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ADDENDUM AND  
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

1. Project Title 
Addendum to the 2003 Final EIR - 2010 Update to 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities 
Master Plan  

2. California Environmental Quality Act Lead Agency Name and Address 
Los Angeles Community College District 
770 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number 
Dr. Susan Carleo, President 
Los Angeles Valley College 
5800 Fulton Avenue 
Valley Glen, California 91401 
(818) 947-2433  
FAX: (818) 778-5515  

4. Purpose of This Addendum 
This addendum to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report (2003 FEIR) analyzes potential environmental impacts that would 
result from implementation of the Los Angeles Valley College (Valley College or the College) 
2010 Master Plan Update. The 2003 FEIR evaluated the impacts of implementation of the 2003 
Master Plan. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update, as described in this addendum, does not 
create any of the conditions described in Section 15162 through 15164 of the State California Air 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines that call for the preparation of a subsequent EIR. 
No new significant impacts would occur, and no previously examined significant effects would be 
substantially more severe than shown in the 2003 FEIR. Thus, an addendum to the certified 2003 
FEIR is the appropriate environmental documentation for the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. 

5. Project Location 
Valley College is located in the Valley Glen (known historically as Van Nuys) portion of the San 
Fernando Valley, in the City of Los Angeles). Figure 1 provides a regional map of the Los 
Angeles region in which the College is located. Figure 2 shows the project site and the 
surrounding area. The L-shaped campus of Valley College encompasses a total of approximately 
105 acres, and is generally bounded by Oxnard Street and Hatteras Street on the north; Ethel 
Avenue and Coldwater Canyon Avenue on the east; Burbank Boulevard on the south; and by 
Fulton Avenue on the west. The facility contains educational and administrative facilities, a 
heating/cooling plant, surface parking lots, sports facilities, athletic fields, and considerable 
mature landscaping. Ulysses S. Grant High School borders the College on the northeast, and is 
located east of Ethel Avenue and north of Hatteras Street. 

The area in the immediate vicinity of Valley College north, west, south, and east contains 
primarily single-family and multi-family residential development. Commercial uses are located 
southwest of the College, across Burbank Boulevard and Fulton Avenue, and at the southeast 
corner of Fulton Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. These uses consist primarily of restaurants that 
cater to the Valley College students and staff. Also bordering the campus, to the west across 
Fulton Avenue, is the METRO Orange Line (San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor 
[SFVEWTC]) bus station. The station and the Orange Line are located within the former Southern 
Pacific Railway right-of-way.  

Along the far east border of Grant High School and Valley College is the Tujunga Wash extension 
of the Los Angeles River. Tujunga Wash is bordered immediately on the east by Coldwater 
Canyon Boulevard. 
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Figure 1: Regional Location 

 
Source: ESRI Street Map USA (2008) 
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Figure 2: Project Vicinity 

 
Source: ESRI Street Map USA (2008) 
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6. Project Sponsor's Name and Address 
Los Angeles Valley College 
5800 Fulton Avenue 
Valley Glen, California 91401 

7. General Plan Designation 
The Van Nuys–North Sherman Oaks Community Plan currently designates Valley College—the 
project location—as Public Facilities (PF). 

8. Zoning 
According to the Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code, the Valley College campus is zoned 
PF-1XL: Public Facilities use, Height District 1 – Extra Limited Height. Generally, uses allowed in 
the PF Zone include but are not limited to agricultural uses, public parking facilities located within 
freeway rights-of-ways, fire and police stations, government buildings, offices, and service 
facilities, public libraries, post office and related facilities, public health facilities, and public 
elementary and secondary schools.  

Buildings and structures located in Height District 1, Extra Limited height (1XL) are limited to two 
stories, with no roofline features permitted in excess of 30 feet in height. 

Under state law, buildings and facilities at Valley College are generally subject to zoning 
limitations imposed by the City of Los Angeles; however, by two-thirds vote of the District’s Board 
of Trustees, the District may elect to exempt classroom facilities from local zoning control.  

9. Background 
The 2003 Valley College Facilities Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (2003 FEIR) 
was prepared by ICF (known as Myra L. Frank & Associates and Myra L. Frank/Jones & Stokes 
prior to acquisition by ICF) to identify environmental impacts related to the 2003 Master Plan. The 
level of impact after mitigation was considered significant for the following issue areas: air quality, 
archaeological resources, and transportation/traffic (Myra L. Frank & Associates 2003). All other 
impacts were considered less than significant or less than significant with implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures. 

The 2003 Master Plan was approved for the construction of new facilities and renovation and 
modernization of existing facilities at the College campus. The 2003 Master Plan was intended to 
accommodate an estimated annual enrollment of approximately 23,000 students or 15,693 FTE 
students and 381 FTE employees by the 2008-2009 academic year (student FTE and full-time 
employed staff members were projected on the basis of 3% funded growth compounded annually 
from 2002 through 2008). Funded under Proposition A, with a total bond distribution of 
approximately $165 million, the 2003 Master Plan included new and enhanced student 
classrooms and resources, administrative and faculty offices, maintenance and operations 
facilities, athletic fields and facilities, and surface parking. Additional new construction and 
renovation actions were also proposed as part of the 2003 Master Plan, using Proposition AA 
funds, or other funding sources. The Proposition AA funding distribution was approximately $105 
million. Completion of the 2003 Master Plan projects would have resulted in an increase of 
approximately 289,500 gross square feet (gsf) in new construction. 

In 2005, however, revisions were made as part of an Update to the 2003 Master Plan (2005 
Update). These changes included both increases as well as decreases in the floor area of a 
number of the Master Plan projects, as well as changes in the specific siting of new programs. 

Valley College, like other agencies funded by the State of California, has experienced major 
budget cuts. The result has been a reversal of the enrollment growth trends that occurred over 
the past 5 years. The budget cuts have forced the College to reduce the selection of classes it 
offered for the 2009–2010 academic year. The California community colleges have been 
encouraged to reduce their course offerings substantially, and the LACCD has responded by 
directing all nine colleges to meet significantly reduced enrollment targets. 
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The following describes the 2003 Master Plan components as well as the subsequent changes 
made as part of the 2005 Update. 

2003 Master Plan Components  

Funded with Proposition A and AA bond monies, the 2003 Master Plan called for construction of 
four major new buildings in the core campus area (west of Campus Drive) bordering the 
quadrangle (referred to as the North Mall/Monarch Square in the 2010 Update to the Facilities 
Master Plan) and reverse “J” extension south of the quadrangle, as well as construction of four 
new buildings outside the core campus area.  

Within the core campus area 2003 Master Plan buildings included the following (note: the current 
status of each building is also described): 

 Media Arts Center (62,000 gsf) at the far northeast corner of the quadrangle (with an outdoor 
amphitheater adjoining the Media Arts Center at the northern end of the quadrangle). This 
Center has not been built; 

 Student Services Center (80,425 gsf) on the site of the existing Library/Learning Center 
building. This Center is under construction at a different location;  

 Library/Learning Center (108,675 gsf) on the site of the existing Cafeteria. This Center is 
currently under construction at a different location—the site of the former library; and a 

 Computer and Business Technology Center (44,500 gsf) on the site of the previous Physics 
and Chemistry Buildings. This Center has not been built and instead its functions will be 
housed within an existing campus building (Monarch Center).  

2003 Master Plan buildings outside the core campus area included: 

 Allied Health Sciences Building Complex (three stories; 103,155 gsf) on the former site of the 
campus heating cooling plant. This Complex was built and is in service;  

 Maintenance and Operations/Sherriff’s Substation building (one story, 28,000 gsf) at the 
south end of Parking Lot D. This building was built and is in service; 

 Child Development Center (one story, 15,500 gsf) at the north end of Parking Lot D. This 
Center is now under construction;  

 Various athletic field facilities, including a field house (one-story 12,000 gsf) on the south side of 
the football/soccer field. The field house has not been built; and a 

 Fire/Life/Safety Training Tower (four-to-five stories in height, and containing a total of 7,000 
gsf). Proposed southeast of the football/soccer field, this Tower was dropped from 
consideration and was not referenced in the 2005 Update.  

As noted, several buildings are actually now under construction or will be constructed during 2010 
and 2011. In addition, some of the components have been scaled back, in terms of gsf, including 
the following:  

 Library and Academic Resource Center (Hertzberg Library). This building was revised 
downward in square footage from 104,868 gsf (2005) to 92,922 gsf. This building is currently 
under construction;  

 Student Services Center and Annex Complex. This building was revised downward in size 
from 70,000 gsf (2006) to 40,186 gsf, and consists of two adjacent one- and two-story 
buildings that form a loose “V” in plan, and frame a new open space area (on the north). This 
building is under construction on the site of the 2003 Physics and Chemistry Buildings (rather 
than at that of the Library) and will be completed during 2010; 

 Maintenance and Operations/Sherriff’s Substation (25,417 gsf). This building has been 
constructed and is in service. It was revised downward in size from 28,000 gsf to 25,417 gsf; 
and 
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 Allied Health and Science Center. This three-story 80,767 gsf facility has been constructed 
and is in service. It was revised downward in size from 95,500 gsf. 

Another component would include the Child Development and Family Complex (25,904 gsf). This 
building is under construction and is anticipated to be completed during 2010. The 2003 Master 
Plan also included a number of building repairs, renovations, and modernizations. In two 
instances, this renovation work included small building additions; including a 1,884 gsf addition to 
the Planetarium (this addition has not yet been built), and a 7,000 gsf addition to the North 
Gymnasium (this addition has been built).  

2005 Update Components 

Changes as a result of the 2005 Update included both increases as well as decreases in the floor 
area of a number of the original projects, as well as changes in the specific siting of new 
programs. Key changes included:  

 retention of the Library/Learning Center on the site of the original Library;  

 retention of the existing Cafeteria (adding only a small Food Services/Lion’s Den addition at 
the south rear); and  

 deletion of the 44,500 gsf Computer/Business Technology Building. Two smaller buildings 
comprising the Student Services Complex replaced the Computer/Business Technology 
Building.  

The 2005 Update also called for construction of new buildings not referenced in 2003, including a 
new: 

 Performing Arts Center. This facility was proposed on the site of the existing Theater Arts 
building, which in turn was slated for demolition. This building was not constructed and the 
proposal to construct it on this site has been cancelled; 

 Community Work Force Development Center at the east end of Parking Lot B. This building 
has been deleted in the program as a stand-alone facility. It will be housed with 
Administration on the site of the existing Administration Building; 

 Business Technology Building/Environmental Science Center on the site of the previous Life 
Science Building and Bungalows 80 through 85. This building has not been constructed as yet;  

 Athletic Training Facility building on the west border of the football/soccer field. This project is 
in the design stage and has not been constructed; and a 

 Child Development Center with an expanded footprint (northwest end of Parking Lot D). This 
building is under construction and will be completed during 2010. 

Figures 3 through 5 show the locations of the 2003 Master Plan and the 2005 Update projects as 
well as the locations of the projects proposed under the 2010 Update to the 2003 Master Plan. 
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Figure 3: 2003 Valley College Facilities Master Plan 
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Figure 4: The Campus of Valley College as it Exists in 2010 

 
Source: EPT Design, April 2003, and Myra L. Frank Associates, Inc. 2003 



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 9 

Figure 5: Comparison of Projects Proposed Under the 2005 and 2010 Updates to 
the 2003 Master Plan 

 
Source: Steinberg Architects, November 2010, and ICF International 2010 
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A total of 29 construction/renovations were planned under the 2003 Master Plan, and a total of 
eight demolitions. As indicated above, the 2005 Update added five new components, two 
renovations, and cancelled one component. Table 1 shows the status of the combined 
components proposed under the 2003 Master Plan and the 2005 Update.  

