requires, 
 

 . . . each building shall have a California certified engineering geologist or geotechnical 
engineer prepare a soils and geologic engineering report for each Building Opportunity 
Site as they are proposed for development.  This report shall include analysis of all 
geologic hazards and soil conditions and shall be submitted for review and approval by 
the City of Los Angeles. All construction shall adhere to all recommendations advanced 
in the City approved report.  

 
Neither the comment nor this revision to the Draft EIR gives rise to a new potentially significant 
impact or makes more severe a previously-disclosed significant impact.  It merely clarifies and 
amplifies technical information and constitutes a minor technical change to the Draft EIR.  The 
Draft EIR states that the project site is considered to have a potential for liquefaction, but due to 
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the depth of groundwater and the dense to very dense sedimentary formation underlying the 
project site, liquefaction-related hazards are not anticipated. Nothing in the comment contradicts 
this conclusion. 
 

4. City of Los Angeles, Eagle Rock Neighborhood Council; Robert Arranaga, Land Use Co 
Chair; November 24, 2008 

 
4-1 The comment suggests an integrated multi-modal transportation system including bikes and buses 

as an “aim to reduce environmental impacts.”  The comment does not identify the environmental 
impact intended to be reduced, but the comment appears to regard transportation impacts.  The 
project does not result in any significant transportation impacts related to traffic trip generation 
because the project only results in a minor increase in students compared to the existing 
conditions.  The Draft EIR and Traffic Study (Draft EIR Appendix G) also evaluate the impacts 
related to a change in the distribution and concentration of traffic trips resulting from new parking 
facilities, such as the potential traffic distribution through the intersection of Campus Road and 
Alumni Avenue if 232 spaces are concentrated on Building Opportunity Site (BOS) 28.  (See 
Draft EIR App. G, Table 11 and Table 3J-8 of the Draft EIR.)  As indicated in the Draft EIR 
(Table 3J-8), if 232 spaces are concentrated on BOS 28 (i.e. trips are re-distributed), the project 
could result in a significant impact on neighborhood street segment on Campus Road and Alumni 
Drive.  Accordingly, the Draft Specific Plan (Appendix A to the Draft EIR), at Section 10.A.5, 
requires that if the 232 parking spaces are concentrated on BOS 28, a neighborhood traffic study 
would be required to identify traffic impacts and the feasible measures recommended by the 
neighborhood traffic management plan are required to be implemented.  No other potential traffic 
impacts are identified in the Draft EIR (the Draft EIR dos not contradict these conclusions). 

 
The EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3J.1 requiring a TDM Plan to further assure that traffic trip 
impacts remain less-than-significant.  Mitigation Measure 3J.1 includes incentives for bicycle use 
and other methods to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips.   

 
With regard to the request for a multi-modal transportation system suggested in the comment, a 
multi-modal system is not warranted where a project has no significant traffic trip impacts.  
CEQA prohibits the lead agency from imposing mitigation unless the mitigation is roughly 
proportionate to a potentially significant impact.   
 
With regard to buses, the Draft EIR identifies three MTA bus lines and an LADOT DASH line 
that serve the campus.  These lines constitute a sufficient and diverse amount of bus service to 
and from the campus. 

 
4-2 The comment does not identify facts showing a potentially significant neighborhood parking 

impact arising from the project, but instead proposes a demand-based pricing system for parking   
“to reduce environmental impacts.” CEQA expressly prohibits the imposition of a mitigation 
measure unless the measure is roughly proportional to a significant impact of the proposed 
project.  Because the proposed project does not result in either a project-specific or a 
cumulatively significant parking impact, the City of Los Angeles is prohibited from imposing the 
measure proposed by the comment. At present, Occidental College provides free on-campus 
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parking for faculty, staff, students and visitors.  While parking permits are required to park on the 
campus, these permits are provided free of charge. 
 
The Specific Plan does not envision implementing a parking fee program.  Such a fee program 
could have the positive effect of discouraging driving, resulting in reductions in vehicle trips 
generated by the campus.  Charging for parking could also, however, have a negative impact on 
street parking within the surrounding residential neighborhoods, because Occidental College 
faculty, staff, students or visitors could choose to park on a neighborhood street instead of paying 
the on-campus parking fee.  While this effect could potentially be addressed by implementing a 
residential preferential parking program, such a program would also result in inconveniences to 
residents and guests. The commenter does not identify an error in the environmental analysis, a 
new or more severe environmental impact, or request additional information. Comment will be 
forwarded to the decision-maker for their consideration. 
 

4-3 The comment suggests a storm water and waste water management plan to increase efficiency 
and reduce erosion and flooding.  The Draft EIR contains such measures.  Mitigation Measure 
3F-1 requires on-site drainage plans be designed to retain, capture and convey increased runoff in 
accordance with the City of Los Angeles’ design standards to mitigate or avoid flood hazards.  In 
addition, as described on Draft EIR p. 3F-5, the project would be required to comply with 
Standard urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements to mitigate storm water run 
off.   
 
With regard to waste water, the Initial Study evaluated the potentially significant impacts of 
waste water generation by the proposed project and determined that there exists no such 
reasonably foreseeable potential impact.  The comment does not contradict this conclusion.   
 
Nevertheless, Section 9 of the proposed Specific Plan requires Occidental College to align 
proposed designs for new buildings on the Campus to meet a LEED Silver rating standard.  The 
LEED-oriented designs would implement innovation in design through the expertise of accredited 
LEED professionals in order to apply best practices in the following categories:  

 
1. Sustainable Sites 

a. Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
b. Stormwater Management 
c. Reduced Heat Island Effect 
d. Light Pollution Reduction 

 
2. Water Efficiency 

a. Water Efficient Landscaping 
b. Innovative Wastewater Technologies 
c. Water use reduction 

 
3. Energy and Atmosphere 

a.  CFC Reduction in HVAC Equipment 
b.  Optimize Energy Performance 
c.  Renewable Energy 
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d.  Ozone Protection 
e.  Green Power 

 
4.  Materials and Resources 

a.  Storage and Collection of Recyclables 
b.  Building Reuse 
c.  Construction Waste Management 
d.  Resource Reuse 
e.  Recycled Content 
f.  Local/Regional Materials 
g.  Rapidly Renewable Materials 
h.  Certified Wood 

 
5.  Indoor Environmental Quality 

a.  Minimum Indoor Air Quality 
b. Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control 
c.  Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Monitoring 
d.  Ventilation Efficiency 
e.  Low-Emitting Materials 
f. Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control 
g.  Controllability of Systems 
h.  Thermal Comfort 
i.  Daylighting and Views 

 
4-4 Section 9 of the proposed Specific Plan requires that all new development align proposed designs 

for new buildings on the Campus to meet a LEED Silver rating standard.  This requirement is a 
design feature of the project and will substantially reduce the carbon footprint of the campus, 
thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
LEED innovative design is only one of several possible techniques for encouraging sustainability 
and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  As indicated on p 2-5 of the Draft EIR, one of the 
objectives of the project is, “[t]o incorporate sustainable design features into new development 
and to meet the standards of the U.S. Green Building Council’s Energy and Environmental 
Design Green Building Rating System for New Construction and Major Renovations (LEED-
NC).”  
 
The project would comply with the following measures to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions: 
 

Measure 3B.4:  The following sustainable and energy efficient measures would reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from project implementation: 

• Design buildings to take advantage of passive solar heating and cooling, and design 
buildings to take advantage of prevailing winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce 
energy use for heating and cooling. 
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• Demonstrate a minimum 14% increase in the proposed building performance rating 
compared to the baseline building performance rating required by the current (2008) 
Title 24 standards.   

• Install water-efficient landscaping and other water use reduction measures (see measure 
3F.2). 

• Install on-site renewable energy systems (solar power) to provide power for campus 
uses. 

• Make use of local and recycled materials in construction of new buildings.  

• Install efficient lighting and lighting control systems (including compact fluorescent 
light bulbs and LED lights) and use daylight as an integral part of lighting systems in 
buildings.  

• Install high albedo (high reflectivity) light colored “cool” roofs, cool pavements, and 
strategically placed shade trees. 

• Install energy efficient (e.g. Energy Star or equivalent) heating and cooling systems, 
appliances and equipment, and control systems. 

• Install light emitting diodes (LEDs) for traffic, street and other outdoor lighting.  

• Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to, 
soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard).  

• Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and adequate 
recycling containers located in public areas.  

• Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and available recycling services.  

• Promote ride sharing programs e.g., by designating a certain percentage of parking 
spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading 
and waiting areas for ride sharing vehicles, and providing a web site or message board 
for coordinating rides.  

Measure 3B.5: To reduce GHG emissions associated with new construction resulting from 
the Specific Plan and to ensure energy efficient design, the construction of any new 
building over the thresholds of the Green Building Ordinance will comply with the 
provisions of this ordinance. 

4-5 No potential impacts associated with development sequencing have been identified in the 
comment. With regard to the commenter’s suggestion that a construction sequencing plan include 
identification and location of temporary classrooms, it is not reasonably foreseeable that 
dislocation of classrooms in a building that may be demolished will result in potentially 
significant off-site impacts.  Any necessary relocation of classrooms will be accomplished on-
campus.  To ensure no potential sequencing impacts occur with regard to traffic, ingress and 
egress, the following measure is added to the Transportation Section (and Summary) of the EIR: 
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Measure 3J.7:  As buildings are proposed for construction, Occidental shall develop a 
construction plan that identifies:  ingress, egress and haul route (that shall minimize 
travel time on residential streets), as well as other measures to address potential 
construction impacts, including the placement of flag men at vehicle entry and exit points 
as may be needed to ensure safety.   
 

4-6 Comments noted.   
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(2) calls for a summary of “Areas of Controversy” regarding 
the potential impacts of a proposed project, mitigation measures, or alternatives. CEQA is an 
environmental disclosure law. Consequently, public perceptions of the applicant’s past actions or 
practices relate to existing or past conditions, and do not raise potential environmental issues. 
Nevertheless, the public’s perception of the applicant is important to the applicant and may be 
very important to decision-makers when deciding whether to approve the project. But unless such 
perceptions implicate environmental impacts, they are not relevant to CEQA analysis.  For 
example, the behavior of College students off-campus is not considered an environmental impact, 
because off-campus students are legal adults who have signed contracts with private landlords. 
While students are subject to college discipline for some kinds of off-campus behavior, Campus 
Safety officers do not have the legal authority to intervene off-campus. However, some of the 
comments regarding the public’s perception of the College imply that the Lead Agency should be 
especially careful to monitor compliance with mitigation measures in order to assure that the 
environment is protected. To that end, the following sentence is added to the end of the first 
partial paragraph on p. ES-7: 
 

In comments on the Draft EIR additional areas of controversy were identified indicating 
that past performance by the College warrants careful monitoring by the City to assure 
compliance with mitigations measures, particularly with regard to the following:  1) 
flood control management; 2) Transportation Demand Management to reduce auto-
dependence; 3) historic resource protection and sensitivity to Myron Hunt architecture. 

 
See specific responses below. 
 