Table 1: Status of Projects Proposed under the 2003 Master Plan and 2005 Update  

No. Project Name 

Construction 
Schedule Anticipated 
in 2003 and/or 2005 

Current Status 
February 2010 

2003 New Construction Projects 

1 Media Arts Center 2005–2006 Not built 

2 Library/Learning Resource Center 2005–2007 Under Construction 

3 Student Services Center 2007–2008 Under Construction 

4 Allied Health/Science Center 2004–2006 Constructed 

5 College Sheriff’s Center/Plant Facilities 2004–2005 Combined Sherriff’s/ 
Maintenance 
Operations Constructed 

6 Computer Business Technology Center 2008–2009 Cancelled 

7 Child Development Center 2008–2009 Under Construction 

8 Fire/Life/Safety Training Tower 2007–2009 Cancelled 

9 Central Plant 2004–2005 Cancelled 

2003 Renovation and Modernization Projects 

10 Planetarium Building 2006–2007 Not built  

11 Engineering Building 2006–2007 Completed 

12 Math/Science Building 2006–2007 Completed 

13 Humanities Building 2006 Completed 

14 Foreign Language Building 2004–2005 Completed 

15 Behavioral Science Building 2004–2005 Completed 

16 Campus Center Building 2007–2008 Not built 

17 Art Building 2006–2007 Completed 

18 Music Building 2004–2005 Completed 

19 Motion Picture Building (See #6 under 
proposed Master Plan) 

2006–2007 Cancelled 

20 Gymnasium Complex 2005–2006 Cancelled 

21 Athletic Fields/Field house Facilities 2005–2006 Cancelled 

22 Theatre Arts Building 2004–2005 Cancelled 

23 Business Journalism 2006–2007 Cancelled 

24 Administration Building 2006–2007 Not built 

25 Roadways, Walkways, Grounds, Parking Lots, 
and Entrance Improvements 

2006–2007 Under Construction  

26 Signage for Safety and Public Information 2006–2007 Under Construction 

27 Campus Improvements (Americans with 
Disabilities Act [ADA] access, voice, and data 
upgrades) 

2005–2006 Under Construction 

28 Emergency Lighting, Fire Alarm, Security 
Systems 

2006–2007 Under Construction 

29 Restrooms 2004–2005 Completed 

2003 Demolition Projects 

30 Cafeteria 2005 Cancelled  
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No. Project Name 

Construction 
Schedule Anticipated 
in 2003 and/or 2005 

Current Status 
February 2010 

31 Library/Learning Center 2007 Completed 

32 Chemistry Building 2006 Completed 

33 Physics Building 2006 Completed 

34 Plant Facilities 2006 Completed 

35 Central Plant 2006 Cancelled. Building will 
be renovated and will 
receive an addition 
instead 

36 Sheriff’s Center 2006 Completed 

37 All Bungalows/Miscellaneous 2006 Partially implemented 
as of 2009 (only 18 of 
the 66 bungalows have 
been demolished) 

2005 Master Plan Update-Related New Construction Projects 

38 Performing Arts Center N/A Not Built 

39 Community Workforce Development Center Schedule not specified 
in Addendum 

Not Built 

40 Business Technology Building/Environmental 
Science Center 

2008–2009  Not built. Planned for 
construction during 
2012 

41 Athletic Training Facility 2008  Not built 

42 Child Development Center Expansion 2008–2009 Under Construction 

2005 Master Plan Update Renovation/Cancellation Projects 

43 Retention of the Library/Learning Center on 
the site of the original Library 

2006-2007 Under construction 
(ground broken only) 

44 Retention of the existing Cafeteria (adding only 
a small Food Services/Lion’s Den addition at 
the south rear); 

2006 Completed 

45 Cancellation of previously proposed 44,500 gsf 
Computer/Business Technology Building. 
Instead of the Computer/Business Technology 
Building, two smaller buildings comprising the 
Student Services Complex were proposed.  

N/A Under Construction 

Source:2003 Valley College Facilities Master Plan FEIR; 2005 Valley College Facilities Master Plan Update 
and Addendum to the 2002 Valley College Facilities Master Plan EIR, and; Steinberg Architects. 2010 Valley 
College Master Plan  

 
10. Proposed Project 

As part of its 2010 Master Plan Update (Proposed Project), Valley College proposes construction 
of new facilities, renovation of and additions to existing facilities, demolition of several existing 
buildings, and development of new parking landscaping and open space. As part of the proposed 
changes, the College will not expand beyond its existing 105-acre campus through the acquisition 
of new land in its Valley Glen neighborhood. Currently, campus buildings contain approximately 
615,000 gsf of space. Implementation of the projects proposed under the proposed changes 
would result in approximately 766,953 gross square feet (gsf) of new construction, renovation, 
and modernization of 131,177 gsf in existing facilities, and the demolition of other existing 
buildings containing approximately 158,021 gsf. The proposed project components would include 
projects that would be completed with Measure J funding by the buildout year of 2014.  

In order to expand community access in a manner that is appropriate to its holding capacity and 
consistent with its education master plan, Valley College is currently considering the 
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establishment of satellite campus facilities. The proposal is in the preliminary stages of planning 
however. No actual satellite campus sites have been selected, nor have operational plans for 
such satellite locations been developed as yet. This environmental analysis therefore does not 
evaluate plans for satellite facilities as part of the proposed project. In the future, when actual 
locations for the satellite facilities have been selected and the operational characteristics of such 
campuses have been determined (viz., square footage, number of classrooms, offices, staffing 
support, and student attendance), analysis will be completed as part of a subsequent 
environmental document. 

2010 Proposed Modifications 

Funded with Measure J bond monies, the 2010 proposed changes call for new construction, as 
well as the retention and renovation of existing campus buildings. Key new components include: 

 A new Media Arts/Performance Arts Center – a two-story 102,720 gsf facility proposed at the 
northeast corner of the quadrangle; 

 A new two-story 65,795 gsf building on the site of the existing Administration Building that will 
house Administration as well as the Community Workforce Development Center; 

 A new two-story, 41,000 gsf Monarch Student Center on the site of the existing Cafeteria; 

 A new Athletic Training Facility (Baseball/Softball Field House) – a one-story, 10,738 gsf 
building proposed at the southern border of the baseball/softball field, as well as demolition of 
the current 9,764 gsf Field House; 

 A new small 45-foot tall, 4,000-gsf addition to the Planetarium would be completed (this 
project, at a smaller scale, was proposed as part of the 2003 Facilities Master Plan but was 
never built);  

 A new Motion Picture Building adaption to the Art Studios. The floor area will be expanded 
slightly from 4,301 gsf (2006 Master Plan Addendum) to 4,700 gsf through a small addition; 
and a 

 A new 1,200 vehicle, 368,000 gsf parking garage between Ethel Avenue and Campus Drive. 
The garage would have three floors, with additional parking at the roof deck level (fourth 
level). 

In addition, a landscaped swale known as the Sustainable Mall is being proposed. The 
Sustainable Mall, which would extend southward from a new plaza south of the new Monarch 
Student Center along what is now Campus Drive, follows the course of an old creek that was built 
over and filled when the campus was first developed in the mid-1950s. It would be planted with 
native upland habitat plants and trees, incorporate permeable soil/rock surfaces that allow 
stormwater percolation, and would be bordered on the east and west by low berm elements and 
concrete-step seating. The space would accommodate habitat conservation teaching activities 
and passive recreational uses.  

New renovation projects proposed as part of the proposed changes would call for interior 
redesign work and infrastructure upgrades to two buildings. These include the: 

 Business Journalism Building conversion to the New Environment Center. The existing 
22,590 gsf remains. No expansion of floor area is proposed; and 

 Campus Center (Monarch Center) conversion to the Business Technology Center. The 
existing floor area within the two-story (with basement), 83,553 gsf building remains. No 
expansion of floor area is proposed;  

In addition to the dozens of temporary bungalow buildings proposed for demolition, three key 
campus buildings would be demolished. These include the: 

 Theater Arts Building, which would become a land bank site for possible development at a 
future unknown time ; 
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 Cafeteria, which would be replaced in situ by the new Student Center (Monarch Center). The 
current Campus Center would be renovated to serve as the new Business Technology 
Center; and 

 Administration Building, currently a one-story structure containing 26,955 gsf, would be 
replaced in situ by a new two-story 65,795 gsf building that would house both the College’s 
administrative offices as well as the Community Workforce Development Center (in the 2005 
Update, the Workforce Development Center had been proposed as a separate stand-alone 
structure at the east end of Parking Lot B). 

In total, 616,953 gsf of new construction, 131,177 gsf of renovation-related construction, and 
158,021 gsf of demolition is proposed. 

Table 2: Proposed Modifications Under the 2010 Update to the 2003 Master Plan  

No. Project Type 

Gross 
Square 
Footage Location/Description 

Relationship to 2003 
Master Plan and 2005 
Addendum 

Proposed Construction 

1. Media Arts/Performance 
Arts Center** 

102,720 Two-story facility proposed 
at the northeast corner of 
the quadrangle. 

Approved in 2003 and 
2005. Larger footprint and 
40,720 in additional sq 
footage proposed in the 
2010 Update.  

2. Administration/ 
Community Workforce 
Development Center 

65,795 Two-story building 
proposed on the site of the 
existing Administration 
Building. 

Project was not part of the 
2003 Master Plan but was 
proposed as a new stand 
alone facility in 2005. As 
part of the 2010 Plan, 
Administration and the 
Community Workforce 
Development Center will 
be combined on the site of 
existing Administration 
Building.  

3. Monarch Student Center 41,000 Two-story building 
proposed on the site of the 
existing Cafeteria. 

Existing Monarch Center 
was retained in 2003 and 
2005 with no new floor 
area. 2010 Plan calls for 
conversion of existing 
Monarch Center to 
classroom space and 
construction of a new 
Monarch Center on site of 
existing Cafeteria. 

4. Athletic Training Facility 
Improvements, including 
Baseball/Softball Field 
House* 

10,738  One-story building 
proposed at the western 
border of the 
football/soccer field. 

Expands upon what was 
proposed in 2003 and 2005 
and not built by adding a 
new Baseball/Softball Field 
House. 

5. Addition to Planetarium* 4,000 Proposed addition would 
be larger than what was 
proposed as part of the 
2003 Facilities Master 
Plan. 

Same as in 2003 and 
2005. Not built. 
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No. Project Type 

Gross 
Square 
Footage Location/Description 

Relationship to 2003 
Master Plan and 2005 
Addendum 

6. Motion Picture Building 
adaption to the Art 
Studios 

4,700 Expanded floor area from 
4,301 gsf (2005 Master 
Plan Addendum) to 4,700 
gsf through a small 
addition. 

Approved in 2005 and not 
built. 

7. Parking Structure** 368,000 Site of current softball field. 
Proposed 1,200 space 
parking structure 
consisting of 3 levels plus 
rooftop parking. 

Approved in 2003 adjoining 
Coldwater Canyon 
Extension road, south of 
football/soccer field and not 
built.  

8. Multi-Purpose 
Community Services 
Center* 

20,000 Playfield located west of 
the football/soccer field. 

Approved in 2003 and not 
built. In 2010, location 
changed to the east end of 
parking lot B (adjoining 
Campus Drive) 

 Subtotal 616,953   

Proposed Renovation 

10. Bungalow Space (to 
swing space for offices) 
* 

25,054 Eleven of the 66 
bungalows to be used as 
swing space for offices 
while new buildings are 
being constructed. Some 
of these bungalows are 
currently classrooms that 
would need to be 
converted into office suites. 
No major utility upgrades 
are required for these 
temporary swing spaces. 

Demolition of all bungalows 
was approved in 2003 and 
2005 but was not 
implemented. In 2010, 11 
would be renovated as 
swing space. All 66 
bungalows would be 
demolished in 2014. 

11. Business Journalism to 
New Environment 
Center 

22,590 No expansion of floor area 
would occur. The only 
proposed changes would 
be demolition of partition 
walls in an office suite and 
a media arts office/lab 
suite to be converted into 
classrooms. 

Approved in 2005 
Addendum.  

12. Campus Center 
(Monarch Center) to 
Business Technology 
Center 

83,533 No expansion of floor area 
would occur. 

New 

 Subtotal 131,177   

Proposed Demolition 

13. Theatre Arts Building 21,693 This would become a land 
bank site for possible 
development of an 
instructional building. The 
program for the building is 
not yet determined. 

Retention of building 
approved in 2003. 
Extensive rehabilitation 
was approved in 2005 
Addendum. In 2010, 
Demolition is proposed. 
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No. Project Type 

Gross 
Square 
Footage Location/Description 

Relationship to 2003 
Master Plan and 2005 
Addendum 

14. Cafeteria* 29,345 This would be replaced in 
situ by the new Student 
Center (Monarch Center).  

Demolition of Cafeteria 
was approved for the 
library in 2003. In 2005 
Addendum, library was 
approved on site of earlier 
library. In 2010, new 
Monarch Center building is 
proposed on the Cafeteria 
site.  

15. Administration Building 26,955 This one-story structure 
containing 26,955 gsf, 
would be replaced in situ 
by a new two-story 65,795 
gsf building that would 
house both the College’s 
administrative offices as 
well as the Community 
Workforce Development 
Center (in the 2005 Master 
Plan Addendum, the 
Workforce Development 
Center had been proposed 
as a separate stand-alone 
structure at the east end of 
Parking Lot B). 

Retention of Administration 
Building was approved in 
2003 and in 2005 
Addendum. In 2010, 
demolition and 
replacement in situ is now 
proposed. 

16. Bungalow Demolitions* 70,264 66 bungalows in various 
locations 

Full demolition approved in 
both 2003 and the 2005 
Addendum.  

17. Field House 9,764 This one-story structure 
borders Ethel Avenue just 
south of Parking Lot E 

Retention and renovation 
of the existing Field House 
was approved in both 
2003, and in the 2005 
Addendum 

 Subtotal 158,021   

Source: 2003 Valley College Facilities Master Plan FEIR; 2005 Addendum to the 2003 Valley College 
Facilities Master Plan FEIR, and Draft Valley College Master Plan 2010. 
* Projects proposed in 2003 Master Plan 
** Proposed in 2003 Master Plan but modified in 2010 

 

It was noted in the 2003 Master Plan FEIR that Valley College had an annual enrollment (FTE) of 
13,393 students. Under the 2003 Master Plan, 2008-9 was used as the buildout year. FTE levels 
were estimated at 15,693 for 2008-9 under the 2003 Master Plan FEIR. 

Under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update, 2009–2010 existing FTE levels were estimated at 
13,201 with estimated FTE in Fall 2009 being 6,100. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update’s 
buildout year is 2013-14. The estimated annual FTE levels for 2013–2014 are projected to be 
13,804. 

Table 3 shows the FTE levels for 2002, the existing conditions (2008–2009), and project buildout 
(2014). As shown in the table, projected FTE levels for the buildout year of 2013-14 (13,804) 
would result in a net decrease of 1,889 compared to the buildout year (15,693) of the 2003 
Master Plan. Therefore, even though the 2010 Master Plan has a longer build-out year (2013-
2014) than that proposed in the 2003 Master Plan (2008-2009), the FTE projections are less than 
those proposed in the 2003 Master Plan.  
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Table 3: Existing and Projected Student Enrollment at Los Angeles Valley College 

Year 
Student Enrollment (FTE) Per 
Academic Year Student Head Count 

2003 Master Plan FEIR 

2002–2003 (baseline) 13,393 19,309 

2008–2009 (buildout year) (projected) 15,693 23,000 

2010 Master Plan Update 

2009–2010 (present condition) 13,201 20,000 

2013–2014 (buildout year) (projected) 13,804 20,914 

Source: 2002 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, 2008 
Los Angeles Valley College Educational Master Plan, and e-mail communication from Netai Basu 7/9/10 
analyzing the student enrollment projection information provided by Dr. Sandra Mayo of Valley College, 
11/10. 

 
Table 4 compares the environmental impacts of the 2003 Master Plan with those of the proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update. As shown in the Table 4, no new significant and unavoidable impacts 
would occur as a result of the proposed project, and all new potential impacts would be mitigable.  

Table 4: Comparison of Environmental Impacts–2003 Valley College Master Plan and 2010 
Master Plan Update 

Environmental 
Resource Area 2003 Valley College Master Plan  2010 Master Plan Update 

Aesthetics Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Agricultural Resources Excluded in scope of EIR. Less than Significant.  
No new significant impacts identified. 

Air Quality Significant Unavoidable 
(construction pollutant emissions). 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. No new significant impact 
or increase in severity of impact. 

Biological Resources Excluded in scope of EIR. Less than Significant Impact with 
Mitigation. 

Cultural Resources Significant Unavoidable (if Native 
American remains are found). 

Significant Unavoidable (if Native 
American remains are found).  

Geology and Soils Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant. with Mitigation. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Greenhouse Gases Not analyzed in 2003 (preceded AB 
32). 

Less than Significant. 

Land Use and Planning Less than Significant. No impact. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Mineral Resources Excluded in scope of EIR. No Impact.  
No new significant impacts identified. 

Noise Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated.  

Population and Housing Less than Significant. Less than Significant.  
No new significant impacts identified. 
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Environmental 
Resource Area 2003 Valley College Master Plan  2010 Master Plan Update 

Public Services Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
(Schools). 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Recreation Excluded in scope of EIR. No impact. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Transportation Significant Unavoidable (if proposed 
mitigation measures are deemed 
infeasible by applicable 
jurisdictional agencies). 

Less than Significant. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Utilities and Service 
Systems 

Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. 
No new significant impacts identified. 

Source: ICF International, 2010. 

 

11. Construction Phasing  
Components proposed as part of the 2010 Master Plan Update are slated for construction or 
implementation during the four-year period beginning in early 2011, extending through the close 
of 2014.The construction timeline for each component would depend upon the size and/or 
complexity of what is constructed—the smaller components requiring six months, the larger 
components requiring between 12 to 21 months to complete. A summary of project sequencing 
and construction duration for all proposed components follows. 

2011 Calendar Year 

Athletic Training Facilities/Baseball field house 13 months (beginning late December) 

2012 Calendar Year 

Athletic Training Facilities/Baseball field house (begun 2011) 12 months 
Media Arts/Performance Arts Center 21 months (beginning late-February) 
Multi-purpose Community Services Center 15 months (beginning May) 
Community Workforce Center/Administration 17 months (beginning mid-September) 
1,200-vehicle parking garage 12 months (beginning July) 
Bungalow upgrades (11 in total–for use as swing space) 6 months (beginning January) 

2013 Calendar Year 

Athletic Training Facilities/Baseball field house (begun 2011) completion by January 
Multi-purpose Community Services Center (begun 2012)  completion by August 
Media Arts/Performance Arts Center (begun 2012)  completion by November 
Monarch Center renovation/adaptive reuse   12 months (beginning January) 
Motion Picture Building renovation/adaptive reuse 6 months (beginning February) 
Community Workforce Center/Administration (begun 2012) 12 months 
Planetarium expansion 12 months (beginning February) 
Athletic Facilities Improvements (Phase 2)  6 months (beginning January) 
1,200-vehicle parking garage (begun 2012)  completion by July 
Campus Center renovation 12 months (beginning March) 
Sustainable Mall (landscape elements) 12 months (beginning February) 

Parking lots/internal roads improvements 13 months (beginning January) 

2014 Calendar Year 

Community Workforce Center/Administration (begun 2012)  completion by January 
Monarch Center renovation (begun 2013) completion by January 
Planetarium expansion (begun 2013) completion by February 
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Demolition of all 66 bungalows  6 months (beginning early 2014) 
Campus Center Renovation (begun 2013) completion by March 
Sustainable Mall (landscape elements) (begun 2013) completion by February 
Parking lots/internal roads improvements (begun 2013) completion by February 

12. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting  
The area in the immediate vicinity of Valley College contains primarily residential neighborhoods. 
On the key thoroughfares bordering the campus, including Oxnard Street and Burbank 
Boulevard, two-story apartment development predominates, adjoined by single-family residential 
neighborhoods to the immediate north and south, respectively. With the exception of the 
intersection of Fulton Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, nearly all other development along Fulton 
Avenue and to the west consists of single-family residential housing. Commercial development 
occurs at the intersection of Fulton Avenue and Burbank Boulevard, consisting primarily of 
restaurants and other retail and personal services housed in modest one-story buildings. The 
Metro Orange Line bus station occurs at the northwest corner of Burbank Boulevard and Fulton 
Avenue. The station and the Orange Line are located within the former Southern Pacific Railway 
right-of-way.  

The approximately 40-acre campus of Ulysses S. Grant High School, a public school operated by 
the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), adjoins Valley College on the northeast, while 
Tujunga Wash occurs along the center east and southeast border of the College. Tujunga Wash 
has been developed as a linear park through a joint arrangement by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. East, across 
Coldwater Canyon Avenue is an almost exclusively residential neighborhood that includes one-
story duplex and triplex apartments and two-story apartments. These are adjoined, to the 
immediate east, by single-family residential development. 

13. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval May Be Required (e.g., permits, 
financing approval, or participation agreement) 

 State of California 

 Department of General Services, Division of State Architect 

 Department of Toxic Substances Control 

 State Fire Marshal 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Permit) 

 South Coast Air Quality Management District (stationary source permits) 

 County of Los Angeles 

 Department of Public Works 

 City of Los Angeles 

 City Planning Commission and City Council (planning/zoning approvals) 

 Department of Water and Power 

 Fire Department 

 Public Works Department 

 Bureau of Engineering 

 Bureau of Sanitation 

 Transportation Department 

 Building Department (Grading Permit) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 

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

 Aesthetics  
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Public Services 

 Agriculture Resources  Hydrology/Water Quality  Recreation 

 Air Quality  Land Use/Planning  Transportation/Traffic 

 Biological Resources  Mineral Resources  Utilities/Service Systems 

 Cultural Resources  Noise  
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 Geology/Soils  Population/Housing   

 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact No Impact

 

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?     

 
Less-than-significant Impact. As noted in the 2003 FEIR, no scenic vistas and views are identified in 
the Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks Community Plan. No new significant scenic vistas or views were 
identified in this analysis. The Valley College campus occurs on gently north-to-south sloping terrain that 
reads as being essentially flat. It is developed with one- and two-story buildings, and contains significant 
numbers of mature evergreen and deciduous trees which serve to restrict informal views across the 
campus as well as views into the campus from the surrounding neighborhood. As further noted in the 
2003 FEIR, the most significant portion of the campus, in informal visual terms, is the quadrangle area 
(North Mall/Monarch Square), which extends south from Parking Lot B to the southern border of Monarch 
Square. The parking lot currently terminates north-facing views within the quadrangle, and tall, mature 
trees, and campus academic buildings, border this open space on the west, south, and east. As a 
consequence, views of the quadrangle cannot be readily acquired from off-campus locations. The 2010 
Update of the 2003 Master Plan characterizes the quadrangle as being a significant legacy landscape 
element that is to be preserved. Changes proposed as part of the proposed project include construction 
of the Media Arts/Performance Arts Center at the northeast corner of the quadrangle and the introduction 
of a narrow swale (Valley College Creek) along the east border of the walkway defining the eastern 
perimeter of the quadrangle lawn area. Construction of the Media Arts/Performance Arts Center would 
require the removal of a number of quadrangle trees; however, comparable replacement landscape 
features are proposed. Establishment of the swale would require removal of an approximately 3-foot band 
of groundcover (chiefly juniper shrubbery). The later project element is not expected to change the design 
character of the quadrangle to a significant degree. With the best management practices carried forward 
from the 2003 FEIR, the effect of the former project component would be less than significant (see 
Section 1(c). 

In an effort to preserve and sustain the campus forest, a tree survey has been conducted by a qualified 
arborist as a preliminary step toward the preparation of a tree master plan at a later date. The tree master 
plan, although not directly part of the 2010 Master Plan Update, is referenced in the landscape plan of the 
2010 Master Plan Update. The tree survey concluded that out of the 1,837 trees on campus, 
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Significant 
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Less-than-
Significant 
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approximately 63 trees are anticipated to be removed in the northeast corner of the quadrangle (North 
Mall) due to poor health and the proposed footprint of the new Media Arts/Performing Arts Center. The 
information from the tree survey will be used to make decisions about managing the campus forest and 
protecting trees during construction. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings, within a state scenic highway? 

    

 
Less-than-significant Impact. Although existing campus landscaping does have scenic value, no rock 
outcroppings or historic buildings were identified on campus, as noted in the 2003 FEIR. Nor does Valley 
College border a state or locally designated scenic highway. The Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks 
Community Plan (1998) identifies the streets that border Valley College simply as “Secondary Highways,” 
and does not identify the campus as being significant potential open space or an historic resource. Thus, 
the proposed project will not have a significant impact on historic or scenic resources. Also, as stated 
above, project elements are not expected to change the design character of campus landscaping to a 
significant degree, and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

    

 
Less-than-significant Impact. In the 2003 FEIR, the quadrangle portion of the campus was described as 
being a noteworthy designed landscape; and the core campus, located between Fulton Avenue and 
Campus Drive, as being a potentially significant example of campus planning from the mid-twentieth 
century. The individual buildings comprising the core campus were not deemed significant in architectural 
design terms. Instead, the campus plan comprised of the quadrangle and backwards “J” configuration at 
its base, the siting of the academic buildings, and the dominance of the quadrangle landscaping are the 
noteworthy defining design elements. The proposed project, which characterizes the quadrangle as being 
a significant legacy landscape element, retains those key defining features. With one exception, new core 
campus buildings, when proposed, occur on the sites of existing buildings. The exception is the Media 
Arts/Performing Arts Center, which is proposed at the northeast corner of the quadrangle. It would be 
constructed on what is currently Parking Lot C, and would extend west to close off the north end of the 
quadrangle (currently open-ended, with views from and into Parking Lot B). The proposed project will 
create a sense of enclosure appropriate to the quadrangle concept. In addition, all new buildings would 
be designed in accordance with the District’s Design Criteria and Standards. Those design criteria were 
established to ensure that existing, Proposition A/AA, and Measure J Program buildings are designed to 
be compatible with, and enhance, the campus. As such, the proposed project would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character of the campus, and impacts would be less-than-significant. Best 
Management Practices would be implemented as described in the mitigation measure below.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

V-1 New buildings and renovations to existing buildings shall adhere to the standards, criteria, and 
guidelines in the District’s Design Criteria and Standards/Sustainable Design Manual and shall be 
sympathetic to the Late Moderne/Modernist style of the campus’ early permanent buildings 
(1955-1959) in terms of architectural details and scale. 

It is also the existing and ongoing policy of Valley College to replace trees proposed for removal on a 1:1 
basis, and in fact 81 new trees will be planted to offset this loss. Furthermore, as part of the College’s 
sustainability policies, when trees are slated for removal the timber is harvested and used for construction 
on campus when it is at all feasible to do so. The numerous Best Management Practices employed by the 
College and discussed in the landscape plan of the 2010 Master Plan Update will ensure that any 
adverse impacts of tree removal to accommodate the construction of the Media Arts/Performing Arts 
Center would be less than significant. Nonetheless, given the rarity of some of the campus tree species, 
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and the height, caliper and canopy value of other trees, there is some risk that tree removals could 
significantly and adversely change the appearance of the campus landscape if not carefully considered. 

In order to address the residual impact that would result from the removal of trees as proposed in the 
current campus tree survey, and to accommodate the construction of the Media Arts/Performing Arts 
Center at the northeast corner of the quadrangle (North Mall), the following mitigation measure is to be 
implemented: 

Although not directly related to the 2010 Master Plan Update, in an effort to preserve and sustain the 
campus forest, a tree survey has been conducted by a qualified arborist as a preliminary step toward the 
preparation of a tree master plan at a later date. The tree survey has identified more than 400 campus 
trees that will eventually require replacement, often due to poor tree health. Among these are some of the 
63 trees that occur in the northeastern portion of the quadrangle (North Mall) portion of the campus within 
the footprint of where the Media Arts/Performing Arts Center is proposed. 