4-7 The environmental document addresses potential impacts of the proposed project, not the existing 
development or conditions.  Page 3F-6 indicates: 
 

As new development and redevelopment occurs, on-site drainage plans would be 
designed to retain, capture and convey increased runoff in accordance with the City of 
Los Angeles’ design standards to mitigate or avoid flood hazards. Furthermore, 
compliance with LARWQCB SUSMP requirements would ensure that storm water flows 
generated from the project area would remain unchanged, or potentially decrease, 
following implementation of the proposed project, which would therefore not affect the 
drainage system in the project area. This project would not, therefore, result in flooding 
on- or off-site. 
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Occidental College would be required to comply with City ordinances regulating 
drainage improvements and grading plans as they relate to construction of on-site 
improvements that affect drainage. Furthermore, some modifications would occur to 
connect existing drainage piping to proposed facilities, including upgrading an existing 
storm water drainage line at Johnson Student Center and a determination by the College 
that 21”-lines to 24”-lines are too small (Occidental, 2006). Compliance with existing 
regulations would ensure that that the proposed project would not adversely affect the 
local drainage system in a manner that would result in substantial flooding on- or off-site. 
In addition, the project applicant would incorporate BMPs, as described above to the 
greatest extent feasible. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

See also response 4-3 above. 
 

4-8 The environmental document addresses potential impacts of the proposed project not existing 
development. The behavior of College students off-campus is not considered an environmental 
impact because off-campus students are legal adults who have signed contracts with private 
landlords. While students are subject to college discipline for some kinds of off-campus behavior, 
Campus Safety officers do not have the legal authority to intervene off-campus. 

 
The Comment suggests more development of Sub-Area 3 in order to increase on-campus housing 
and amenities. However, other neighbors have identified development of Sub-Area 3 as an Area 
of Controversy for them. The Specific Plan includes development restrictions for Sub-Area 3 to 
protect nearby single-family neighborhoods from the impacts associated with campus 
development. 
 

4-9  Comments noted.  See also response to Comment 4-1 above. 
  

4-10   See response to Comment 4-5 and 4-6 above. 
 

4-11 Occidental College is committed to the maintenance of its historic campus. Mitigation measure 
3D.1 requires that, “All modification, restoration, and rehabilitation, and new construction, must 
conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines.” 
 

4-12 Comments noted. See p. 3G-21, Table 3G-2 for an analysis of how the project complies with the 
City’s Walkability Checklist. 
 

5. Neighbors c/o CANAL, B. Morgan Martin: Tony Aikhionbare, Ken Vaisbrot, David Lamb, 
Brenda Arson, Larry and Toni Larsen, Jack Arky, Denzic Xavier, Adam New, Justin 
Kovanis, Ron Shap, Juan Gonzalez, Rosemary Newson, Anne-Marie Golwell, Tim Norman, 
Sophie Wong, Craig Peters, Demesia Lboo, Montserrat Foutes, Alissa Newton, Maria 
Wiele, Karina Uranga, Jorge Rosoclo, Babette Miliel, Ernie Campas, Andy Jujan, W. W. 
Fletcher, Anita Preizler, Nayra Meza, Armando Soria, Dustin Mathews, Janette Gembitz, 
Jeff Post, Rosemary L. La, Steven Fionillo, Heidi Motzkus, Manuela D. Abejare, Joanne 
Walsh, Gonzales Ozon, Juan Carlos Whyte, Marisa Aguayo, Jerrid De Jesus, Jose F. 
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Acevedo, Lorraine Gandara, Armando Cordova, Samuel I. Saison, B. Morgan Martin, 
November 8, 2008 
 

5-1 Comment noted.  The City understands that the comments presented in this letter represent the 
views of all signatories to the letter.  
 

5-2 Commenter’s views will be forwarded to the decision-maker for their consideration in the 
entitlement process. 
 

5-3 The comment expresses an assertion that the open space in Subarea 3 of the proposed Specific 
Plan is perceived as a de-facto park that serves the community. Although the campus may have 
historically allowed the public to use the campus open space, it is important to note that the open 
space is privately owned by the College and is not a public park. The EIR describes the proposed 
changes to the Fiji Hill area; most of Subarea 3 will remain in its current undeveloped state. The 
commenter does not identify an error in the environmental analysis, a new or more severe 
environmental impact, or request additional information. Commenter’s views will be forwarded 
to the decision-maker for their consideration in the entitlement process. 
  

5-4 Figure 3C.1, p. 3C-2 of the Draft EIR provides a generalized vegetation map of the campus.  
Table 3C-1 p. 3C-3 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of habitat acreage on the eastern portion 
of the campus; 1.66 acres of disturbed coastal sage scrub are identified as being located in that 
part of the campus.  Coastal sage scrub is not itself protected, only its value as habitat for 
protected animals warrants evaluation of the environmental impacts of disturbing coastal sage 
scrub. All of Subarea 3, including the coastal sage scrub portions have been subject to repeated 
human intrusion, thereby lowering the likelihood of this sage scrub habitat serving as home to any 
protected species. Mitigation measures have been identified in the Draft EIR to address the 
possibility, however slight, of disturbing protected animal species. The following mitigation 
measures are identified in the EIR: 
 

Measure 3C.2: Despite the low probability of occurrence of the federally-threatened 
coastal California gnatcatcher, this species nevertheless could be present in Occidental’s 
disturbed coastal scrub habitat. If as a result of Measure 3C.1 it is determined that there is 
the potential for gnatcatcher to be present in the vicinity of any proposed construction 
activity, focused surveys to prove presence or absence shall be undertaken.  

Surveys shall follow the USFWS Coastal California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica 
californica) Presence/Absence Survey Guidelines (USWFS, 1997), which require a 
minimum of six breeding season surveys from March 25 through June 30, or a 
minimum of nine non-breeding season surveys from July 1 through March 14.  

Surveys shall be completed by permitted biologists where there is coastal sage scrub, 
alluvial fan scrub, chaparral, or intermixed or adjacent areas of grassland and riparian 
habitats, as well as in a 500-foot buffer area around this habitat. No more than 80 acres 
shall be surveyed per biologist per day. Results of focused surveys will be forwarded to 
the USFWS. If coastal California gnatcatcher nests are detected near or within 500 feet of 
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proposed construction activity, no disturbance will be allowed until all of the young have 
fledged or the nest fails. 
 

The commenter does not identify an error in the environmental analysis, a new or more severe 
environmental impact, or request additional information. Commenter’s views will be forwarded 
to the decision-maker for their consideration in the entitlement process. 
 

5-5 The Draft EIR addressed the commentator’s concern regarding the compatibility of multi-family 
faculty housing with the nearby neighborhood.  The Draft EIR includes the following analysis of 
potential multi-family housing (pp. 3A-12, 3A-13 and 3A-14 of the Draft EIR): 
 

If faculty staff housing were built on Building Opportunity Sites 3 and/or 5, it would not 
silhouette, and, the hillside would still be substantially visible from most vantage points, 
resulting in a less than significant impact to potentially significant scenic vistas in the 
project site vicinity. 
 . . . 
 
Public views of Fiji Hill from nearby public streets would be altered, particularly from 
Avenues 50 and 51, Eaton Street and Coringa Drive, which are closest to the existing 
open space area in Subarea 3, on the east side of the campus. Because of the hillside 
elevation, homes near the base of the hill could have their views of Fiji Hill obscured or 
eliminated. However, because of the Specific Plan’s landscaping requirements, views of 
the new residences would include new trees, and well-maintained landscaping. As noted 
in the Environmental Setting section above, Fiji Hill is not a designated scenic resource 
by either the City of Los Angeles or Los Angeles County, nor is it considered to be a 
scenic resource located with a scenic highway or street corridor. 
 . . . 
 
The Specific Plan development standards in each Subarea would ensure that each 
development on each building site is limited to development that is compatible with 
surrounding and adjacent buildings both on campus and off-campus. 

 
Specific Plan development standards applicable to multi-family housing that are intended to 
protect nearby homes include a maximum height of 45 feet on pads that are at a lower elevation 
than the nearest homes and a 15-foot setback from Townsend Avenue which itself is setback 100-
to-200 feet into campus.  
 
The EIR also includes the following mitigation measure to ensure compatibility of proposed 
development with the surrounding community: 
 

Measure 3A.1: Prior to submittal of building plans to the Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety, applicant shall obtain a Project Permit Compliance Review from the 
Director of City Planning or his/her designee as required by the Occidental College 
Specific Plan to ensure that the proposed building is consistent with the development 
standards and regulations of the Specific Plan. The Director (or designee) may request 
that the plans be reviewed by the City Planning Urban Design Studio and that the Design 
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Studio make recommendations to the Director regarding design compatibility with the 
adjacent community. 
 

The commenter does not identify an error in the environmental analysis, a new or more severe 
environmental impact, or request additional information. Commenter’s views will be forwarded 
to the decision-maker for their consideration in the entitlement process. 

 
5-6 The commenter expresses opposition to the possibility that a sports field is one possible use of 

BOS 5, but the comment provides no evidence that the environmental analysis of the possible 
uses of BOS 5 is inadequate.  As a premiere small liberal arts college competing with similar 
facilities across the nation for top students, provision of on-going adequate sporting facilities is 
important to the on-going success of Occidental College. No lighting of a sports field on BOS 5 
would be allowed (see Mitigation Measure 3A.7). 
 

5-7 The commenter expresses perceptions that Townsend Avenue is already at maximum capacity 
and expresses concerns regarding safety and accidents arising from traffic that might be added to 
Townsend Avenue by the proposed multi-family housing. 
 
In regards to added traffic, Townsend Avenue is not at maximum capacity. Through capacity for 
a street with Townsend Avenue’s characteristics is typically around 650 to 700 vehicles per hour 
(vph) per lane.  Counts conducted at the time of the traffic study indicate that Townsend Avenue 
carries approximately 420 vph northbound and 375 vph southbound during the AM peak hour and 
about 230 vph northbound and 355 vph southbound during the PM peak hour; all of these traffic 
volumes are less than the capacity of the road segment. Furthermore, as shown in Table 3J.3 in 
the Draft EIR, the maximum of 40 multi-family units are projected to generate 18 vehicle trips 
during the AM peak hour, and 22 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour.  This is roughly the 
equivalent of about one vehicle every three minutes on average and, based on City of Los 
Angeles criteria, would not be a significant increase in vehicle trips nor a significant adverse 
impact. 
 
In regards to accidents, the comment states that accidents occur at the location of the proposed 
multi-family housing driveway “at least twice per year.” Accident data from the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation indicates that, in the five-year period from April 1, 2003 to 
March 31, 2008, there were 14 accidents total along the 0.4-mile section of Townsend Avenue 
between Avenue 51 and Oak Grove Drive, an average of less than three per year.  Of these, only 
one accident occurred within 300 feet on either side of the proposed driveway location. A single 
accident within a five-year period is not statistically significant. The location of the proposed 
driveway access to the multi-family faculty/staff housing is at the crest of the hill on Townsend 
Avenue. Since it is at the crest of the hill, vehicles approaching on both northbound and 
southbound Townsend Avenue are just finishing an uphill climb and have not yet begun to 
accelerate on the downgrades on either side. Field observations indicate that vehicles approaching 
on Townsend Avenue would be visible to motorists exiting the residential driveway and vice 
versa.  Residential development along previously undeveloped streets and avenues tends to 
reduce unsafe driving by placing visible residential structures and lights along the roadway that 
alert drivers to the residential characteristic of the neighborhood. Finally, appropriate engineering 
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studies will be conducted at the time the access is designed to ensure that proper sight distance is 
provided.   
 