It is the policy of Valley College to replace trees proposed for removal on a 1:1 basis. As part of the 
College’s sustainability policies, when trees are slated for removal the timber is harvested and used for 
construction on campus when it is at all feasible to do so. Nonetheless, given the rarity of some of the 
campus tree species, and the height, caliper and canopy value of other trees, there is some risk that tree 
removals could significantly and adversely change the appearance of the campus landscape if not 
carefully considered. 

In order to address the residual impact that would result from the removal of trees as proposed in the 
current campus tree survey, and to accommodate the construction of the Media Arts/Performing Arts 
Center at the northeast corner of the quadrangle (North Mall), the following mitigation measure is to be 
implemented: 

2010 Master Plan Update Mitigation Measure: 

V-2 When mature or rare campus trees with trunk diameters of six inches or greater are proposed for 
removal the replacement tree shall be of the same species. If for horticultural reasons installation 
of the same species would prove unsuitable, a different species of tree may be substituted if it is 
similar in habit, form and appearance to the tree it is replacing. The replacement tree shall be of 
the largest caliper/gallon size that it is feasible for the College to install, based on cost and 
likelihood of the new tree growing successfully. The siting of any replacement tree shall be 
consistent with the legacy landscape design context in which it is proposed, and decisions about 
appropriate tree species substitutions and tree placement shall be made under the guidance of a 
qualified landscape architect specializing in the preservation/restoration of historic landscapes. 

Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce potential impacts due to the removal of trees on 
campus to less-than-significant levels 

d) Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect daytime or 
nighttime views in the area? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed project calls for buildings designed to meet Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards. No architectural materials finishes or lighting 
features are proposed as part of the project that would create new substantial sources of light or glare. All 
lighting would be energy efficient and not create spill light impacts. Hence, the proposed project would not 
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. Best Management Practices would be 
implemented as described in mitigation measures below that are carried forward from the 2003 FEIR, and 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
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2003 FEIR Mitigation 

V-3 Nighttime lighting shall incorporate full cutoff shielded fixtures or three-sided shielded fixtures 
pointed at least 45 degrees below the horizontal to contain the light within the campus and avoid 
spillover lighting impacts on off-campus properties to the south and east. 

V-4 Lighting shall be designed in accordance with the standards of the Sky & Telescope Publishing 
Corporation guidelines so as not to impair nighttime sky-watching activities by Planetarium staff 
and students. 

 
2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts on agricultural resources 
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

 
No impact. The Los Angeles Valley College campus does not contain any Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide importance.1 The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include 
renovation and construction projects that would be located on the existing College campus. As such, the 
proposed 2010 Master Plan would not convert any Farmland to non-agricultural use. No impact is 
anticipated to occur. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?      

 
No Impact. No Williamson Act contract exists for the project site.2 The project site is not designated for 
agricultural uses, has been occupied by the Los Angeles Valley College since approximately 1955, and is 
zoned for public facilities (PF-1XL in Height District 1, Extra Limited Height). Therefore, the proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update would not conflict with any Williamson Act contract or agricultural zoning. No 
impact is anticipated to occur under implementation of the proposed Master Plan Update. 

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

    

 
No Impact. According to the Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code, the Valley College campus is 
zoned PF-1XL: Height District 1 – Extra Limited Height. No forest land or designated timberland exists on 
the existing Valley College campus. The surrounding area consists of a densely built-up neighborhood, 
containing single-family and multiple family residential uses. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 

                                            
1 Myra L. Frank & Associates. Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan Initial Study. January 2003. 
2 Ibid. 
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would include the renovation and construction of structures located on the Valley College campus, an 
existing educational facility. Proposed improvements would enhance the existing Valley College campus 
and would not involve changes that would conflict with existing zoning or cause rezoning of forest land. 
No impact is anticipated to occur under implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?     

 
No Impact. No forestland exists on the project site or within the surrounding densely built-up urban 
neighborhood setting, which is developed with single-family and multiple-family residential, and 
commercial uses. The project site is currently occupied with the Los Angeles Valley College. The 
proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include the renovation and construction of structures located 
on the Valley College campus, an existing educational facility. Proposed improvements would enhance 
the existing Valley College campus and would not involve changes that could result in the conversion of 
forestland to non-forest use. No impact is anticipated to occur under implementation of the proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update. 

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

    

 
No Impact. No farmland exists on the project site or within the surrounding densely built-up urban 
neighborhood setting, which is developed with single-family and multiple-family residential, and 
commercial uses. The project site is currently occupied with the Los Angeles Valley College. The 
proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include the renovation and construction of structures located 
on the Valley College campus, an existing educational facility. Proposed improvements would enhance 
the existing Valley College campus and would not involve changes that could result in the conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural uses or conversion of forestland to non-forest use. No impact is anticipated to 
occur under implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. 

 
3. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan?     

 
No Impact. The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). The South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is required, pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, to reduce 
emissions of criteria pollutants for which the Basin is in nonattainment (i.e., ozone [O3], particulate matter 
[PM10], and fine particulate matter [PM2.5]). As such, the project would be subject to the SCAQMD’s Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The AQMP contains a comprehensive list of pollution control 
strategies to reduce emissions and achieve ambient air quality standards. These strategies are 
developed, in part, according to regional population, housing, and employment projections prepared by 
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

SCAG is the regional planning agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and 
Imperial Counties. It addresses regional issues related to transportation, the economy, community 
development, and the environment. With respect to air quality planning, SCAG has prepared the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), including the Growth Management and Regional Mobility 
chapters, which form the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP. These 
documents are used in the preparation of the air quality forecasts and consistency analyses included in 
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the AQMP. Both the RCPG and AQMP are based, in part, on projections that originated from county and 
city general plans. 

The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would involve the renovation and expansion of an existing 
development. The revised project is consistent with both the general plan designation and local zoning. 

Because the project is consistent with the local general plan and the RCPG (SCAG 2008), pursuant to 
SCAQMD guidelines, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update is considered consistent with the region’s 
AQMP. As such, proposed 2010 Master Plan Update-related emissions are accounted for in the AQMP, 
which is crafted to bring the Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants. No impacts would occur, and 
no mitigation measures are necessary. 

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

    

 
Potentially Significant (as in the 2003 FEIR but less severe). As discussed in response 3(a), the 
project site is located within the Basin. State and federal air quality standards are often exceeded in many 
parts of the Basin. A discussion of the project’s potential short-term construction-period and long-term 
operational-period air quality impacts is provided below. 

Regional Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update has the potential to generate air quality impacts 
due to the use of heavy-duty construction equipment on the project site, construction workers traveling to 
and from the project site, and deliveries of building materials to the project site. Combustion emissions, 
primarily nitrogen oxides (NOX) and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), would emanate from the use of 
on-site diesel-powered construction equipment, such as graders, wheeled loaders, and cranes. During 
the finishing phase of construction, the application of architectural coatings (i.e., paints) and other 
materials could release emissions from reactive organic gases (ROGs). Construction emissions would 
also result in emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) and sulfur oxides (SOx).  

The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would result in the construction of approximately 616,953 square 
feet (ft2) of new academic space, modernization of 131,177 ft2 in existing facilities, and the demolition of 
approximately 148,257 ft2. As shown in the Project Background, the previously-approved 2003 Master 
Plan contained 475,397 ft2 of new academic space, modernization of 419,897 ft2 in existing facilities, and 
the demolition of approximately 176,915 ft2. In total, there are 12 construction and five demolition projects 
planned per the 2010 Master Plan Update, whereas there were 20 construction/renovation and eight 
demolition projects contained under the 2003 Master Plan. A more detailed discussion pertaining to 
proposed new facilities and the renovation/modernization of existing facilities can be found in the Project 
Description and Background section of this addendum. 

Construction is anticipated to start in late December 2011 and continue through 2014. As shown in Table 
2, the only construction projects that are new to the 2010 Master Plan Update are the Media 
Arts/Performance Arts Center, the Athletic Training Facilities/Baseball Field House, Monarch Center 
Renovation/Adaptive Reuse, and the parking structure. As shown under Construction Phasing, 
construction of these four elements could potentially overlap in 2012 and 2013. Therefore, to provide a 
conservative estimate of potential worst-case impacts, the impact analysis assumes that up to four 
projects will be completed within the first two years after approval of this addendum. This assumption is 
conservative in that it concentrates a high level of construction activity at the earliest feasible date of the 
proposed 2010 Master Plan Update’s overall development period. This point is particularly noteworthy 
since construction emissions are directly related to the amount and intensity of construction activities (i.e., 
emissions increase as the amount of construction increases), and emissions factors for certain 
components of project construction (i.e., construction workers’ trips and delivery vehicle trips) decrease 
over time in response to the introduction of greater numbers of vehicles that emit lower relative levels of 
pollutant emissions.  
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The quantity, duration, and intensity of construction activity would have a substantial effect on the amount of 
construction emissions, as well as related pollutant concentrations, occurring at any one time. As such, the 
emissions forecasts provided herein reflect a specific set of conservative assumptions that are based on an 
expected construction scenario wherein a relatively large amount of construction is occurring in a relatively 
intensive manner. Because of this conservative assumption, actual emissions could be less than those 
forecast. If construction is delayed or occurs over a longer time period, emissions could be reduced because 
of (1) a more modern and cleaner burning construction equipment fleet mix and/or (2) a less intensive 
buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions occurring over a longer time interval). Construction-related 
emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS2007 (version 9.2.4) model. The construction equipment mix 
and the duration for each construction stage are detailed in the URBEMIS2007 printout sheets, which are 
provided in the air quality appendix of the Draft Initial Study Update/FEIR Addendum. 

A conservative estimate of the revised project’s worst-case construction emissions is provided in the table 
below. As shown therein, short-term emissions during construction are not expected to exceed SCAQMD) 
regional significance thresholds. As such, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

Table 5: Forecast of Unmitigated Regional Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Single Project 

Demolition 3 28 14 <1 24 6 

Site Grading 3 24 13 <1 7 2 

Structure Erection/Finishing  11 9 8 <1 1 1 

Four Concurrent Projects 

Demolition* 5 57 27 <1 48 12 

Site Grading 11 94 52 <1 28 9 

Structure Erection/Finishing 44 36 31 <1 2 2 

Maximum Regional Project Emissions  44 94 52 <1 48 12 

SCAQMD Regional Emissions Threshold (lbs/day) 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

URBEMIS 2007 outputs are provided in the air quality appendix. 
Source: URBEMIS 2007 modeling by ICF 2010. 
* Only two demolition projects are anticipated, therefore concurrent emission estimates for demolition assumes only two concurrent 

demolition projects.  

 

Mitigation Measures 

The following measures shall be implemented to control fugitive dust. As described in the 2003 FEIR, 
these measures would reduce PM10 emissions by 60 percent. (However, as described in the 2003 FEIR, 
construction-period air quality impacts were considered significant and unavoidable because of the larger 
building program than that proposed in this update.) 

2003FEIR Mitigation Measures 

AQ-1 Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and three times a day or four times a 
day under windy conditions in order to maintain soil moisture of 12 percent. 

AQ-2 On the last day of active operations prior to a weekend or holiday, apply water or a chemical 
stabilizer to maintain a stabilized surface. 

AQ-3 Water excavated soil piles hourly or cover piles with temporary coverings. 
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AQ-4 Cease grading during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

AQ-5 Moisten excavated soil prior to loading on trucks.  

AQ-6 Apply cover to all loads of dirt leaving the site or leave sufficient freeboard capacity in truck to 
prevent fugitive dust emissions en route to disposal site. 

AQ-7 Sweep streets to remove dirt carried out by truck wheels. 

AQ-8 Schedule grading and excavation activities that occur within approximately 200 feet of the Child 
Development Center (CDC) during periods when children are not in attendance. If it is not 
possible to schedule grading and excavation activities when children are not present at the CDC, 
then children shall be kept indoors with the windows closed. Air conditioners in the CDC Building 
shall have proper filters to ensure dust generated by construction activities is not transmitted 
indoors via the building’s ventilation system. 

AQ-9 Construct a temporary fence around the perimeter of the Child Development Center site to shield 
the Center from fugitive dust emissions. The fence shall have a minimum height of 8 feet and a 
solid or impermeable surface. 

In addition, the following measure shall be implemented to reduce emissions from equipment. This 
measure would reduce emissions by approximately 10 percent. 

AQ-10 Turn off equipment when not in use for longer than 5 minutes. 

In addition, the following measures shall be employed wherever feasible to reduce gaseous emissions 
from equipment. As described in the 2003 FEIR, these would also reduce toxic emissions from diesel 
equipment.  

AQ-11 Use bio-diesel fuel in all onsite diesel-powered equipment, if available. 

AQ-12 Use alternatively fueled (compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), dual-fuel or 
electric) construction equipment, if available. 

AQ-13 To the extent feasible, minimize truck idling on site and locate staging areas away from locations 
where students are congregated.  