In regards to children living at the multi-family housing, off-street outdoor play areas will be 
provided as part of the multi-family housing. Also, at present there is no sidewalk along the south 
side of Townsend Avenue adjacent to the potential multi-family housing site. As part of 
development of the multi-family housing, a sidewalk will be installed along the south side of 
Townsend Avenue adjacent to the multi-family housing and easterly to the Occidental College 
property line to connect to the existing sidewalk. 
 
The following mitigation measure is added to further assure pedestrian safety, and that the 
sidewalk, curb cuts, and access design will be reviewed and approved or modified as necessary 
by the City as part of the Project Permit Compliance required for any new construction in the 
Specific Plan Area; 
 

Measure 3J.8:  Project design of multi-family housing shall include a sidewalk along the 
south side of Townsend Avenue adjacent to the multi-family housing and easterly to the 
Occidental College property line to connect to the existing sidewalk; in addition an 
outdoor play area shall be provided away from the street as part of the multi-family 
housing.  In addition, appropriate engineering studies will be conducted as part of the 
multi-family housing for any access from Townsend to ensure the access is designed to 
allow for proper sight distance. 

 
5-8 Section 10.A.1 of the Draft Specific Plan (Appendix A to the Draft EIR) provides that, if multi-

family housing is constructed in Subarea 3, access will be provided to Townsend Avenue and not 
to Avenue 50 or Eaton Street. The Draft EIR correctly states (see page 2-10) that no access would 
be permitted to Avenue 50 or Eaton Street from the campus or Townsend Avenue (except for a 
gated connection provided for use by emergency vehicles only).  If residential buildings are 
developed in Subarea 3, off-street parking would be provided for residential guests as part of the 
residential development (see response to Comment 6-2).  For this reason, the Draft EIR 
concluded that the project would not have a significant impact on Eaton Street (or, by extension, 
Avenue 51). 

 
Section 10.A.2 of the Draft Specific Plan has been revised to read as follows: 
 

Sports fields are permitted in Subarea 3. If a Project that includes a sports field is 
constructed in Subarea 3, then a vehicular access road internal to the Campus shall be 
developed from Coons Road to the sports facility with no access connection from the 
sport facility to Townsend Avenue, Avenue 50, or Eaton Street (except for a gated 
connection provided for use by emergency vehicles only).  A new internal pedestrian 
access way shall be developed in connection with any new Project within Subarea 3, 
connecting such Project to the internal network of pedestrian access ways that may then 
exist within the northern portion of Subarea 2 of the Campus.  If a Project includes the 
construction of a new sports field in Subarea 3, then such Project shall include the 
installation of new fencing in a location on the Campus proximate to N. Avenue 50 and 
Eaton Street.  The fencing shall be of a height, length and location, and may contain 
vehicular and pedestrian gates that will be locked, if necessary, on days that games (or 
other activities that are likely to cause persons using or visiting the sports field to park in 
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the adjacent community) are scheduled for the sports field.  In this way, the fencing will 
act as a barrier to both vehicular and pedestrian access from Eaton Street onto the 
Campus during periods of significant use of the sports field.  This fencing requirement is 
intended to minimize the potential for athletes, students, faculty or visitors who are using 
(or acting as spectators at) the new Project’s sports fields from parking vehicles in the 
residential neighborhood along N. Avenue 50 and Eaton Street and gaining direct 
pedestrian access from N. Avenue 50 and Eaton Street to such sport field.  Any fencing 
installed as a part of such Project may contain emergency access hardware on all 
pedestrian and vehicular access gates between the Campus and N. Avenue 50 and Eaton 
Street. 

 
As noted in the revised Draft Specific Plan (a Draft of the Specific Plan was included in 
Appendix A of the Draft EIR, the revised Draft is attached in Chapter 4 of this document), any 
new athletic field that may be developed in Subarea 3 will result in a new fence being installed.  
This fence design element will act as a barrier to both vehicular and pedestrian traffic between N. 
Avenue 50 and Eaton and the Campus for the purposes of using or visiting the new athletic field.  
Thus, any persons that may use the new athletic field (whether athlete, student or visitor) would 
need to park their vehicles either on the Campus or in available street parking surrounding the 
open boundaries of the Campus so that they could walk to the new athletic field. The Draft EIR 
concluded that traffic and parking impacts to Eaton Street would not be significant, because any 
new athletic field development in Subarea 3 would not result in any persons parking vehicles on 
N. Avenue 50 or on Eaton Street (as such persons could not exit their parked vehicles and access 
the Campus from N. Avenue 50 or Eaton Street). 

 
The following mitigation measure is added to the summary and traffic section of the EIR: 

 
Measure 3J.10:  Pedestrian access from N. Avenue 50 or Eaton Street to the sports field 
on BOS 5 shall be restricted through the gates in the fence that will be locked, if 
necessary, on days that games (or other activities that are likely to cause persons using or 
visiting the sports field to park in the adjacent community) are scheduled for the sports 
field.  If necessary to discourage persons from parking in the neighborhood and then 
walking onto the Campus to use or visit the sports field for the game or other activity, the 
gates in the fence would be locked for up to two hours before the scheduled start of the 
game or activity, during the game or activity, and for up to two hours after the end of the 
game or activity. 

 
5-9 The comment primarily refers to an existing condition of lights used on the campus.  The current 

lighting of the ball fields is permitted. Existing conditions are not considered environmental 
impacts, and the purpose of an EIR is to analyze impacts of the proposed project rather than any 
existing impacts. However, the comment implies that the neighborhood’s experience of light and 
glare from the current use of temporary lights provided some evidence that the lighting proposed 
as part of the project will result in similar light and glare impact experiences described in the 
comment. The Specific Plan contains only a lighting concept for the new playing fields, specific 
lights and associated watt ratings have not been identified. The existing “temporary” lights are 
problematic because of the inability to consistently and permanently control and set positioning to 
ensure that lights are always correctly positioned to minimize spill-over lighting. Temporary 
lights by their very nature must be set-up and positioned each time they are used, increasing the 
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possibility of positioning and brightness decisions temporarily impacting neighbors.  In part, this 
is why Occidental is seeking permanent lights that can be positioned and shielded to minimize 
impacts on the surrounding neighbors.  Permanent lighting can be fixed in position only after it is 
determined that they are properly positioned, screened, and brightness set to avoid impacts to 
neighbors.  Mitigation Measure 3A.6 identifies specific performance standards to ensure that 
permanent lighting is designed and installed to reduce to a less than significant level any impacts 
from lighting and glare.  
 
Detailed comments and responses on lighting impacts are presented in response to Letter 7, see 
responses 7-32 through 7-41 below. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3A.7 would not allow any lighting of a ball field on BOS 5. 
 

5-10 The potential impacts of the project were assessed by a biological consultant. As indicated on p. 
3-17 of the Draft EIR, potential impacts to biological resources (potential nesting birds, roosting 
bats, waters of the United States and protected trees) can be reduced to a level of less than 
significance by the extensive mitigation identified on pp. 3C-17 to 3C-21).  Independent review 
by City staff in coordination with staff of CDFG provides additional objectivity to the analysis 
that is presented in the Draft EIR.  In addition any corrections based on agency and public 
comments needed to ensure a thorough and adequate analysis will be made in this Final EIR.   
 
The EIR identifies mitigation measures that are required (such as pre-construction surveys for the 
presence of nests indicated in Measure 3C.1) as well as any additional measures deemed 
appropriate by the City as well as responsible and trustee agencies (such as CDFG).  These 
mitigation measures will be enforceable through a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
The comment contains no information or evidence that the evaluation of potential biota impacts 
or the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR are inadequate or in error. 
 

5-11 The comment includes allegations of prior conduct dating back six-to-nine years ago.  This Final 
EIR addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project, not past potential violations.  The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15125(a) indicates that the 
environmental setting should consist of a description of “the physical environmental conditions in 
the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published.”  CEQA 
does not address issues present prior to the NOP. The City will rigorously enforce the mitigation 
measures contained in the EIR. 
 
The Tree Survey included in Appendix C was performed by a registered consulting arborist.  The 
Tree Report indicates (p. 4), “[t]rees in this area are oaks, California sycamore, and black walnut. 
The largest and best trees are located near Coringa Drive and should be retained. The sycamores 
and black walnuts in this area appear to be sprout growth from stump cuts years ago.” 
 

Mitigation Measures 3C.10 through 3C.21 provide extensive measures to preserve and protect 
trees on the campus. These mitigation measures will be enforceable through a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
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The comment contains no information or evidence that the evaluation of potential biota impacts 
or the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR are inadequate or in error. 
 

5-12 The comment characterizes the proposed project as “unnecessary and destructive” yet provides no 
evidence that the environmental analysis is inadequate.  Commenter’s views will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their consideration in the entitlement process. 
 

5-13 Comments noted; see above specific responses. 
 

6. Viltis Januta, Mark Skiles; November 23, 2008 
 

6-1 The comment primarily regards existing conditions along Townsend Avenue.  The commenters 
note that the existing all-way stop intersections at Townsend Avenue/Avenue 51 and Townsend 
Avenue/Oak Grove Drive operate poorly during peak periods and express a concern that 
installing a new three-way stop at the proposed multi-family housing driveway onto Townsend 
Avenue (as suggested in Mitigation Measure 3J.4(b)) would exacerbate existing delays along 
Townsend Avenue and cause additional pass-through traffic through neighborhoods to the east of 
Townsend Avenue.  The comment also expresses a concern that the existing residential 
neighborhood to the east of Townsend Avenue is missing from the mapping in the Draft EIR, and 
that the Oak Grove Drive is mislabeled as Grove Drive in the Draft EIR. 

 
The omission of local residential streets to the east of Townsend Avenue/Avenue 51 from the 
mapping in the Draft EIR is not meant to imply that there are no existing residents on the hill east 
of Townsend Avenue. Figure 3J.1 in the traffic section of the Draft EIR omits numerous local 
streets for clarity. Showing these streets on Figure 3J.1 is not necessary to make the analysis in 
the Draft EIR clear or to provide adequate information for public review of the environmental 
impacts discussed in the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, the commenter is correct that there are 
residential streets east of Townsend Avenue.  In regards to Oak Grove Drive, in Measure 3J.4 
part b. (in both the Executive Summary and the Traffic section, pp. ES-24 and 3J-21 of the Draft 
EIR), the reference to Townsend Avenue/Grove Drive is changed to Townsend Avenue/Oak 
Grove Drive.   
 
The project would not add a significant amount of traffic to Townsend Avenue.  As shown in 
Table 3J.3 in the Draft EIR, the multi-family units are projected to generate 18 vehicle trips 
during the AM peak hour and 22 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour, or roughly one vehicle 
every three minutes on average. The intersection of the multi-family access and Townsend 
Avenue is projected in the Draft EIR to operate at a good level of service (LOS) B during the AM 
and PM peak hours if a three-way stop were to be implemented with average delays of between 
10 and 15 seconds per vehicle. 
 