Residual Impacts 

Implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-9 would reduce fugitive dust emissions by 
approximately 60 percent (note that per compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, this reduction is already 
taken into account in the unmitigated scenario above). Implementation of mitigation measure AQ-10 
would result in a reduction of all criteria pollutant emissions by approximately 10 percent. Implementation 
of mitigation measures AQ-11 though AQ-13 would potentially reduce exhaust emissions from 
construction equipment operating on site, but the amount is unknown at this time. 

As shown in the following table, with implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-13, regional 
exhaust emissions would be reduced to levels below their previous less-than-significant levels. 
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Table 6: Forecast of Mitigated Regional Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Single Project 

Demolition 3 28 13 <1 24 6 

Site Grading 3 21 12 <1 7 2 

Structure Erection/Finishing  11 8 7 <1 1 <1 

Four Concurrent Projects 

Demolition* 5 55 26 <1 48 12 

Site Grading 10 85 47 <1 27 9 

Structure Erection/Finishing 44 33 29 <1 2 2 

Maximum Regional Project Emissions 44 85 47 <1 48 12 

SCAQMD Regional Emissions Threshold (lbs/day) 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

URBEMIS 2007 outputs are provided in the air quality appendix. 
Source: URBEMIS 2007 modeling by ICF 2010. 
* Only two demolition projects are anticipated, therefore concurrent emission estimates for demolition assumes only two concurrent 

demolition projects.  

 
Localized Construction Impacts 

When quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, only emissions that occur on site are considered. 
Consistent with SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold (LST) methodology guidelines, emissions 
related to off-site delivery/haul truck activity and employee trips are not considered in the evaluation of 
localized impacts (SCAQMD 2003). As shown in the following table, localized emissions for all criteria 
pollutants would remain below their respective SCAQMD LST. As such, localized impacts that may result 
from construction-period air pollutant emissions would be less than significant. No additional mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

Table 7: Forecast of Localized Construction Emissions 

Construction Phase 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Valley College 

Demolition 1 7 5 <1 23 5 

Site Grading 3 23 12 <1 7 2 

Structure Erection/Finishing 11 9 5 <1 1 1 

Worst Case On-site Totala 11 23 12 <1 23 5 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold (lbs/day)b — 189 1,872 — 42 10 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

URBEMIS 2007 outputs are provided in the air quality appendix. 
Source: URBEMIS2007 modeling by ICF. 

a  Maximum concurrent localized project emissions for ROG, NOX, and CO occur during the 1-month period when construction, 
architectural coating, and paving overlap. Maximum PM10 emissions occur during the 1-month demolition phase. All other 
maximums occur during grading/excavation. 

b These localized thresholds were taken from tables provided in the SCAQMD LST methodology guidance document, which are 
based on the following: 1) The project site is located in SCAQMD Source Receptor Area No. 7, 2) sensitive receptors are located 
within 50 meters of construction activity, and 3) the maximum site area to be disturbed is 5 acres. Note that SCAQMD has not 
published Localized Significance Thresholds for ROG and SOx emissions.  
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Regional Operational Impacts 

SCAQMD has also established significance thresholds to evaluate potential impacts associated with long-
term project operations. Regional air pollutant emissions associated with project operations would be 
generated from the consumption of electricity and natural gas and the operation of on-road vehicles. 
Pollutant emissions associated with energy demand (i.e., electricity generation and natural gas 
consumption) are classified by SCAQMD as regional stationary-source emissions. Electricity is 
considered an area source because it is produced at various locations inside and outside of the Basin. 
Because it is not possible to isolate where electricity is produced, these emissions are conservatively 
considered to occur within the Basin and be regional in nature. Criteria pollutant emissions associated 
with the production and consumption of energy were calculated using emission factors from SCAQMD’s 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (appendix to Chapter 9) (SCAQMD 1993). 

Daily mobile-source emissions for buildout of both the 2003 FEIR and 2010 Master Plan Update were 
calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions inventory model, which multiplies estimated daily vehicle 
miles travelled (VMT) by applicable EMFAC2007 emissions factors. Inputs into URBEMIS, including both 
the number of students and trips per student, were obtained from the traffic report (Fehr & Peers 2010). 
Emissions associated with electricity and natural gas consumption were calculated using assumed 
buildout square footage. The URBEMIS2007 model output and worksheets for calculating regional 
operational daily emissions were provided in the air quality appendix of the Draft Initial Study 
Update/FEIR Addendum. As shown Table 8, while the revised project’s regional emissions would exceed 
all regional SCAQMD thresholds (except for SOx), emissions are expected to remain below emission 
levels previously calculated for the 2003 Master Facilities Plan. The net change in pollutants associated 
with the 2010 Master Plan Update is less than the net change that was shown in the 2003 FEIR. 
Therefore, regional operational emissions would not result in more severe significant long-term regional 
air quality impacts than was previously analyzed and disclosed.  

Table 8: Forecast of Regional Operational Emissions 

 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total Emissions  

 2010 Master Plan Update a,b 258 347 2,209 7 501 99 

 2003 Master Plan Update a,b 261 352 2,302 7 523 109 

Net change of the 2010 Master Plan Update over 
the 2003 Master Plan Update  

-4 -5 -93 1 -21 -4 

Net Change shown in 2003 FEIR  +63 +82 +714 NAc +39 NAc 

SCAQMD Regional Emissions Threshold (lbs/day) 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

More Severe Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Emissions may not add up completely due to rounding.  

Source: URBEMIS2007 modeling by ICF  
a Mobile and area source emissions calculated using the URBEMIS 2007 emissions model.  
b Emissions due to project-related electricity generation based on guidance provided in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  
c Emissions of SOx and PM2.5 were not quantified in the 2003 FEIR. . 
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Mitigation Measures 

As described in the 2003 FEIR, the following measure shall be implemented to reduce operational 
emissions. The transportation demand management measures are further described in the 2003 FEIR.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation Measures 

AQ-14 To reduce vehicle tripmaking and resulting operational pollutant emissions, Valley College shall 
implement transportation demand management measures. 

Local Operational Impacts 

Within an urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. Consequently, the highest CO 
concentrations are generally found close to congested intersections. Under typical meteorological 
conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as the distance from the emissions source (i.e., 
congested intersection) increases. For purposes of providing a conservative worst-case impact analysis, 
CO concentrations are typically analyzed at congested intersections, because if impacts are less than 
significant close to the congested intersections, impacts will also be less than significant at more distant 
locations.  

Project traffic during the operational phase would have the potential to create local CO impacts. 
SCAQMD recommends a hot-spot evaluation of potential local CO impacts when volume-to-capacity 
ratios are increased by 2 percent at intersections with a level of service (LOS) of C or worse. Given these 
criteria and information provided in the traffic impact study prepared by Fehr and Peers (2010), one 
intersection (Coldwater Canyon Road and Oxnard Street) was selected for analysis.  

Local area CO concentrations were projected using the CALINE 4 traffic pollutant dispersion model. The 
analysis of CO impacts followed the protocol recommended by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans), published as the Transportation Project-level Carbon Monoxide Protocol 
(Caltrans 1997). It is also consistent with SCAQMD’s CO modeling protocol procedures, with all four 
corners of each intersection analyzed to determine whether project development would result in a CO 
concentration that exceeds federal or state CO standards.  

The project’s AM and PM 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations for project build-out year 2014 are presented 
Table 9 below. As shown therein, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not have a significant 
impact related to 1- or 8-hour local CO concentrations from mobile-source emissions at nearby 
intersections. 

Because significant impacts would not occur at those intersections with the highest traffic volumes, which 
are located adjacent to sensitive receptors, no significant impacts are anticipated to occur at any other 
location in the study area. This is because the conditions that yield CO hot spots would not be any worse 
than those that would occur at the analyzed intersections. Consequently, sensitive receptors included in 
this analysis would not be significantly affected by the CO emissions from the net increase in traffic that 
would occur under the project. Because the project would not cause an exceedance or exacerbate an 
existing exceedance of an ambient air quality standard, the project’s localized operational air quality 
impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Table 9: Local Area Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis 

Intersection 
Peak 
Perioda 

Maximum  
1-hour 2014 

Base 
Concentration 

(ppm)b 

Maximum  
1-hour 2014 
with-Project 

Concentration 
(ppm)c 

Significant 
1-hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Maximum  
8-hour 2014 

Base 
Concentration 

(ppm)e 

Maximum  
8-hour 2014 
with-Project 

Concentration 
(ppm)f 

Significant 
8-hour 

Concentration 
Impact?d 

Coldwater Cyn 
& Oxnard St 

AM 8.8 8.9 No 8.1 8.2 No 

PM 8.8 8.9 No 8.1 8.2 No 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2010, EMFAC2007 and CALINE4 modeling by ICF. 
Notes: 
ppm = parts per million 
a Peak-hour traffic volumes are based on the traffic impact analysis prepared for the project by Fehr and Peers (2010). 
b SCAQMD 2015 1-hour ambient background concentration (6.6 ppm) + 2014 base traffic CO 1-hour contribution. 
c SCAQMD 2015 1-hour ambient background concentration (6.6 ppm) + 2014 with-project traffic CO 1-hour contribution. 
d The state standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 20 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9.0 ppm. 

The federal standard for the 1-hour average CO concentration is 35 ppm, and the 8-hour average concentration is 9 ppm 
e SCAQMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (6.6 ppm) + 2014 base traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 
f SCAQMD 2015 8-hour ambient background concentration (6.6 ppm) + 2014 with-project traffic CO 8-hour contribution. 

 
With respect to the revised project’s on-site mass emissions, the Table 10 shows that on-site operational-
period emissions would be below SCAQMD’s LSTs. Impacts from emissions of these criteria pollutants 
would be less than significant. 

Table 10: Forecast of Localized Operational Emissions 

 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day)

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

On-site Area-Source Emissions 8 12 12 0 <1 <1 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold (lbs/day)a – 189 1,872 – 13 3 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Source: URBEMIS2007 modeling by ICF. 

a These localized thresholds were taken from tables provided in the SCAQMD LST methodology guidance 
document, which is based on the following: 1) The project site is located in SCAQMD Source Receptor Area No. 7, 
2) sensitive receptors are located within 50 meters of the project, and 3) the maximum site to be disturbed is 5 
acres. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the 
AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards, in accordance with the requirements of 
the federal and state Clean Air Acts. As discussed earlier in response 3(a), the proposed 2010 Master 
Plan Update would be consistent with the AQMP, which is intended to bring the Basin into attainment for 
all criteria pollutants. In addition, the mass regional emissions calculated for the proposed 2010 Master 
Plan Update in response 3(b) show no new impacts. As such, the revised project would not result in a 
new cumulative impact. No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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d) Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations?     

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated (as in 2003 FEIR but less severe). As 
described in response 3(b), above, mitigated construction and operation of the proposed 2010 Master 
Plan Update would not result in any substantial localized air pollution impacts and therefore would not 
expose any nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

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

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses 
associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food 
processing plants, chemical plants, composting sites, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding 
facilities (SCAQMD 1993). The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update does not include any uses identified 
by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors. Therefore, it would not be expected to produce 
objectionable odors.  

Potential odor sources during construction include asphalt paving material and architectural coatings and 
solvents. SCAQMD Rules 1108 and 1113 limit the amount of volatile organic compounds from cutback 
asphalt and architectural coatings and solvents, respectively. In compliance with SCAQMD rules, no 
construction activities or materials would be proposed that would create a significant level of 
objectionable odor. As such, potential impacts during short-term construction would be less than 
significant. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:  

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

    

 
Less than Significant Impact. The Valley College campus is located in a developed urban area. Based 
on the database search, the college campus is not anticipated to contain any candidate, sensitive or 
special species, or habitat for these species. Consequently, no significant impacts to biological resources 
are anticipated to occur under the proposed Master Plan Update.  

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. No riparian habitats or other sensitive natural community have been 
identified on the Valley College campus. Prior to development of the campus beginning in the mid-1950s, 
the site had been used decades prior for agricultural purposes. It featured a small creek that flowed 
northwest-to-southeast into nearby Tujunga Wash. This creek was filled in and built over during the 1950s 
and new chiefly non-native ornamental plants and trees were introduced that have low potential to 
support native faunal species. At present, Valley College does not support riparian plant communities. 
The Tujunga Wash is located immediately east of the Valley College campus. In recognition that water 
runoff from the campus could contain sediments as well as inorganic pollutants that could adversely affect 
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the Tujunga Wash and the Los Angeles River watershed of which it is part, stormwater collection systems 
are proposed in a number of locations on the southern portion of the campus as part of the 2010 Master 
Plan Update. Collection sites include the Foreign Language, Student Services and Campus Center, 
Engineering, Math, and Business/Journalism buildings. Development of the Sustainable Mall and the 
incorporation of new permeable ground surfaces in diverse locations across the campus are proposed in 
an effort to promote groundwater percolation and significantly reduce runoff pollution and the volume of 
stormwater flow entering Tujunga Wash and city storm drains, thereby making a positive, rather than 
negative, contribution to the environmental quality on and off campus. 