Nevertheless, the commenters’ opinion that Mitigation Measure 3J.4(a) is preferable to 3J.4(b) is 
noted and will be relayed to decisionmakers. Appropriate engineering studies will be conducted at 
the time the access is designed to ensure that proper sight distance is provided (see Mitigation 
Measure 3J.8). 
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In regards to existing problems with traffic passing through residential neighborhoods east of 
Townsend Avenue, the City of Los Angeles has a neighborhood traffic management process in 
place that includes a number of specific steps.  In the event that neighbors are concerned with the 
pass-through traffic, they may petition LADOT for a neighborhood traffic study.  If LADOT staff 
concurs that pass-through traffic is a problem, LADOT staff will work with the neighbors to 
identify traffic calming/traffic management improvements that would address the traffic problem.  
If the neighbors agree that the suggested solutions are workable, the improvements are installed 
on a trial basis.  Once the improvements have been in place for a sufficient trial (usually six 
months), the neighbors are asked if they want the improvements to be installed on a permanent 
basis.  If a sufficient number of neighbors approve, the improvements are installed permanently. 
 

6-2 The commenter correctly notes that Mitigation Measure 3J.5 in the Draft EIR does not specify a 
number of parking spaces.  The required parking is stated as a ratio because development under 
the proposed Specific Plan establishes a maximum amount of development, since the exact 
development cannot be known.  Development is subject to the availability of adequate funds and 
academic priorities.  Consequently, a parking ratio rather than a specific number of spaces is 
appropriate. The mitigation measure does provide, however, that sufficient off-street parking be 
provided for both resident and guest vehicles. The Specific Plan has been refined since 
publication of the Draft EIR (see Chapter 4 to this document) and the parking section has 
changed. 
 
The comment raises a concern that two spaces per single-family unit are not sufficient to 
accommodate residents plus guests, delivery vehicles, or emergency vehicles.  The comment also 
raises the broader issue of parking for new residential units that may be developed within the 
Specific Plan Area.  The City’s public policy for increased environmental sensitivity in new 
development includes a trend to discourage over-parking residential uses.  New single family 
homes and multi-family residential buildings to be located in Subarea 3 will be subject to Section 
12.21.A(4) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code;  That code section provides in pertinent part that 
new single-family dwelling units must provide two parking spaces per unit and that new multi-
family dwelling units must provide: (a) one parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three 
habitable rooms; (b) one and one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable 
rooms, and (c) two parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms.  
The City's parking ratios for faculty housing are anticipated to accommodate a family of two 
adults and any guests that may visit. Furthermore, faculty members residing on-campus in Sub 
Area 3 may need fewer parking spaces than would a typical resident in a multi-family building, 
because at least one adult will be a faculty member and will be both living and working on-
campus.   
 
With regard to emergency access, the City requires that, prior to constructing any building, the 
plans for such building must be reviewed and approved by both the Los Angeles Police 
Department (LAPD) and Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) for emergency access.  This 
compliance procedure will be assured through the Building and Safety plan check process for any 
new building on campus.  With regard to delivery loading and unloading of vehicles, in order to 
confirm that adequate parking is available for all delivery vehicles that may be providing 
deliveries to new multi-family residential buildings on campus, Occidental College has 
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volunteered mitigation Measure 3J.9, below. 

The following measure is added to the Transportation section (and Summary): 

Measure 3J.9:  The plans for any new multi-family residential buildings shall 
provide one short-term parking space (located reasonably proximate to such multi-
family residential building) for each thirty dwelling units contained in such building.  

 
7. Community Against Noise and Lights; B. Morgan Martin, President, November 18, 2008 

 
7-1 Comments noted. The commenter briefly summarizes its recollections of a previous Conditional 

Use Permit (CUP) request for development on BOS 3 and 5 and the commenter’s previous 
opposition. This comment does not raise or respond to environmental impacts of the proposed 
project.  Commenter’s views will be forwarded to the decision-maker for their consideration in 
the entitlement process. 
 

7-2 Comments noted. The commenter provides a general summary and context for the comments 
below. Commenter’s views will be forwarded to the decision-maker for their consideration in the 
entitlement process.  See specific responses below. 
 

7-3 With respect to the soccer field and multi-use field, the comment concerns an existing condition, 
not an impact attributable to the proposed project. Contrary to the scenario presented in the 
comment, nighttime noise is already generated by use of the soccer field and multi-use field since 
these facilities are equipped with temporary lights for nighttime activity.  Temporary lights are 
now used for nighttime practice activities.  New, permanent lights will accommodate nighttime 
games as well as practice activities.  
 
See Response 7-9 below regarding changes in use of Anderson Field, the upper and lower soccer 
fields and use of any field in BOS 5.  The noise levels associated with evening use of Anderson 
Field are anticipated to be similar to day-time noise levels at this field and evening noise levels at 
the other sports fields, as more fully discussed below. 
 
Noise associated with sports activities varies considerably from sport to sport and game to game.   
It is therefore very difficult to characterize an average noise level associated with use of sports 
fields.  Routine games with few to no fans can be relatively quiet with just a few players calling 
out to each other. Some teams are more vocal and have louder interactions. With a small number 
of fans, audience noise also can be relatively quiet, but again can vary depending on the game and 
opposing team. It is the individual yells from players and any calls of encouragement from the 
audience/fans, as well as whistles and horns used by referees, and use of any Public Address (PA) 
system that are the most distinctive features of noise associated with sports and these are the 
noises that neighbors would hear and could find disturbing.  Audience and player conversations 
during the game can add to a background “buzz” of activity.  However, the time-averaged noise 
level associated with most sports undertaken on small college campuses and at high schools 
(especially where significant numbers of fans are not anticipated) is not usually considered 
disturbing to neighbors. Active open space here people can exercise and play sports is a common 
(and desirable to many) part of urban communities. Anderson field has bleachers capable of 
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seating about 100 people.  Similarly, any sports field on BOS 5 would have bleachers capable of 
seating about 100 spectators. Maximum fan attendance at the new sports field on BOS 5 is 
anticipated to be no more than 50 people, and 100 people at Anderson (with as many as 130 for 
night games.) 
 
As indicated in the   EIR, operational noise levels are normally analyzed based on time-averaged 
data.  For land use compatibility purposes, noise averaged over a 24-hour period is generally used 
to characterize noise levels (see page 3H-1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the noise 
descriptors CNEL and DNL).  Sports games typically last two or three hours with (as noted 
above) noise levels varying substantially over that time.  However, these noise events are of short 
duration compared to the whole day and make little difference to the noise level as averaged over 
the entire 24-hour day. 
 
The following is added to p. 3H-13, after the first (partial) paragraph before the subheading 
‘Groundborne Vibration.’ 
 

Existing noise levels along Avenue 50 and Coringa Drive are low (i.e. 47 dBA to 50 dBA 
from 3:00 pm to 3:30 pm) and are less than along Campus Drive (58 dBA).  Therefore, 
residents along these streets (up to 10 homes along Coringa, two of which are owned by 
the College and two of which have exterior decks that front Anderson Field, and 
approximately 6 homes along N. Avenue 50) are more sensitive to potential increases in 
noise, having less prior experience of noise. 
 
Noise measurements of informal soccer practice (taken on the upper multi-use field 
January 28, 2009) indicate time averaged (over 5 to 10 minutes) noise levels of about 51 
dBA (approximately 3 dBA greater than ambient) at 50 feet from the players.  In general 
this modest level of noise is not a significant increase above the ambient noise level.  
However, occasional, louder calls from players and fans could be disturbing to residents 
relaxing in gardens immediately adjacent to play (e.g. along N. Avenue 50 adjacent to a 
potential field on BOS 5).  Currently, soccer practice at night on the lower soccer field 
(about 20 nights per year) requires the use of generators to power the six sets of 
temporary lights; this noise would be eliminated with permanent lighting on the lower 
socccer field.  Generator powered lights on the upper soccer/multi-use field will continue 
as at present to be used for nighttime sport activities of various types.   
 
Noise measurements of noise levels of a baseball game (approximately 30 to 50 fans) on 
Anderson Field (taken January 30, 2009) indicated time averaged (over 5 minute periods)  
noise levels of 58.1 dBA to 61.7 dBA at 50 feet from the player’s dugout, fans, public 
address speakers and home plate.  Measured along Coringa Drive and about 250 feet 
from home plate time averaged (5 minute) noise levels ranged from 49.5 dBA (during a 
period of no activity on the field) to 53.7 dBA.  Peak noise levels (crowd cheers, metal bat 
hitting ball) reached 67.3 dBA.  The public address system was in general less audible 
than individual players and the fans/team members cheering. 
 
With simultaneous play on the lower soccer field and Anderson Field, people in gardens 
on Coringa (two homes have exterior decks that overlook Anderson Field – 10 to 13 feet 
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above the grade of Coringa Drive) would be able to hear play on both fields.  The noise 
levels resulting from play on the lower soccer field would average approximately 55 dBA 
(measured at 100 feet from the field and 300 feet from the bleachers – a conservative 
estimate).  The noise levels resulting from play on Anderson Field are anticipated to 
average 55 dBA at the property line of homes on Coringa (also a conservative estimate 
given measurements).  The resultant additive effect of simultaneous play on both fields 
would be a combined noise level of 58 dBA for short periods of time and this peak noise 
level would be experienced at up to 10 homes.  Similarly, noise levels resulting from 
practice on the upper soccer field combined with noise levels resulting from simultaneous 
play on both the lower soccer field and Anderson Field would likely result in a combined 
noise level of 59 dBA for short periods of time and this peak noise level would be 
experienced at up to 5 homes.  The typical ambient noise levels along Coringa are 45 dBA 
to 50 dbA, when no activity is occurring on any of the sports fields.  As described above, 
the existing noise levels from play on either the lower soccer field or Anderson Field is 
anticipated to average 55 dBA at homes along Coringa Drive.  As further discussed 
above, the combined noise level of simultaneous play on both fields would be 58 dBA 
(compared to 55 dBA with play on one field alone).     Therefore, the possible net increase 
in peak noise for between 5 and 10 homes on Coringa that could result from the combined 
noise sources of play on two fields at once would be approximately 3 dBA above that for 
play on a single field, and that for short periods of time. 
 
Generally a difference in noise level of 3 dBA is not perceptible to the average human ear, 
so the incremental increase in noise above the noise level that occurs from the existing use 
of the campus resulting from simultaneous play on several fields would not be substantial.  
The number of disturbing noises (calls to team mates, crowd noise) would be greater and 
could be annoying to some residents who are in their gardens in the evenings, especially 
the two homes on Coringa with decks that overlook Anderson Field. 
 
Observed instantaneous peak noise levels (i.e. not sustained or time-averaged noise levels) 
at 50 feet from typical noise sources associated with sports are as follows:  use of public 
address system -- 55 dBA to 68 dBA; metal bats hitting balls – 63 dBA to 75.3 dBA; fans 
cheering 64 dBA.  Use of an air horn (as required by the NCAA rules to signal end of 
play) could reach 105 dBA.  Point source noise levels decrease 6 dBA for every doubling 
of distance.  So at 200 feet from a point noise source, noise levels would decrease 12 dBA 
compared to noise at 50 feet.   
 
Noise inside homes would be 15 dBA less than exterior noise levels with windows open 
and 25 dBA less with windows closed.  Therefore, other than the occasional loud voice, 
people inside homes with windows closed would not be able to hear sports activities, on 
sports fields, even when there would be simultaneous play on multiple fields.  People in 
homes on N. Avenue 50 with open windows would be able to hear the occasional shout 
and whistles from play on any sports field at BOS 5, and other particularly loud noises, 
but the noise generated by the games would not be expected to significantly affect daily 
time averaged noise levels (CNEL) that are typically used as a guide to assess noise 
impacts.   Similarly, residents on Coringa Drive would be able to hear play on the soccer 
fields and Anderson Field, especially individual loud noises (individual calls, cheers, bat 
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hitting balls, air horn at the end of play, whistles), during the evening hours, which is later 
than such noises are occurring now.  However, the noise generated by the games would 
not substantially affect daily time averaged noise levels (CNEL) for residents on Coringa 
Drive. 
 