A landscaped swale known as the Sustainable Mall is being proposed as part of the 2010 Master Plan 
update. The Sustainable Mall would extend southward from a new plaza south of the new Monarch 
Student Center along what is now Campus Drive, following the course of an old creek that was built over 
and filled when the campus was first developed during the mid-1950s. It would be planted with native 
upland habitat plants and trees; incorporate permeable soil/rock surfaces that allow stormwater 
percolation; remove some of the pollutants from runoff; and would be bordered on the east and west by 
low berm elements and concrete-step seating. The space would accommodate habitat conservation 
teaching activities and passive recreational uses. 

Implementation of the stormwater collection and Sustainable Mall components of the proposed project 
are anticipated to have a positive rather negative impact on sensitive natural communities and 
consequently no significant impacts relative to sensitive natural communities are expected to occur. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The College campus is located in a developed urban area. No protected 
wetlands or waters of the United States as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are found on 
campus.  

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

    

 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The campus is located in an urban area 
and is bordered primarily by single family and multi-family residential neighborhoods. The project area is 
a developed urban area containing commercial and residential uses. Consequently, the campus does not 
serve as a wildlife corridor for any terrestrial species. Implementation of the Master Plan however, will 
result in the removal of approximately 63 trees at the northeast corner of the quadrangle (North Mall). 
These actions could affect migratory birds that may use the campus for foraging or nesting. 
Implementation of mitigation measure BR-1 would mitigate any potential impacts to the species protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Department of Fish and Game to less than 
significant levels. 

 
2003 FEIR Mitigation 

BR-1 To avoid violations of the MBTA or California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, Valley College 
shall attempt to limit grubbing and the removal of trees and buildings during the bird breeding 
season (approximately March 1 to September 1 [as early as February 1 for raptors]). If the bird 
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breeding season cannot be avoided, Valley College shall retain a qualified ornithologist to initiate 
surveys of the construction zone 30 days prior to the initiation of construction and weekly 
thereafter, with the last survey not more than 3 days prior to the initiation of construction, to 
minimize the potential for nesting following the survey and prior to construction. If the ornithologist 
detects any occupied nest or nests of native birds within the construction zone, Valley College will 
conspicuously flag off the area(s) supporting bird nests, providing a minimum buffer of 300 feet 
between the nests and limits of construction (500 feet for raptors). The construction crew will be 
instructed to avoid any activities in this zone until the bird nests are no longer occupied, per a 
subsequent survey by the ornithologist. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Master Plan Update would not conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted habitat conservation plan, natural 
conservation community plan, other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

    

 
No Impact. There would be no conflicts with any local, regional, or state conservation plans for the 
project area. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5? 

    

 
Less-than-significant Impact. In the 2003 FEIR, the quadrangle (North Mall/Monarch Square) portion of 
the campus, located between Fulton Avenue and Campus Drive, was described as being a noteworthy 
designed landscape, and a potentially significant example of campus planning from the mid-twentieth 
century. The individual buildings comprising the core campus were not deemed significant in architectural 
design terms; thus, demolitions and new building construction planned as part of the proposed project 
would not result in the destruction of historic buildings. Instead, the campus plan comprised of the 
quadrangle and backwards “J” configuration at its base, the siting of the academic buildings, and the 
dominance of the quadrangle landscaping are the noteworthy defining design elements. The proposed 
project, which characterizes the quadrangle as being a significant legacy landscape element, retains 
those key defining features. Key design changes proposed within the quadrangle area include the 
demolition of the Cafeteria and Theater Arts Buildings, construction of the Student Center, and the Media 
Arts/Performing Arts Center at the northeastern corner of the quadrangle, as well as the construction of a 
swale along the eastern edge of the sidewalk defining the eastern perimeter of the quadrangle. As 
discussed in Sec 1(c), the Media Arts/performing Arts Center building would create a sense of enclosure 
appropriate to the quadrangle concept. In addition, all new buildings would be designed in accordance 
with the District’s Design Criteria and Standards. Those design criteria were established to ensure that 
existing Proposition A/AA, and Measure J Program buildings are designed to be compatible with, and 
enhance, the campus. As such, the proposed project would not result in a substantially adverse effect 
upon historical resources. 

A campus-wide tree survey has identified trees that require replacement. Some of these are among the 
63 trees that occur in the northeastern portion of the quadrangle (North Mall) portion of the campus within 
the footprint of the proposed Media Arts/Performing Arts Center. Given the rarity of some of the campus 
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tree species, and the height, caliper and canopy value of other trees, there is some risk that tree removals 
could significantly and adversely change the appearance of the campus landscape if not carefully 
considered. 

In order to address the residual impact that would result from the removal of trees to accommodate the 
construction of the Media Arts/Performing Arts Center at the northeast corner of the quadrangle, the 
following mitigation measure from the Aesthetics section (1c) shall be implemented: 

V-2 When mature or rare campus trees with trunk diameters of six inches or greater are proposed for 
removal the replacement tree shall be of the same species. If for horticultural reasons installation 
of the same species would prove unsuitable, a different species of tree may be substituted if it is 
similar in habit, form and appearance to the tree it is replacing. The replacement tree shall be of 
the largest caliper/gallon size that it is feasible for the College to install, based on cost and 
likelihood of the new tree growing successfully. The siting of any replacement tree shall be 
consistent with the historic landscape design context in which it is proposed, and decisions about 
appropriate tree species substitutions and tree placement shall be made under the guidance of a 
qualified landscape architect specializing in the preservation/restoration of historic landscapes. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5?  

    

 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. The 2003 FEIR identifies the campus, 
due to its proximity to Tujunga Wash and the Los Angeles River, as potentially sensitive for the presence 
of subsurface archaeological resources, Although referencing the fact that the archaeological survey of 
portions of the Valley College campus failed to identify the presence of prehistoric or historical 
archaeological resources, that absence of visual evidence could be the result of restricted ground surface 
visibility and previous development activities on campus. Due to the potential presence of subsurface 
historical and prehistoric archaeological resources mitigation measures that were included as part of the 
2003 FEIR to reduce project-related adverse impacts to those resources that could be encountered 
during construction of the proposed project are being carried forward to reduce potential impacts to less-
than-significant levels. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

AR-1 A certified qualified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge in 
cultural resources, shall monitor all project-related ground-disturbing activities that extend beyond 
the depth of artificial fill and into natural soil sediments (as identified in the geotechnical 
investigations for the proposed projects, in areas of archaeological sensitivity such as along the 
eastern portion of the campus near Tujunga Wash and in the area of the former historical 
structures. 

AR-2 In those areas that are not monitored by an archaeologist and a certified culturally affiliated 
Native American if buried cultural resources are uncovered during construction, if buried cultural 
resources are uncovered during construction, all work shall be halted in the vicinity of the 
archaeological discovery until a qualified archaeologist can visit the site of discovery and assess 
the significance of the archaeological resource. 

AR-3 Provisions for the disposition of recovered prehistoric artifacts shall be made in consultation with 
culturally affiliated Native Americans. The College shall be the final arbiter should disagreement 
arise over the disposition of the recovered artifacts.  

AR-4 In the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated 
cemetery, the steps and procedures specified in Health and Safety Code 7050.5, State CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 shall be implemented. 

 



Issues 
Potentially 
Significant

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact No Impact

 

Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 35 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. During preparation of the 2003 FEIR, the 
Division of Geologic Sciences of the San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) completed a literature 
review and records search for Los Angeles Valley College, located in the Van Nuys region of Los Angeles 
County, California. Previous geologic mapping of the overall study area by Jennings and Strand (1969) 
indicates that Los Angeles Valley College is situated upon sediments mapped as Recent Alluvium. These 
sediments consist of clays, sands, and gravels of the San Fernando Valley flood plain, especially the 
overbank deposits derived from Tujunga Wash along the eastern border of the property. These sediments 
have low potential to contain nonrenewable paleontologic resources, due both to the young age of the 
sediments and to disturbances resulting from development in this region. However, these recent 
sediments overlie older Pleistocene alluvial sediments in the subsurface. The Pleistocene older alluvium 
has a high potential to contain significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources, and is therefore 
assigned high paleontologic sensitivity (Miller 1971; Jefferson 1991). Due to the potential presence of 
subsurface paleontological resources mitigation measures were included as part of the 2003 FEIR to 
reduce project-related adverse impacts to those resources that could be encountered during construction 
of the proposed project and are being carried forward to reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant 
levels. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

PR-1 A certified qualified paleontologic monitor shall monitor excavation in areas identified as likely to 
contain paleontologic resources (i.e., areas where excavation extends into subsurface 
Pleistocene older alluvium, as identified in the geotechnical investigations for the Master Plan 
projects). The monitor shall be equipped to salvage fossils and samples of sediments as they are 
unearthed to avoid construction delays and shall be empowered to temporarily halt or divert 
equipment to allow removal of abundant or large specimens. Monitoring may be reduced if the 
potentially fossiliferous units, previously described, are not found to be present or, if present, are 
determined by qualified paleontologic personnel to have low potential to contain fossil resources. 

PR-2 Recovered specimens shall be prepared to a point of identification and permanent preservation, 
including washing of sediments to recover small invertebrates and vertebrates. 

PR-3 Specimens shall be curated into a professional, accredited museum repository with permanent 
retrievable storage. 

PR-4 A report of findings, with an appended itemized inventory of specimens, shall be prepared. The 
report and inventory, when submitted to Los Angeles Valley College, would signify completion of 
the program to mitigate impacts to paleontologic resources. 

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

 
Less-than-significant Impact. No formal cemeteries or other places of human internment are known to 
exist within the proposed project area. Native American and other groups of people, however, have 
occupied the vicinity. Since the site has been previously disturbed by prior construction, encounters with 
buried human remains are not expected to occur. In the event such remains are exposed during 
construction, by State law (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code), the Los Angeles County 
Coroner must be contacted. No further disturbance can occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to the origin and disposition of the human burial remains (pursuant to Public 
Resource Code 5097.98). Because it is not anticipated that the proposed project would disturb human 
remains, and because the protocols required by State law would be followed, there would be a less-than-
significant impact. 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:  

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving:  
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. No known active faults cross the College campus. The project area is not 
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for surface fault rupture hazards.3 The closest 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, established for a segment of the San Fernando fault zone is 
located approximately seven miles north of the campus.4 Additionally, the campus is not located within a 
City of Los Angeles Fault Rupture Study Area.5 Therefore, ground rupture due to faulting is not 
considered a significant hazard at the site. This would be considered a less than significant impact under 
the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. The College campus is located in the 
seismically active region of southern California and would be subject to severe ground shaking during an 
earthquake on a nearby fault. The numerous faults located in the southern California region include 
active, potentially active, and inactive faults. The College campus is located in proximity to the Hollywood 
Fault (6 miles) and the Northridge Thrust Fault (2 miles), and the Verdugo Fault (4 miles).6 Seismic 
shaking could cause significant damage to all aboveground structures and moderate damage to 
pavement, roads, and underground utilities. The ground motion hazard is not unusual for the Los Angeles 
area.  

Proposed design and construction of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update projects would conform to 
all applicable provisions of the California State Architect, which follows guidelines set forth in the 1998 
California Building Code (CBC) as indicated below in mitigation. This would be considered a less than 
significant impact with mitigation incorporation. Best Management Practices would be implemented as 
described in mitigation measures below that are carried forward from the 2003 FEIR. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

GS-1 Geotechnical investigations shall be performed by qualified licensed professionals before final 
design of any structures and recommendations provided in these reports should be implemented, 
as appropriate. 

GS-2 Design and construction of structures for the proposed project shall conform to all applicable 
provisions of the California State Architect, which follow guidelines set forth in the 2001 CBC. The 
CBC is based on the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) and sets forth regulations concerning 
proper earthquake design and engineering. In addition, design and construction shall conform to 
the 1997 UBC’s earthquake design criteria for Seismic Zone 4. 

                                            
3 MACTEC Engineering and Consulting Inc., Los Angeles Valley College Report of Geotechnical Investigation. May 

2, 2007 
4 Ibid. 
5 Ibid 
6 Ibid. 
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. Liquefaction is the phenomenon in which 
saturated granular sediments temporarily lose their shear strength during periods of earthquake-induced 
strong ground shaking. The susceptibility of a site to liquefaction is a function of the depth, density, and 
water content of granular sediments, and the magnitude and frequency of earthquakes in the surrounding 
region. According to the 2003 FEIR, the project area is located within a California Geological Survey 
(CGS) Seismic Hazard Mapping Program liquefaction hazard zone.7 

A geotechnical report prepared for the proposed Child Development Center in May 2007 indicated that 
groundwater levels at the site will be at depths greater than 50 feet below the existing grade.8 Because of 
this anticipated depth of 50 feet, the geotechnical report concluded that the potential for liquefaction at the 
site would be low.9 Consequently, the impact from potentially liquefiable soils would pose a less than 
significant impact provided that appropriate mitigation measures are implemented in design and 
construction of the proposed facilities. Mitigation measures would be determined on an individual project 
basis relying on information obtained from site-specific geotechnical investigations. 

Implementation of mitigation measure GE-1 included below would result in a less than significant impact 
with mitigation incorporation.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

GS-1  Geotechnical investigations shall be performed by qualified licensed professionals before final 
design of any structures and recommendations provided in these reports should be implemented, 
as appropriate. 