See response 7-9 below regarding changes in use of Anderson Field and the soccer fields and 
anticipated use of any sports field at BOS 5. 
 
The comment provides no evidence of a significant noise impact arising from the development of 
BOS 5 as an athletic field, so CEQA prohibits the Lead Agency from imposing a mitigation 
measure.  However, Occidental College has volunteered Mitigation Measure 3H.8 (to be added to 
the Noise Section and Summary), below, to be adopted at the option of the affected 
neighborhood.  This mitigation measure is made available, if desired by the neighborhood, to 
further ensure that noise impacts remain less-than-significant.   
 

Measure 3H.8:  At the option of the neighbors along N. Avenue 50 that border BOS 5, 
and subject to the review and approval of the City, if an athletic field is constructed on 
BOS 5, Occidental College will also construct an eight-foot tall wall, appropriately 
landscaped, along the field or along that portion of the field where spectators would be 
located, that would block line of sight between the neighbors’ homes and the location of 
spectators and reduce noise levels measured at the exterior wall of such residences by 8 
to 10 dBA. 

 
Mitigation Measure 3H.8 is added to the summary and Noise section of the EIR. However, such 
walls could block private views of the campus that are otherwise desirable to residents.  These 
views are not public views or scenic vistas. Blocking them will not result in significant 
environmental impacts, but blocking them may be an undesirable result to some if the 
neighborhood elects to cause Occidental to implement Mitigation Measure 3H.8.   
 
Occidental College has been located on the project site since 1914 (the property was purchased in 
1910).  Proposed changes, and associated noise levels, are consistent with existing use of the 
campus. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15125(a) 
indicates that the environmental setting should consist of a description of “the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published.” Noise in the project area is generally described on pp. 3H-2 and 3H-4 
of the Draft EIR. Additional information on existing noise levels is added in this Final EIR (see 
above and the Corrections and Additions section of this Final EIR).  Changes to the location of 
sports facilities/lighting (BOS 5 as a possible daytime limited sports field and Anderson Field 
lighting and evening use) would increase noise adjacent to these facilities.  However, the noise 
level adjacent to these facilities would not be substantially different from noise levels experienced 
adjacent to other sports facilities elsewhere on-campus (e.g., adjacent to Patterson Field and on 
Campus Road adjacent to the tennis facilities). 
 

7-4 The EIR uses applicable data from the 2001 study that are relevant to the Specific Plan; the 2001 
analysis was based on a specific project rather than the Specific Plan which does not propose 
specific building projects but sets building standards and land use limitations within the Specific 
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Plan Area. Therefore, potential impacts are more-appropriately mitigated through performance 
standards which will be applied to all future projects.   
 
The EIR analyzes impacts of the project not impacts of existing activities.  No change in activities 
at the upper or lower soccer fields is anticipated.  New activity at BOS 5 and evening games at 
Anderson Filed are the only new activities.  See specific responses below. 
 

7-5 The comment refers to the previous Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) not the current EIR. 
Nonetheless, see response 7-3 regarding characterization of noise levels; the existing activities at 
the school are part of the existing conditions. The college has been part of the community for 
nearly 100 years; Patterson Field, built in 1916 and lighted in 1949, is the oldest collegiate 
football and track and field stadium in Los Angeles. Sports facilities are an integral part of any 
college campus.  Schools and colleges are frequently located in residential areas (Caltech, Santa 
Monica Community College, UCR, Pasadena College of Design, Mount Saint Mary’s); the noise 
associated with sports activities associated with schools, small college campuses, and  community 
recreational facilities (as opposed to special events) is part of the background noise of most 
communities.  As indicated above, CEQA requires that the analysis of noise address potential 
impacts associated with a proposed project, not any impacts that existing activities may have. 
Noise in the project area is generally described on pp. 3H-2 and 3H-4 of the Draft EIR.  
Mitigation to address project noise impacts is included on p. 3H-14 (two additional measures – 
3H.8 and 3H.9 are added in this Final EIR, see the Corrections and Additions Section of this Final 
EIR).  The comment does not identify a flaw in the environmental analysis presented in the Draft 
EIR on pp. 3H-9 to 3H-14; additional information on existing noise levels and project impacts is 
provided in Response 7-3 above. 
 
Section 112.04 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code applies to machinery and equipment. 
 
No specific noise thresholds are provided for noise associated with human voices, except for 
Article 6 of the Noise Regulation, which makes it "unlawful for any person to willfully make or 
continue, or cause to be made or continued, any loud, unnecessary, and unusual noise which 
disturbs the peace or quiet of any neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any 
reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the area." The Noise Regulation does not 
provide any definition of "loud" noise. 
 
As indicated in the EIR, a daytime restricted ball field is one option for BOS 5. 
 

7-6 See above responses 7-1 through 7-5 regarding noise levels in the vicinity of the college.  The 
comment expresses an opinion and a conclusion and characterizes as a “Ball Field” what the 
Draft EIR describes as the possibility that BOS 5 may be developed as a daytime-restricted sports 
field. 
 

7-7 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the impacts of multi-family faculty 
housing on BOSs 1, 2, 3, and 5. This is incorrect. See Response 5-5 above regarding aesthetic 
impacts of the proposed multi-family housing.  See also page 3B-18 of the Draft EIR for a 
discussion of air quality impacts associated with soil excavation at BOS 5. Throughout the EIR, 
the analyses address development on the campus as a whole rather than BOS by BOS.  For 
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example, in the discussion of construction noise, the EIR indicates that, “[i]n some areas within 
the project area, construction and grading may occur directly adjacent to residences.”  Noise 
levels for different construction activities are given for different distances from the construction 
activity, since homes are located all around the campus. 

 
7-8 As discussed in the above responses, the current EIR addresses the currently proposed Specific 

Plan and provides mitigation measures for future development on the existing site; it is not the 
intention of the EIR to analyze the impacts of the previously proposed project or already existing 
conditions. 
 

7-9 The comment refers to the previous MND not the current EIR. Anderson Field is an existing use 
on campus. Nighttime activities occur regularly on the upper and lower soccer fields immediately 
north of Anderson Field with the use of generator-powered temporary lights.  In addition to the 
possible addition of a new sports field in BOS 5 and evening use of Anderson Field, the only 
other change related to nighttime use of sports fields proposed in the Specific Plan is the 
installation of permanent lighting on the lower (and possibly upper) soccer field(s).  Nighttime 
noise generated from activities on the existing soccer fields is an existing condition.  The 
environmental document addresses potential impacts of the proposed project not existing 
conditions. With the addition of night lighting at Anderson Field it is anticipated that the 
following changes in activity would occur: 
 

• In general, Anderson Field is anticipated to be used approximately 9 nights during the 
fall, 84 nights during the spring and 24 nights during the summer (for a total of about 117 
nights). These estimates are subject to changes in game schedules created by the 
conference, including number of home games, as well as delays, cancellations and 
rescheduling due to weather. 

• Six hours per week for three weeks in November-December for off-season baseball 
practices;  

• Maximum of 18 hours per week (practices 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m., and games 7 p.m. or 8 
p.m. to 10 p.m. or 11 p.m.), six days per week, mid-January to first week of May for 
regular baseball season;  

• Maximum of 10 hours per week, June-July (8 weeks) for college summer league.  
 
Regarding the soccer and multi-use fields: 
 
At present, soccer practices on the lower soccer field are currently held during evening hours 
during standard time (the new permanent lights on the lower field would not require generators 
and the noise associated with use of six generators would be eliminated).  The noise analysis in 
the Draft EIR does not consider as an impact, noise from existing activities which are part of the 
existing conditions (including practices, both day and night).  With the addition of permanent 
lights, some home games would be played at night on the lower soccer field.  There would be no 
increase in the number of practices or home games; however, home games would now be possible 
at night.  Intercollegiate soccer games cannot be played on the upper field, as it is not large 
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enough to meet NCAA regulations. No increase in the number of home games is anticipated on 
the soccer fields; however, due to improved lighting these games may now occur during evening 
hours (currently practice only – with associated generator noise -- occurs during evening hours).  
Crowd size is not anticipated to change substantially; the associated noise may therefore extend 
later than at present, however it is likely that games will displace practice sessions and that the 
noise from the anticipated 50 or fewer people would be less than the generators that currently 
power the lights for the practice sessions. The new lights would also  be used as at present for the 
existing summer soccer youth camps (which currently use the generator-powered temporary 
lights), up to two hours per night, four nights per week from mid-June to mid-August. 
 
Activity at a new sports field on BOS 5 is anticipated to include: 
 

• Six hours spread over three days per week for three weeks in the fall, during afternoon 
daylight hours;  

• Six days per week, for an approximate total of 15 hours between 11 a.m. and 5 p.m., mid-
January to first week of May;  

• Up to four days a week, approximately two hours a day, from mid-May through August 
for the summer employee slo-pitch softball league. 

See response 7-3 for a potential measure that the College could undertake to reduce noise levels 
adjacent to BOS 5. 
 

7-10 The comment refers to the previous MND, and the current EIR. However, see response 7-9 
regarding the existing conditions of daytime use of the existing sports fields and how they are 
expected to change.  As indicated above, CEQA requires that the analysis of noise address 
potential impacts associated with a proposed project, not any impacts that existing activities may 
have.  The only new daytime activities would be on BOS 5.  See above responses regarding 
activities on BOS 5 and potential mitigation.  The City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance limits 
activities that could disturb the peace, for example amplified sound, loud and raucous noise; the 
noise ordinance takes in to account the need to consider hour, place and nature of the noise, and 
other circumstances.  

   
7-11 The comment refers to the previous MND, and states there is a flaw in the EIR in that none of the 

mitigation measures included in the MND are part of the Draft EIR, nor does the Draft EIR 
address the issues of the MND.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
section 15125(a) indicates that the environmental setting should consist of a description of “the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice 
of preparation is published.”  CEQA does not address issues present prior to the NOP. 
Nonetheless, see response 7-3 for a discussion of the potential noise impacts that may be 
generated by a new sports field on BOS 5 and a potential measure that the College could 
undertake to reduce noise levels adjacent to such new sports field.  Occidental College currently 
uses a portable public address system for sports games (other than on Patterson Field) and the use 
of public address systems is an existing condition. Public address systems will continue to be 
used as they now are used on Anderson Field. Mitigation measure 3A.7 prohibits the use of any 
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lighting of any sports field on BOS 5 and thus its use would be limited to daytime hours and thus 
any public address system would only be used during daylight hours . 
  

7-12 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR. Nonetheless, response 7-3 
addresses the issue of multiple sports fields being used simultaneously.  As discussed in response 
7-3, there are current conditions on the campus that result in simultaneous use of sports fields.  
The noise analysis in the Draft EIR does not consider the impact of noise from existing activities.  
The only potential for additional overlapping sport field activities in excess of the current 
conditions would be: (a) additional simultaneous nighttime activities at Anderson Field and other 
existing sports fields (but not a new sports field on BOS 5 – which would be restricted to daytime 
use); and (b) simultaneous daytime activities on any of the existing sports fields and on a new 
sports field on BOS 5.  Currently, there is overlapping use on the lower soccer field and upper 
multi-use/soccer field six days and four nights per week in the fall (September through early 
December), and two days and four nights per week in the spring (mid-January through early 
May). This activity could overlap with new nighttime use of Anderson Field six nights a week for 
three weeks in November-December; five nights per week, mid-January through the first week of 
May; three nights per week from mid-June through July.  The daytime use of a new sports field at 
BOS 5 could overlap with use of the other fields six days a week from mid-January to early May; 
three weeks in November-December; four days a week from June through August.  
 
As discussed above, noise levels associated with sporting events vary considerably from sport to 
sport and game to game.  With multiple use of adjacent fields, neighbors would perceive the 
additional sources but the noise levels would not substantially increase compared to the use of 
only the closest field.  See, in particular, response 7-3 above. 
 

7-13 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR.  Nonetheless, the soft ball field 
discussed in the MND from 2001 is no longer specifically proposed.  The College only generally 
has identified a potential sports field at BOS 5.  See responses 7-3 and 7-5 regarding noise levels 
on adjacent properties. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 
15125(a) indicates that the environmental setting should consist of a description of “the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published.”  CEQA does not address issues present prior to the NOP. 
 

7-14 The comment refers to the previous MND not the current EIR.  See responses 7-3 and 7-5 
regarding noise levels on adjacent properties. 
 

7-15 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR.  The current Specific Plan would 
not result in changes in activity patterns at the soccer field or multi-use field.  The noise analysis 
in the DEIR does not consider the impact of noise from existing activities.   See response 7-3 and 
7-9 above regarding activities and noise at BOS 5 and changes in activities and noise at Anderson 
Field. 
 

7-16 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR. See response 7-3 and 7-9 above 
regarding activities and noise at BOS 5 and changes in activities and noise at Anderson Field. 
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7-17 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR. See response 7-3 and 7-9 above 
regarding activities and noise at BOS 5 and changes in activities and noise at Anderson Field.  
The comment incorrectly states that all games and practices have occurred during the day.  See 
responses 7-2 and 7-5 regarding the existing uses of the campus.  The EIR indicates that crowds 
of no more than 50 people could be expected to attend games at any sports field on BOS 5.  There 
would be no games at night on BOS 5. See response 7-3 regarding changes in noise levels 
anticipated adjacent to Anderson Field as a result of adding lighting. 
 

7-18 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR. The presence of a solid surface 
adjacent to a noise source can result in noise reflection, however, “soft surfaces” such as 
landscaping tend to reduce reflected noise. 
 
The following measure is added to the Noise section (and Summary): 
 

Measure 3H.9:  If BOS 5 is developed as a sports field, Occidental College shall ensure 
that the slopes of Fiji Hill (including any cut faces created as a result of constructing the 
field) that face the sports field are landscaped in such a way as to minimize noise 
reflection (i.e. no “hard” surfaces such as concrete shall remain).  

 
7-19 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR. There was no reference to “Club” 

games in the EIR.  The existing sports fields on the Campus are currently used for some “Club” 
sports, and these are thus existing activities.  The noise analysis in the Draft EIR does not 
consider the impact of noise from existing activities.  See response 7-3 regarding noise levels 
adjacent to BOS 5 and Anderson Field.  Any additional “Club” sports activity that may occur on 
the sports fields, either day or night, are considered in the noise analysis, as described in response 
7-9 regarding changes in activity levels at Anderson Field, the upper and lower soccer fields and 
anticipated activity at any sports field on BOS 5.   
 

7-20 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR. The EIR includes noise 
measurements taken from the 2001 study.  Recent noise measurements taken along Avenue 50 
and along Coringa Drive confirm ambient noise levels of 47 dBA to 50 dBA during the afternoon 
(3:00 p.m to 3:30 p.m.). These ambient noise levels are consistent with the City noise ordinance 
that presumes daytime noise levels of 50 dBA in residential areas. Campus Road is a well-
travelled street and a noise level of 59 dBA is consistent with traffic levels experienced on that 
street. See response 7-3 above for a discussion of noise levels from sports activities along N. 
Avenue 50 and Coringa Drive. 
 

7-21 The comment refers to the previous MND not the current EIR.  See responses 7-3, 7-5 and 7-9 
regarding potential changes in sports field activities and associated noise levels. 
 

7-22 With 1,800 students, Occidental College is a very small college. In size it is more similar to a 
high school.  Many high schools are located in residential areas; their sports field experience 
similar activities to those on the Occidental College Campus. Many small college campuses are in 
residential areas (Caltech, Mount Saint Mary’s, LMU, etc). The commenter does not identify the 
environmental impact intended to be reduced, stating generally that construction “at BOS 1, 2, 3 
and 5, as well as lighting proposed for the various playing fields would dramatically change the 
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environment.”  However, the comment appears to regard both noise and the potential effects of 
lighting.  See responses 7-3 and 7-5 regarding noise levels on adjacent properties.  See responses 
5-9 and 7-9 above, and responses 7-32 to 7-40 below regarding lighting effects on adjacent 
properties.        
 

7-23 Occidental College uses a portable public address system for sports games (other than on 
Patterson Field); this system would only be used during daylight hours on any field on BOS 5 and 
in the same manner now used on Anderson Field and other sports fields on the campus.  See 
Response 7-3 above for a discussion of noise levels associated with sports activities, including 
use of a public address system. 
 

7-24 An average noise level of 52 dBA is typical of a residential area.  As noted above, the Noise 
Ordinance assumes a daytime noise level of 50 dBA in residential areas.  As discussed in 
response 7-3 there are a number of different ways to describe noise.  The average of 52 dBA 
identified in the Draft EIR was intended to give a general summary of the noise readings shown 
in Table 3H-1, that give a “snapshot” of noise levels for locations around the campus.  Recent 
noise readings were taken on N. Avenue 50 and Coringa Drive that show ambient noise levels on 
these streets to be 47 dBA to 50 dBA .  See response 7-3 for a more detailed discussion of noise 
levels considered in the Draft EIR. 
 

7-25 The commenter summarizes his assertions about noise as serious deficiencies in the Draft EIR 
that cannot be mitigated.  The comment provides no substantial evidence that the proposed 
project will result in significant noise impacts compared to existing conditions.  With regard to 
project alternatives, the comment expresses an opinion as to which alternative CANAL would 
prefer.  The alternatives analysis required by CEQA is intended to identify project alternatives 
that substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of the project.  The comment assumes 
that the No Development in Sub Area 3 alternative should be adopted to avoid perceived noise 
impacts.  However, as already stated, no substantial evidence suggests that the proposed project 
will result in significant noise impacts compared to existing conditions.  Nevertheless, this 
opinion will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 
 

7-26 This comment restates portions of the Draft EIR regarding proposed uses in BOS 1, 2, 3 and 5, 
setting the stage for subsequent Comments 7-27, 7-28 and 7-29.  No response is necessary. 
 

7-27 Section 10.A.1 of the Draft Specific Plan (Appendix A to the Draft EIR, the revised version is 
included in Chapter 4 of this document) provides that, if multi-family housing is constructed in 
Subarea 3, vehicular access will be provided to Townsend Avenue and not to Avenue 50 or Eaton 
Street.  No vehicular access connection would be permitted to Avenue 50 or Eaton Street (except 
for a gated connection provided for use by emergency vehicles only).  If either single-family or 
multi-family dwellings are developed in Subarea 3, off-street parking would be provided for 
residential guests as part of the residential development (see response 6-2).  The City parking 
requirements for new residential construction (including required guest spaces) set forth in Los 
Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.21.A will apply to all new single-family residences and 
multi-family residential buildings that are developed in Subarea 3 (See Section 4.C(f) of the 
revised Specific Plan included in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR).  
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Section 10.A.2 of the Draft Specific Plan includes the following text: 
 
“If a Project that includes a sports field is constructed in Sub-Area 3, then a vehicular 
access road internal to the Campus shall be developed from Coons Road to the sports 
facility with no access connection from the sport facility to Townsend Avenue, Avenue 
50, or Eaton Street (except for a gated connection provided for use by emergency 
vehicles only).  A new internal pedestrian access way shall be developed in connection 
with any new Project within Sub-Area 3, connecting such Project to the internal network 
of pedestrian access ways that may then exist within the northern portion of Sub-Area 2 
of the Campus.  If a Project includes the construction of a new sports field in Sub-Area 3, 
then such Project shall include the installation of new fencing in a location on the 
Campus proximate to N. Avenue 50 and Eaton Street.  The fencing shall be of a height, 
length and location, and may contain vehicular and pedestrian gates that remain locked 
will be locked, if necessary, on days that games (or other activities that are likely to cause 
persons using or visiting the sports field to park in the adjacent community) are scheduled 
for the sports field.  In this way, as necessary, so that the fencing will act as a barrier to 
both vehicular and pedestrian access from Eaton Street onto the Campus during periods 
of significant use of the sports field.  This fencing requirement is intended to minimize 
the potential for athletes, students, faculty or visitors who are using (or acting as 
spectators at) the new Project’s sports fields from parking vehicles in the residential 
neighborhood along N. Avenue 50 and Eaton Street and gaining direct pedestrian access 
from N. Avenue 50 or Eaton Street to such sports field.  Any fencing installed as a part of 
such a Project may contain emergency access hardware on all pedestrian and vehicular 
access gates between the Campus and N. Avenue 50 and Eaton Street.” 

 
As noted in the Draft Specific Plan, therefore, the fencing is to be designed as a barrier to both 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic.  If sports fields are developed, users of, and visitors to, the fields 
would thus need to park on campus.  With no vehicle or pedestrian access from Eaton Street or N. 
Avenue 50, the Draft EIR concluded that traffic and parking impacts to Eaton Street would not be 
significant. 
  

7-28 See response to Comment 7-27. 
 

7-29 The commenter expresses concerns regarding accidents at the proposed driveway access location 
for the proposed multi-family housing, traffic added by the proposed multi-family housing to 
Townsend Avenue, and additional delays for traffic on Townsend Avenue if a new three-way 
stop is installed at the proposed multi-family housing driveway as suggested in Mitigation 
Measure 3J.4(b). 

 
In regards to accidents, the comment states that accidents routinely occur in the immediate area of 
the location of the proposed multi-family housing driveway. Accident data from the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation indicates that, in the five-year period from April 1, 2003 to 
March 31, 2008, there were a total of 14 accidents along the 0.4-mile section of Townsend 
Avenue between Avenue 51 and Oak Grove Drive, an average of less than three pear year.  Of 
these 14 accidents, only one accident occurred within 300 feet on either side of the proposed 
driveway location.  A single accident within a five-year period is not statistically significant.  The 
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location of the proposed driveway to the multi-family faculty/staff housing is at the crest of the 
hill on Townsend Avenue.  Since it is at the crest of the hill, vehicles approaching on both 
northbound and southbound Townsend Avenue are just finishing an uphill climb and have not yet 
begun to accelerate on the downgrades on either side.  Field observations indicate that vehicles 
approaching on Townsend Avenue would be visible to motorists exiting the driveway and vice 
versa.  Appropriate engineering studies will be conducted at the time the access is designed, to 
ensure that proper sight distance is provided. 
 