GS-3  If liquefiable soils are identified by geotechnical investigations for project structures, then 
mitigation should be implemented. Appropriate mitigation, which could include the use of piles, 
deep foundations, dynamic densification, ground improvement, grouting, or removal of suspect 
soils, is dependent on site-specific conditions, which should be identified by the geotechnical 
investigation. 

iv) Landslides?     
 
No Impact. The existing topography of the Valley College campus and the surrounding area is relatively 
flat. The Valley College campus is not located in an area identified as having a potential for slope 
instability.10 There are no landslide areas near the campus nor is the campus in the path of any known or 
potential landslides. No impact is anticipated to occur under implementation of the proposed 2010 Master 
Plan Update. 

 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil?     

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed 2010 Master Plan would include construction activities on 
the existing Valley College campus. Proposed construction would result in soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil. The proposed 2010 Master Plan would include Best Management Practices to ensure that loss of 
topsoil would be minimal. This would be considered a less than significant impact. 

                                            
7 Myra L. Frank & Associates. Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR 2003 
8 MACTEC Engineering and Consulting Inc. Los Angeles Valley College-Report for Geotechnical Investigation 
(Proposed Child Development Center). May 2, 2007. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Ibid. 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 
is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described above, there are no 
landslide areas near the campus nor is the campus in the path of any known or potential landslides. The 
project site is not located in an area of known subsidence associated with fluid withdrawal.11 Construction 
activities included under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would disrupt the underlying soil. As 
indicated above, the entire site is located within an area identified as having a potential for liquefaction.  

However, it is expected that all earthwork and grading would meet the requirements of State of California 
codes and would be performed in accordance with the recommendations in the geotechnical 
investigations conducted for the proposed project. All excavation and shoring systems would also meet 
the minimum requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health standards. Mitigation Measure GE-1 
included above (and below) would mitigate impacts to less than significant levels. As previously 
referenced in Sections 6ii) and 6iii), Best Management Practices would be implemented as described in 
mitigation measures below that are carried forward from the 2003 FEIR.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

GS-1  Geotechnical investigations shall be performed by qualified licensed professionals before final 
design of any structures and recommendations provided in these reports should be implemented, 
as appropriate. 

GS-3  If liquefiable soils are identified by geotechnical investigations for project structures, then 
mitigation should be implemented. Appropriate mitigation, which could include the use of piles, 
deep foundations, dynamic densification, ground improvement, grouting, or removal of suspect 
soils, is dependent on site-specific conditions, which should be identified by the geotechnical 
investigation. 

GS-4 The geotechnical investigation of proposed facilities should fully characterize the presence and 
extent of corrosive, expansive, or loose compactable soil. Based on the collected data, 
appropriate mitigation can be designed. Mitigation options could include the following: removal of 
unsuitable subgrade soils and replacement with engineered fill, installation of cathodic protection 
systems to protect buried metal utilities, use of coated or nonmetallic (i.e., concrete or PVC) pipes 
not susceptible to corrosion, construction of foundations using sulfate resistant concrete, support 
of structures on deep pile foundation systems, densification of compactable subgrade soils with in 
–situ techniques, and placement of moisture barriers above and around expansive subgrade soils 
to help prevent variations in soil moisture content. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    

 

Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 
would include several new and renovation projects to be located on the existing Valley College campus. 
Implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan would require ground-disturbing activities The 2003 
FEIR indicated that the expansion potential of soil within the project area could vary from very low for 
soils developed in sandy materials to very high for soils developed on lean clay units. Expansive soils are 
characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (shrink and swell) due to variation in 

                                            
11 Ibid. 
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soil moisture content. Potential impacts could include unacceptable settlement or heave of structures, 
concrete slabs supported-on-grade, and pavements supported on these types of soil. The impact from 
unsuitable soils would pose a less than significant impact provided that appropriate mitigation measures 
are implemented in design and construction of proposed projects. Mitigation measures would be 
determined on an individual project basis relying on information obtained from site-specific geotechnical 
investigations. Best Management Practices would be implemented as described in mitigation measures 
below that are carried forward from the 2003 FEIR. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation  

GE-1  All earthwork and grading shall meet the requirements of State of California Building Code, Title 
24, part 2, volume 1 and shall be performed in accordance with the recommendations in the 
Geotechnical Investigation conducted for each proposed project at the Valley College campus.  

GE-2  All excavation and shoring systems shall meet the minimum requirements of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards. 

GS-1  Geotechnical investigations shall be performed by qualified licensed professionals before final 
design of any structures and recommendations provided in these reports should be implemented, 
as appropriate. 

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

    

 

No Impact. The project site is occupied with the Los Angeles Valley College. Currently, the College 
campus does not use septic tanks. Similar to existing conditions, under the proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Update, wastewater generated by students and staff would be discharged into local City of Los Angeles 
sewer lines. No septic tanks would be located on the site. No impact is anticipated to occur. 
 
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. At present, a quantitative CEQA threshold does not exist that would be 
applicable to the revised project. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical 
Advisory on CEQA and Climate Change suggests that in the absence of regulatory guidance or 
standards, lead agencies such as LACCD must undertake a project-by-project analysis that is consistent 
with available guidance and current CEQA practice to ascertain project impacts under CEQA.  

It is unknown by what amount the revised project would need to reduce project-related greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions to provide its share of GHG reduction and meet the Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) statewide 
GHG reduction target of 1990-level GHG emissions by 2020. As such, LACCD has adopted a qualitative 
threshold of “a level of project-related GHG emissions that is less than ‘Business as Usual’ (BAU) as 
defined by OPR in the above-referenced technical advisory.” 

Project-related GHG emissions were estimated for carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous 
oxide (N2O) for 2020. GHG emissions were not specifically analyzed in 2003 as analysis of GHG 
emissions was not required per CEQA at the time. As a result, the analysis contained herein includes the 
project GHG emissions that would have resulted from buildout of the 2003 Facilities Master Plan. Since 
GHG emissions were not analyzed in the 2003 FEIR, it is not possible to ascertain if impacts related to 
the 2010 Facilities Master Plan would be more or less severe than those identified in the 2003 FEIR. In 
order to determine if a project’s emissions are cumulatively considerable with respects to GHG emissions, 
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the emissions generated from the project were compared to a BAU scenario. As defined in the CAPCOA 
white paper, BAU is “the projection of GHG emissions at a future date based on current technologies and 
regulatory requirements in absence of other reductions.” In effect, BAU defines the CEQA future “No 
Project" scenario (CAPCOA 2008). With respect to this analysis, BAU is defined as buildout of the 
previously-approved 2003 Facilities Master Plan and FEIR operating in the year 2020. 

The results, provided in Table 11, are presented in units of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and take 
into account the GHG emissions reductions that would occur as a result of the several LEED energy- and 
water-efficiency design features that would be incorporated into both the previous the revised project. 
Note that Table 10 only includes those GHG emissions related to project operations.  

Table 11: Estimate of Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions in Metric Tons per Year 

Emission Source 2020 Emissions 

GHG Emissions 
Reductions 

Related to LEED 
Measures 

2020 Emissions 
with LEED 
Efficiency 
Measures 

Percent 
Reductiona 

2003 Facilities Master Plan FEIR (BAU) 

Mobile Source 54,014 – 54,014 – 

Natural Gas Combustion 2,837 (284) 2,553 10.0% 

Electricity Demand 3,391 (339) 3,052 10.0% 

Wastewater Consumption 8 (2) 7 20.0% 

Total  60,251 (625) 59,627 1.0% 

2010 Facilities Master Plan (Project) 

Mobile Source 51,779 – 51,389 – 

Natural Gas Combustion 3,457 (346) 3,111 10.0% 

Electricity Demand 4,132 (413) 3,719 10.0% 

Wastewater Consumption 7 (1) 6 20.0% 

Total  59,375 (760) 58,615 1.3% 

Change over BAU (876) – (1012) 1.7% 

Sources: URBEMIS2007, CCAR 2009, SCAQMD 2009, and Fehr & Peers 2010. 
a LEED Silver Certification will require minimum energy and water use efficiencies of 10% and 20%, respectively, 

when compared to “business as usual” for new construction. Actual efficiency ratings could exceed these minimum 
requirements. 

 
As shown above in Table 11, GHG emissions related to energy use and water consumption would be 
reduced by 10% and 20%, respectively, from BAU emission levels with adoption of LEED design 
measures. In addition, and as shown in the project description and Section 4b) the master facilities plan 
includes numerous sustainable and “green” design features, including incorporation of renewable energy 
and on-site recycling of wastewater, among others. In an effort to promote sustainable development, 
LACCD policy requires every new project to meet the LEED Certified level. The College, in turn, requires 
each new building, at a minimum, to meet the LEED Silver level. In addition, a district-wide Sustainable 
Building Plan has been adopted by the District. In response, a variety of energy-saving, wastewater and 
stormwater collection and percolation features, recycling collection locations, and natural habitat biome 
areas have been incorporated into the 2010 Master Plan Update. For solar energy generation purposes, 
new photovoltaic installations, along with heat pump systems, are proposed as features of the proposed 
1,200-vehicle Parking garage, Monarch Center, Media Arts/Performing Arts Center, 
Administration/Workforce Development. Photovoltaic systems without heat pump components would be 
part of the proposed athletic training facilities/field house improvements. In addition, there are a number 
of prior Proposition A/AA projects that feature photovoltaics, including the Library, Music, and Student 
Services and Campus Center, Allied Health and Science Center buildings, and both gymnasiums.  
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Sun chiller/solar vacuum and heat tube installations currently exist on campus at the current Student 
Center and North Gymnasium. 

Overall revised project-related GHG emissions would be reduced by 1,012 metric tons per year, or 1.7% 
below BAU. Per LACCD guidance, given that project-related GHG emissions are less than BAU, revised 
project GHG emissions would be less than significant. Although the impacts are less than significant the 
following mitigation measures are being implemented as part of a best management practice: 

2010 Master Plan Update Mitigation Measures 

Construction-period Measures 

GHG-1 Require construction equipment to use the best available technology to reduce emissions. 

GHG-2 Minimize, reuse, and recycle construction-related waste. 

GHG-3 Minimize grading, earthmoving, and other energy-intensive construction practices. 

GHG-4 Landscape to preserve natural vegetation and maintain watershed integrity. 

GHG-5 Use recycled, low-carbon, and otherwise climate-friendly building materials, such as salvaged 
and recycled-content materials, for buildings, hard surfaces, and non-plant landscaping. 

Operational-period Measures 

GHG-6 Increase exterior wall and attic/roof insulation beyond Title 24 requirements. 

GHG-7 Use light-colored roof materials to reflect heat. 

GHG-8 Use double-paned windows. 

GHG-9 Use energy-efficient low-sodium parking lot lights. 

GHG-10 Use energy-efficient and automated controls for lighting. 

GHG-11 Use energy-efficient and automated controls for air conditioners. 

GHG-12 Use energy-efficient appliances. 

GHG-13 Use solar or low-emission water heaters. 

GHG-14 For vehicles that will serve the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update on a frequent basis (e.g., 
forklifts), require use of alternative fuels and measures to maximize fleet efficiency. 

Residual Impacts 

Given the relatively small amount of GHG emissions that would be emitted from this revised project 
during short-term construction and long-term operations, with implementation of the above-prescribed 
mitigation measures, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update’s GHG emissions, without considering other 
cumulative global emissions, would not be large enough to cause substantial climate change directly. In 
addition, project-related emissions are less than BAU, which is consistent with LACCD’s adopted 
threshold. Thus, revised project emissions are considered less than significant.  

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. AB 32 identified a target level of GHG emissions in California for 2020 of 
427 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e, which is approximately 28.5% less than the 2020 BAU emissions 
estimate of 596 MMT CO2e (California Air Resources Board [CARB]). To achieve this GHG reduction, 
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there will have to be widespread reductions in GHG emissions across California. Some of these 
reductions will come from changes in vehicle emission and mileage standards, the use of alternative 
sources of electricity, and higher energy efficiency standards for existing facilities, among other 
measures. The remainder of the necessary GHG reductions will need to come from lower carbon 
intensities, compared with BAU conditions, at new facilities. Therefore, this analysis uses a threshold of 
significance that is in conformance with the state’s goals. 

On December 12, 2008, CARB adopted the AB 32 Scoping Plan, which details specific GHG emission-
reduction measures that target specific GHG emissions sources. Revised project-related GHG emissions 
would be reduced as a result of several AB 32 Scoping Plan measures. The Scoping Plan considers a 
range of actions, which include direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and 
non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms (e.g., cap-and-trade system), 
among other actions. Some pertinent examples include the following: 

 Mobile-source GHG emission-reduction measures: 

 Pavley emissions standards (19.8% reduction), 

 Low-carbon fuel standard (7.2% reduction), 

 Vehicle efficiency measures (2.8% reduction); and 

 Energy-production-related GHG emission-reduction measures: 

 Natural gas transmission and distribution efficiency measures (7.4% reduction), 

 Natural gas extraction efficiency measures (1.6% reduction), 

 Renewables (electricity) portfolio standard (33.0% reduction). 

These reductions in mobile-source and energy-production GHG emissions would be in addition to those 
that would be utilized for the revised project discussed above, which are related to LEED design 
measures that would reduce project-specific GHG emissions related to energy consumption and water 
use by 10% and 20%, respectively. Overall, the revised project would be consistent with the AB 32 goal 
of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Project-related GHG emissions would be 
less than significant. 