In regards to the commenter’s concern that traffic on Townsend Avenue will increase 
considerably, as shown in Table 3J.3 of the Draft EIR, if all 40 of the proposed multi-family units 
are constructed, these units are projected to generate 18 vehicle trips during the AM peak hour 
and 22 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour.  This is roughly the equivalent of about one vehicle 
every three minutes on average. The City of Los Angeles traffic volume criteria do not provide 
that one vehicle every three minutes would be a significant impact on the traffic on Townsend 
Avenue. 
 
The commenter is correct in observing that new three-way stop signs as suggested in Mitigation 
Measure 3J.4(b) would create additional delay for motorists on Townsend Avenue, although the 
intersection is projected to operate at a good level of service (LOS) B during the AM and PM 
peak hours with this configuration - with average delays of between 10 and 15 seconds per 
vehicle. This is one of the reasons why the alternative option, Mitigation Measure 3J.4(a), was 
suggested.  The commenter’s opinion that Mitigation Measure 3J.4(a) is preferable to 3J.4(b) is 
noted and will be relayed to decision-makers. 

 
7-30 The commenter incorrectly states that all existing practices and games on the sports fields on 

campus occur during the day. See Responses 7-3 and 7-9 regarding existing nighttime uses of the 
sports fields. 
 
The commenter references a previous proposal for lighting sports fields on the campus. The 
present Specific Plan contains no details as to proposed building or lighting design.  The EIR uses 
a performance threshold to mitigate potential spillover lighting impacts (Mitigation Measure 
3A.6). No changes in activities at the soccer field or multi use field are anticipated as a result of 
the Specific Plan.  Any sports field on BOS 5 would be restricted to daytime use only. 
 

7-31 The commenter correctly cites the EIR. 
 
Proposed changes in lighting could improve lighting in some cases (replacement of the existing 
temporary lighting on the soccer field and multi-use field should reduce spillover lighting).  As 
noted on p. 3A-15 of the Draft EIR, new lighting of Anderson Field could result in five houses 
located to the east of the field being impacted by spill-over lighting.  Because no lighting 
proposal has yet been made for Anderson Field (the previous proposal regarding field lighting 
that was the subject of the 2001 study is now outdated), the EIR relies on a performance standard 
to mitigate potential impacts.  The EIR indicates that, “industry standards accept a vertical foot 
candle of 0.5 to be the threshold of spill light problems.  Mitigation to keep spill over lighting 
below this number would mitigate spill over lighting issues at adjacent residences.” 
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Chapter 9, Article 3, Section 93.0117 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (regarding nighttime 
illumination) provides:  No exterior light source may cause more than two foot-candles of 
lighting intensity or generate direct glare onto exterior glazed windows or glass doors; elevated 
habitable porch, deck, or balcony; or any ground surface intended for uses such as recreation, 
barbecue or lawn areas or any other property containing a residential unit or units.  The project 
mitigation is four times more-stringent than Code. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3A.6 (set forth in full below) would reduce spill over lighting below this 
impact level. 
 

Measure 3A.6: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant shall submit a 
lighting plan prepared by a qualified lighting engineer or architect demonstrating 
compliance with the following requirements, subject to approval of the Building official: 

• All new outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the 
light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties. 

• New recreational lighting shall be required to be aimed down and focused on 
recreational facilities and arranged as to reflect away from surrounding land uses 
and to not result in a corona effect. Furthermore, cutoff fixtures shall be utilized by 
athletic facilities as reasonably available to mitigate light spillover and glare to 
adjacent residential neighborhoods. 

• A licensed Electrical Engineer shall measure light levels annually before the start 
of nighttime athletic activities with all lights lit to comply with a spill light value of 
0.50 ftc. Readings that are greater should be addressed and corrected by Occidental 
College with special attention given to residences north (near Building Opportunity 
Site 24) and east of the project site (near Building Opportunity Site 7), the lower 
soccer field. 

The commenter does not disagree with (nor comment at all on) the adequacy of Mitigation 
Measure 3A.6.  Nonetheless, the addition of permanent lighting to Anderson Field would result in 
some light on Anderson Field being visible from homes on Coringa Drive.  The residents of these 
particular homes would see nighttime activity on Anderson Field instead of a dark sports field.  
(See response 7-9 for anticipated nighttime use of the sports fields on the campus.) The following 
is added after the first (partial) paragraph on p. 3A-16: 
 

Coringa Drive is elevated about 50 to 75 feet above the playing filed of Anderson Field; 
approximately five homes on Coringa Drive could have views of the lights; two homes on 
Coringa Drive have decks that overlook the field.  Nighttime views from these homes and 
decks when Anderson Field is in use would change from that of a dark field to that of a 
brightly lit field with activity.  For those used to a dark environment, the change in views 
on nights with play (approximately 117 nights per year) could be annoying.  The lights 
would also be visible from other homes in the area. 
 

The following mitigation measure is added to the Summary and Aesthetics Chapter: 
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Measure 3A.8:  At the option of homeowners along Coringa Drive and as feasible, street 
trees (subject to approval by the City according to its street tree regulations) shall be 
planted along Coringa Drive, possibly on the hillside, that would be expected to grow to 
screen views of lights and the lighted field.  

 
7-32 As noted above, the EIR must rely on a performance standard to mitigate lighting as no specific 

lighting plan has been developed for any of the sports fields.  The commenter does not disagree 
with (nor comment at all on) the adequacy of this standard (Mitigation Measure 3A.6). 
 

7-33 The commenter refers to CUP Section 14 and the analysis of that plan then presented in an MND; 
the referenced CUP and the related MND are not the subject of the present EIR.  The comment 
does not address the present EIR.  The EIR addresses potential impacts on the environment that 
may occur as a result of new or changed lighting of the College.  The EIR does not consider pre-
existing lighting that may exist as a result of temporary lighting of the soccer field and multi-use 
field.  Nonetheless, the commenter appears to raise issues regarding nighttime lighting on sports 
fields and the effect of such lighting on neighboring residences.  Any sports field to be 
constructed on BOS 5 will be used only during the daytime, so this cannot have any lighting 
impact.  The existing temporary lighting used on the soccer fields is expected to continue.  The 
Specific Plan and EIR anticipate that permanent lighting could be added at Anderson Field.    The 
majority of this comment appears to consider whether such permanent lighting will be installed 
on tall poles and thus create a significant impact on the undefined “6 homes” on N. Avenue 50.  
See response 5-9 and responses 7-34 though 7-39 below. 
 

7-34 The dome house and adjacent house are owned by Occidental College and are used for faculty 
and staff housing. The commenter states that the dome house is not specifically addressed in the 
present EIR, but again the comment is referring to the MND prepared in 2001 for a previous 
proposal.  Mitigation Measure 3A.6 includes a performance standard to address potential lighting 
impacts on adjacent properties.  The commenter does not disagree with (nor comment at all on) 
the adequacy of this standard. 
 
No change in timing of lighting of the soccer field and multi-use field are anticipated to result 
from the Specific Plan.  See response 7-9 regarding changes in activity patterns at Anderson Field 
as a result of the Specific Plan. 
 

7-35 The comment refers to the previous MND, not the current EIR.  The project that is the subject of 
the present EIR is the Specific Plan not the previous CUP.  This comment concerns the previous 
proposal and analysis.  As noted above, since no specific lighting plans have been made, the EIR 
relies on a performance standard to mitigate potential lighting impacts. Mitigation Measure 3A.6 
includes a performance standard to address potential lighting impacts on adjacent properties. The 
commenter does not disagree with (nor comment at all on) the adequacy of this standard. 
 

7-36 The comment refers to the previous MND not the current EIR.  The project that is the subject of 
the present EIR is the Specific Plan, not the previous CUP.  Fiji Hill is part of the project site, and 
while it is often utilized by the public for recreational activities, such as star-gazing, it is private 
property which is not sensitive to changes, such as on-site lighting, to public recreation 
availabilities.  Even so, as noted above, since no specific lighting plans have been made, the EIR 
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relies on a performance standard to mitigate potential lighting impacts. The commenter does not 
address the adequacy of this measure/standard.   
 
Light and glare are the issues addressed by CEQA documents.  The commenter does not identify 
a potential impact associated with the “corona effect” identified in the comment.  This increase in 
urban lighting is undesirable in proximity to telescopes, but the comment provides no clear 
evidence (other than the potential for spill over lighting on adjacent property) of how the “corona 
effect” could significantly impact the environment.  The lighting performance standards set forth 
in the mitigation measures regarding lighting are sufficient to reduce potential significant impacts 
of spill over lighting.   
 

7-37 A few neighbors would be able to see the lights on the campus where once their view would have 
been dark. However, no public views, including views from scenic highways, would be 
significantly impacted by the lights. 

 
7-38 In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, light and glare are the issues addressed by CEQA 

documents. The commenter does not identify a potential impact associated with the “corona 
effect” identified in the comment. If and to the extent that a “corona effect” from lights on the 
campus is an impact from lights, it is an aspect of lights contained within the concept of “glare.”  
Glare has been adequately studied in the EIR. Moreover, any impact of light and glare that may 
result from the nighttime use of the sports fields is considered in the EIR with respect only to new 
periods of lighting, not new lighting installations. (See response 7-3 regarding existing nighttime 
uses of the campus sports fields).   

 
7-39 The comment correctly cites the CEQA checklist questions.   

 
CEQA is concerned with impacts to public vistas.  The view from Fiji Hill is not a protected 
scenic vista.  Fiji Hill is owned by Occidental College, is private property, and is part of the 
project site. 
 
The commenter does not indicate that any scenic resources in a scenic highway would be 
damaged. 
 
The commenter indicates that the entire neighborhood could be substantially degraded but 
provides no evidence to support this assertion.  As discussed above, the EIR identifies a 
performance standard to address potential light and glare impacts.  The Specific Plan includes 
significant design controls and Mitigation Measure 3A.1 allows for, “review of design 
compatibility with the adjacent community.” 
 
The amount of new lighting has yet to be quantified since the specific plan contains no lighting 
plan.  Mitigation is achieved through a performance standard (that the commenter does not 
indicate to be inadequate). 
 
The commenter’s opinion that changes in lighting will be very significant impact to the 
environment will be forwarded to the decision-makers. 
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While neighbors may prefer a darker environment, the project area is urban in nature and lighting 
levels typical of urban areas is appropriate. 

     
7-40 The comment incorrectly states that the Draft EIR neglected to identify riparian ecology in 

Subarea 3.  The Draft EIR discusses the area on BOS 5 that has plants associated with riparian 
ecology.  Page. 3C-5 of the Draft EIR indicates the following about that area: 

Jurisdictional Wetland and NonWetland Waters 

A small area in Subarea 3, in Building Opportunity Site 5, contains approximately ten 
California sycamores (Platanus racemosa), five cottonwoods (Populus sp.), and two 
willows (Salix sp.) associated with a relatively flat, gently-sloping swale north of the 
playing fields at the southeast base of Mt. Fuji.  The trees appear to have been planted as 
evidence by old irrigation tubing at the base and in the vicinity of the trees.  The area 
captures run-off from an estimated one acre watershed consisting of well-drained soils 
and upland vegetation.  The soils adjacent to and within the swale are well-drained sandy 
loams.  The area did not have any evidence of bed or bank and did not contain a 
streambed or any other evidence of regularly flowing or ponding water.  No observations 
of flowing or standing water were made during either ESA site visit.  There is a small 
drain outlet at the low end of the swale.  The drain discharges at the base of the slope 
onto a private driveway and into a storm drain on Coringa Drive.  The area is completely 
hydraulically isolated from any streams or other waterways. 

Based on its isolation and lack of evidence of a streambed or other evidence of wetland or 
non-wetland waters hydrology, the area was determined to not meet the definition of a 
state or federal jurisdictional wetland and is therefore not regulated by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers or the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 

Page 3C-14 of the Draft EIR indicates: 
 
The potential wetland area within the northeastern portion of the campus does not have a 
definable bed or bank and is not a channel, lake, river, or stream. As a result, this 
potential wetland area would not likely receive state protection under Section 1601 of the 
California Fish and Game Code. 
 

Page 3C-17 of the Draft EIR indicates: 
 

Waters of the U.S/Waters of the State 
 
Verification of the non-jurisdictional status of the swale and sycamore grove should be 
obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and 
Game, and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to construction 
in this area. 
 

In addition the following mitigation measures are included in the EIR: 
 
Measure 3C.6: Prior to the commencement of any construction activity in Building 
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Opportunity Site 5, written documentation shall be obtained from the Corps that no 
permit would be required for construction activities in the area of the swale. Should a 
permit be required, all the terms and conditions of the Corps permit shall be 
implemented. 
 
Measure 3C.7: Prior to the commencement of any construction activity in Building 
Opportunity Site 5, written documentation shall be obtained from the California 
Department of Fish and Game that no agreement would be required for construction 
activities in the area of the swale. Should an agreement be required, all the terms and 
conditions of the CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be implemented. 
 
Measure 3C.8: Prior to the commencement of any construction activity in Building 
Opportunity Site 5, written documentation shall be obtained from the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board that no Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) 
permit would be required for construction activities in the area of the swale. Should a 
permit be required, all the terms and conditions of the WDR permit shall be implemented. 
 
Measure 3C.9: For construction activities that results in temporary impacts of native 
habitat, these areas will be revegetated to pre-disturbance conditions. Occidental College 
will provide for annual monitoring of revegetated areas for a period three years, to ensure 
the viability of the revegetation. 

 
7-41 The comment assumes that development with irrigation systems and landscaping will cause 

unspecified pollution and damage to the local aquifer. The comment constitutes unsubstantiated 
opinion and speculation. Development of BOS 5 with either multi-family housing or a sports field 
with no nighttime lighting and will not substantially increase water consumption (see Section 3K 
of the Draft EIR for an estimate of water consumption from residential use).  Section 9 of the 
proposed Specific Plan requires that all new development and new buildings on the Campus  
meet a LEED Silver rating standard.  
 
As described on p. 3F-5 of the Draft EIR, the project would be required to comply with SUSMP 
requirements to mitigate storm water run off.  In addition, development on the Occidental 
Campus would be required to comply with the following mitigation measure: 
 

Measure 3F.1: On-site drainage plans shall be designed to retain, capture and convey 
increased runoff in accordance with the City of Los Angeles’ design standards to mitigate 
or avoid flood hazards. 
 

Occidental proposes to either increase staff residential opportunities or student recreational 
opportunities on BOS 5 in response to demand for such facilities. The decision-makers will 
balance the potential impacts of meeting these demands with the needs of Occidental College. 
 

7-42 Section 9 of the proposed Specific Plan requires that all new development for new buildings on 
the Campus meet a LEED Silver rating standard.  Similar to response 7-41, new buildings on the 
campus and renovation of existing buildings will reduce the overall carbon footprint of the 
project—including demand for electricity.  There is no evidence that the project will result in a 
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significant impact to public utilities, and the comment provides no such evidence. The power use 
from the new sports field lighting is anticipated to represent under 0.5% of the current annual 
electrical demand of the College and would therefore not represent a significant increase in 
demand.  It is anticipated that as Occidental moves forward it will incorporate solar power in to 
its plans as well as other energy saving features; new buildings will be increasingly energy 
efficient and old buildings will be retrofitted with energy saving devices.  Thus, while demand for 
energy at the campus is anticipated to increase with time, it is anticipated that the increase will 
not be significant with respect to energy demands of the project area. 
 
As a premiere small liberal arts college competing with similar facilities across the nation for top 
students, provision of adequate sporting facilities (as well as appropriate affordable housing for 
staff) are important to the on-going success of Occidental College. Occidental College proposes 
to replace temporary lighting with permanent lighting on the lower soccer field, expand lighting 
of the tennis courts, and allow new (permanent) lighting on Anderson Field.  It is anticipated that 
new lights will be as energy efficient as possible while providing adequate light for the use of the 
fields.  No lighting of BOS 5 would be allowed (see Mitigation Measure 3A.7). 
 

7-43 Although the comment characterizes 20,000 cubic yards of grading as  “very significant,” it is a 
small amount of grading for a project with the potential to increase net new development by 
approximately 550,000 square feet.  By contrast, it is not uncommon for developments with far 
less square footage of new development to have far higher amounts of earth movement.1  In 
addition to identifying the potential for 20,000 cubic yards of grading in the Project Description, 
the Draft EIR analyses the potential air quality impacts of that grading: 
 

The localized effects of the daily emissions of construction from excavation and soil 
removal at BOS 5 on the nearest sensitive receptors (across Avenue 50) were evaluated 
using the SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold (LST) five- acre site model. It was 
assumed that approximately 20,000 cubic yards of soils would be excavated and trucked 
from the site and approximately 20,000 cubic yards would be hauled in for fill. The 
model compares CO, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 localized emissions to LSTs in the project 
area. The mitigated daily construction-related regional emissions for the proposed project 
presented in Table 3B-6 were used to calculate LST impacts. The total on-site emissions 
compared to the LSTs at 15 meters are shown in Table 3B-8. As shown on Table 3B-8, 
emissions would not be greater than the thresholds. Therefore, the localized construction 
impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. 
 

The Draft EIR analyses impacts of proposed development of BOS 5: 
 

Public views of Fiji Hill from nearby public streets would be altered, particularly from 
Avenues 50 and 51, Eaton Street and Coringa Drive, which are closest to the existing 
open space area in Subarea 3, on the east side of the campus. Because of the hillside 
elevation, homes near the base of the hill could have their views of Fiji Hill obscured or 
eliminated. However, because of the Specific Plan’s landscaping requirements, views of 

                                                
1   See Archstone Hollywood Project (approx. 445,000 sf of development, 76,000 cubic yards of soil movement); 

Wilshire & La Brea Project (approx. 900,000 sf., 163,000 cubic yards of soil movement). 
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the new residences would include new trees, and well-maintained landscaping. As noted 
in the Environmental Setting section above, Fiji Hill is not a designated scenic resource 
by either the City of Los Angeles or Los Angeles County, nor is it considered to be a 
scenic resource located with a scenic highway or street corridor. 
 

Plans for the road have not been engineered; however no problems are anticipated in ensuring 
access. 
 
The comment expresses unspecified concerns regarding grading and site preparation of Subarea 3 
but does not identify any error in the environmental analysis or provide any substantial evidence 
of new or more severe environmental impact compared to the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
 

7-44 The commenter refers to a conclusion about ecology yet references a CEQA checklist item 
concerning effects on scenic vistas.  See above responses concerning comments on ecology and 
aesthetics.  The Draft EIR identifies all the scenic highways and vistas in the Eagle Rock 
community.  The project does not result in a loss of oak trees, rock outcroppings or scenic vistas.  
Nothing in the comment contradicts this conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
 

7-45  The development standards set forth in the Specific Plan applicable to multi-family faculty 
housing in Subarea 3 regard more than height limits.  Setbacks are also required.  And BOS 2 is 
located over 100 feet from the nearest single-family residence and is located downslope from 
single-family residences. The south corner of BOS 3 is located approximately 100 feet from the 
nearest single-family residence, but most of BOS 3 is located several hundred feet from the 
nearest single-family residence.  BOS 1 and eastern and southern borders of BOS 5 are located 
approximately 50 feet from the nearest single-family residence. Add to these distances the 
required 15-foot setback and building sites that are primarily downslope from the nearest single-
family homes, and the facts on the ground demonstrate that multi-family faculty housing in 
Subarea 3 will not significantly impact or be incompatible with single-family homes in the 
neighborhood. See also response 5-5 above. 
 

7-46 The comment expresses a preference for Alternative 3 and No Development in Subarea 3.   (Note 
this is not the No Project Alternative as indicated by the comment.)  The comment does not 
challenge the range of alternatives studied in the Draft EIR or provide any evidence showing that 
the analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIR is inadequate or incorrect.  CEQA does not require 
adoption of the No Project or any other alternative, in approving a project [CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15092 (b) (c)]: 
 

(b) A public agency shall not decide to approve or carry out a project for which an EIR was 
prepared unless either: 

(1) The project as approved will not have a significant effect on the environment, or  
(2) The agency has:  

(A) Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment 
where feasible  . . . , and  

(B) Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found 
to be unavoidable  . . .  are acceptable due to overriding concerns as 
described in Section 15093.  
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(c)  With respect to a project which includes housing development, the public agency shall 
not reduce the proposed number of housing units as a mitigation measure if it determines 
that there is another feasible specific mitigation measure available that will provide a 
comparable level of mitigation. 

   
8. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 

Planning Unit, Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse; December 2, 2008 
 

8-1 This comment merely transmits the comment received from Caltrans (Letter 1).  No further 
response is necessary. 
 

9. City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power; Charles C. Holloway, Manager of 
Environmental Assessment; December 3, 2008 
 

9-1 Mitigation Measure 3K.1 includes all applicable water savings measures from the list included in 
this letter.  The LADWP was consulted during the preparation of the Draft EIR and the list of 
water saving measures was previously provided to Planning staff and incorporated in to the Draft 
EIR.  See also Appendix G of the Draft EIR that provides information on sources of the City’s 
water, the current need to preserve water and approaches to water conservation. 
 

10. City of Los Angeles, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Sanitation; 
Brent Lorscheider, Acting Division Manager; December 17, 2008 
 

10- 1 The water demand for the proposed Specific Plan is addressed in Section 3K of the Draft EIR.  
Water demand is calculated based on wastewater generation (see Table 3K-1). As indicated in the 
Draft EIR net new water demand that could result from a full build out of the proposed project 
under the Specific Plan is calculated to be about 35,319 gallons per day (gpd). Using the 
wastewater generation factors for the proposed change in uses, wastewater generation would be 
about 28,788 gpd (more than 20% less than the 36,000 gpd indicated in the comment).   
 
The commenter indicates that the project would result in wastewater generation from 2,000 
students.  This calculation ignores the existing wastewater generated from the 1,750 students now 
attending Occidental College and the faculty and staff as well. The commenter’s calculation also 
makes no allowances for any increase in on-site faculty nor for any new faculty housing or 
student dormitories.  As indicated in the Project Description, the proposed Specific Plan could 
result in up to 250 new students; the remaining 1,750 students are already present on the site.  In 
addition, up to 250 new students could be housed on-site and up to 40 new multi-family housing 
units could be provided for faculty and staff. 
 
The proposed Specific Plan would be implemented over 20 years. As each building moves 
through the building permit process, approval of connection to sewer lines as appropriate and 
with available capacity will be undertaken as directed by Bureau of Sanitation. 