A project’s consistency with implementing programs and regulations to achieve the statewide GHG 
emissions-reduction goals established under Executive Order S-3-05 and AB 32 cannot yet be evaluated 
because the programs and regulations are still under development. Nonetheless, the Climate Action 
Team (CAT), established by Executive Order S-3-05, has recommended strategies for implementation at 
the statewide level to meet the goals of the executive order. In the absence of an adopted plan or 
program, the CAT’s strategies serve as current statewide approaches to reducing the state’s GHG 
emissions. Because no other GHG emissions plan or program has been adopted that would apply to the 
revised project, consistency with the CAT’s strategies is assessed to determine if the revised project’s 
contribution to cumulative GHG emissions is considerable. 

In its report to the governor and the state legislature, the CAT recommended strategies that could be 
implemented by various state boards, departments, commissions, and other agencies to reduce GHG 
emissions. The CAT strategies relevant to the revised project, as well as the implementing agencies and 
the revised project design features or mitigation measures which would be consistent with the strategies, 
are listed in Table 12. Given the analysis in Table 12, the revised project would minimize its contribution 
to GHG emissions and global climate because of its consistency with these strategies. 
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Table 12: Revised Project Consistency with Climate Action Team Strategies 

CAT Strategy Implementing Agency Revised Project Consistency 

Vehicle Climate Change 
Standards 

Air Resources Board The revised project would be consistent with this strategy to 
the extent that new passenger vehicles and light trucks are 
purchased by the project’s users, starting with the 2009 
model year. 

Hydrofluorocarbon 
Reduction Strategies 

Air Resources Board Revised project air-conditioning systems would comply with 
the latest standards for new systems. Consumer products 
containing hydrofluorocarbons would comply with California 
Air Resources Board regulations, when adopted. 

Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards in Place 

Energy Commission The revised project will meet or exceed California energy 
standards or energy-efficient lighting requirements. 

Appliance Energy 
Efficiency Standards in 
Place 

Energy Commission The revised project will meet or exceed California energy 
standards or energy-efficient lighting requirements. 

Water Use Efficiency Department of Water 
Resources 

The revised project will meet or exceed California water use 
and conservation standards. 

Source: California Climate Action Team. Final 2006 Climate Action Team Report to the Governor and Legislature, 
March 2006; compiled by ICF International, January 2010. 

 
With implementation of the design features, the revised project would be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. Impacts from project construction and operation related to GHG emissions 
plans, policies, and regulations would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update would require demolition or alteration of buildings that may contain hazardous 
materials such as asbestos and lead paint. Maintenance and operation of machinery and equipment on 
the campus may have required the use of hazardous materials, which could have resulted in soil or water 
contamination. Additionally, repair and routine maintenance of existing and proposed campus facilities 
would require the use of some hazardous chemicals or materials. College classroom and laboratory 
facilities may also use hazardous materials or chemicals for educational purposes. Although any such 
materials would be properly stored, handled, and disposed of in accordance with all applicable laws, 
implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would substantially increase the use of 
hazardous materials. 

The following mitigation measures are being carried forward from the 2003 FEIR and would provide an 
assessment of actual or potential site contamination, resulting in the development of appropriate safeguards 
and methods to reduce potential risk prior to construction. The mitigation measures outlined below must be 
accomplished prior to construction of each proposed project to allow development of appropriate worker 
protection and waste management plans that discuss proper handling, treatment, and storage of hazardous 
waste associated with the proposed project (prior to construction). Application of these mitigation measures 
would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.  
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2003 FEIR Mitigation 

HM-1 Moderate Potential Sites. A thorough review of available environmental records, a thorough 
historical land use assessment, and a site-specific inspection shall be completed. Record review 
shall identify data confirming remediation of onsite and offsite contamination of known 
contaminated sites, or agency certified closure of the site. Sites with USTs shall undergo further 
record review to determine the status, condition, contents, and number of tanks. At sites with 
inactive or improperly abandoned USTs, the tanks may be old and in poor condition and, 
therefore, shall be thoroughly evaluated for condition and possible leaks. A detailed site 
inspection of hazardous material storage areas in or near proposed project areas shall be 
performed to determine if leaks or spills may have caused potential environmental contamination. 
Results of the record review or visual inspection that indicate contamination may be present in a 
proposed project area shall result in implementation of Mitigation Measure HM-2. 

HM-2 Removal of USTs when Facilities Buildings are Proposed for Relocation or Demolition. 
Removal or relocation of facilities buildings and appurtenances will require the removal and 
relocation of their UST. Removal of any active UST shall be monitored by a qualified professional 
for evidence of leaks. If any evidence of leakage is noted, a site assessment shall be performed 
and appropriate remediation completed. 

HM-3 Unknown Soil or Groundwater Contamination. During excavation for the proposed structures, 
the contractor shall observe the exposed soil for visual evidence of contamination. If visual 
contamination indicators are observed during excavation or grading activities, all work shall stop 
and an investigation shall be designed and performed to verify the presence and extent of 
contamination at the site. A qualified and approved environmental consultant shall perform the 
review and investigation. Results shall be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, Health Hazardous Materials Division or Department of Toxic Substances Control 
prior to construction. The investigation shall include collecting samples for laboratory analysis and 
quantification of contaminant levels within the proposed excavation and surface disturbance 
areas. Subsurface investigation shall determine appropriate worker protection and hazardous 
material handling and disposal procedures appropriate for the subject site. 

Construction activities that require dewatering may require treatment of contaminated 
groundwater prior to discharge. Appropriate regulatory agencies, such as California EPA, the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the Los Angeles County Fire Department, 
Health Hazardous Materials Division shall be notified in advance of construction and discharge 
permits identifying discharge points, quantities, and groundwater treatment (if necessary) shall be 
identified and obtained. 

Areas with contaminated soil determined to be hazardous waste shall be excavated by personnel 
who have been trained through the OSHA-recommended 40-hour safety program 
(29CFR1910.120) with an approved plan for excavation, control of contaminant releases to the 
air, and offsite transport or onsite treatment. Health and safety plans prepared by a qualified and 
approved industrial hygienist shall be developed to protect the public and all workers in the 
construction area. Health and safety plans shall be reviewed and approved by the appropriate 
agencies, such as the Los Angeles County Fire Department, Health Hazardous Materials Division 
or California Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

HM-4 Asbestos-Containing Material and Lead-Based Paint. Records of any previously completed 
asbestos-containing material and lead-based paint surveys and remediation efforts at the College 
shall be reviewed. Based on these findings appropriate measures for handling, removal, and 
disposal of these materials can be developed by a qualified and approved environmental 
specialist prior to final project design. Asbestos-containing material and lead-based paint surveys 
shall be completed for any buildings not previously surveyed. Remediation of asbestos-containing 
material and/or lead-based paint shall be conducted prior to any construction on or demolition of 
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existing structures. Regulatory agencies for the State of California and Los Angeles County shall 
be contacted to plan handling, treatment, and/or disposal options. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The mitigation measures (HM-1, HM-3, 
and HM-4) described above under impact response 7(a) would be carried forward. Therefore, impacts 
would remain less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an 
existing or proposed school? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Various types of hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste are stored on campus. These include paints, solvents, and small quantities of biological 
waste. Additionally, a number of different types of chemicals used for instructional purposes are stored on 
campus. The chemicals are safely stored and/or locked away. No new buildings are proposed that would 
result in the storage, transport, or use of hazardous wastes in substantial amounts compared to existing 
conditions.  

Mitigation measures (HM-1, HM-3, and HM-4) are described above under impact response 7(a). As such, 
no new impacts would be created. Impacts would remain the same if not less because of the removal of 
demolition of the plant facilities building from the list of master plan projects. Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation.  

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The 2003 FEIR included a review of the 
EDR database to identify contaminated properties as low, moderate, or high potentials to affect the 
project site. No properties with high potential to adversely affect the project were identified. Two 
properties within ¼-mile of the project site with moderate potential to affect the project were identified. 
Under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update, a review of the EDR database, shall be performed to 
identify any new listed properties as included in Mitigation Measure HM-1. This would ensure a less than 
significant impact with mitigation incorporation. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

HM-1 Moderate Potential Sites. A thorough review of available environmental records, a thorough 
historical land use assessment, and a site-specific inspection shall be completed. Record review 
shall identify data confirming remediation of onsite and offsite contamination of known 
contaminated sites, or agency certified closure of the site. Sites with USTs shall undergo further 
record review to determine the status, condition, contents, and number of tanks. At sites with 
inactive or improperly abandoned USTs, the tanks may be old and in poor condition and, 
therefore, shall be thoroughly evaluated for condition and possible leaks. A detailed site 
inspection of hazardous material storage areas in or near proposed project areas shall be 
performed to determine if leaks or spills may have caused potential environmental contamination. 
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Results of the record review or visual inspection that indicate contamination may be present in a 
proposed project area shall result in implementation of Mitigation Measure HM-3. 

e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project result in 
a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    

 
No Impact. Los Angeles Valley College is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles 
of a private airstrip. No impact would occur. 

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

    

 
No Impact. As stated above, Los Angeles Valley College is not located within an airport land use plan or 
within 2 miles of a private airstrip. No impact would occur. 

g) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 
would include new construction projects, renovation projects, and demolition projects. During 
construction, renovation, or demolition, police protection services could be adversely affected due to 
diminished access as a result of possible lane or street closures or restriction of pedestrian access to 
those areas of the campus under construction. However, given that potential impacts would be temporary 
and the fact that the LASD has a facility located on campus, impacts would not be significant.  

The following measure shall be implemented to minimize potential construction impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

PS-1 Prior to initiation of any construction activities that may interfere with emergency service and 
access, the construction contractor shall consult and coordinate with the LASD and LAPD to 
ensure disruption is minimized and to identify alternative routes for emergency vehicles. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The project site is developed with the Los Angeles Valley College 
campus. Trees and shrubs, and other landscaping exist on the campus and are located in the 
surrounding residential areas. However, the College is not located near any wildlands that could pose a 
hazard in the event of a fire. This would be considered a less than significant impact. (See also Public 
Services Section for discussion regarding impacts to fire services.) 
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

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

 
 

Less-than-Significant Impact. with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction activities associated with 
projects included under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would expose soils to water erosion. 
Water runoff from construction sites could contain sediments as well as inorganic pollutants that could 
adversely affect the Tujunga Wash, which is located just east of the campus, a potentially significant 
impact. Implementation of the Master Plan would not generate wastewater or runoff that would violate 
water quality discharge requirements. To reduce construction impacts on these resources to less-than-
significant levels, Best Management Practices would be implemented as described in mitigation 
measures below.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

SW-1 A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan shall be developed in accordance with Los Angeles 
County stormwater permit requirements. 

SW-2 Water quality ponds shall be implemented, where feasible, as a BMP to capture and treat polluted 
runoff from parking lots. 

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

    

 
No Impact. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power defines the San Fernando Valley as the 
Upper Los Angeles River Area Groundwater Unit.12 It is comprised of four groundwater basins: the San 
Fernando, Sylmar, Verdugo, and Eagle Rock Basins. The project site is located over the middle portion of 
the San Fernando groundwater basin.13 

Construction of projects included under the proposed Master Plan would increase the amount of 
impervious surfaces in certain areas of the Valley College campus. However, significant adverse changes 
in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface water runoff are not anticipated 
to occur. Underground water may be encountered during construction of building substructures due to 
high water table levels in the area. If the water table is reached, underground water would be pumped out 
of the area and disposed of in accordance with the law. Although the amount of underground water 
pumped is not expected to be significant, pumping of underground water from substructures and 
increased consumption of water due to additional development in the project area could increase the rate 
of water withdrawals from area. 

The 2003 FEIR identified no adverse effects on groundwater resources. The proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Update would not require the pumping of groundwater resources for construction of projects included 
under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. Water, both current and future allocations, is and will be 
provided to the College by the City of Los Angeles. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would meet 
all requirements of the NPDES permit and construction permit to abate any groundwater impacts. 
Recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) would treat any polluted runoff from campus that 

                                            
12 Ibid. 
13 Ibid. 
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might otherwise be allowed to percolate into the ground. Adherence to permit requirements would reduce 
the amount of polluted waters from the College campus that would leach into groundwater resources to 
the maximum extent practicable. In addition, the Sustainable Mall landscape component of the 2010 
Master Plan Update will re-establish an old creek that was built over and filled when the campus was first 
developed in the mid-1950s. It would be planted with native upland habitat plants and trees; incorporate 
permeable soil/rock surfaces that allow stormwater percolation, and will reduce runoff into City storm drains 
and into nearby Tujunga Wash Therefore, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would have no adverse 
effects on groundwater resources. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of projects included under 
the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or 
surrounding area. Valley College currently discharges landscape irrigation and stormwater runoff into 
Tujunga Wash. Discharges include runoff from athletic fields, common areas, impervious surfaces (e.g., 
buildings and walkways), and parking lots. Valley College would be required to implement several BMPs 
to comply with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements as discussed in (a) 
above. Mitigation Measures SW-1 and SW-2 would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

SW-1 A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) shall be developed in accordance with 
Los Angeles County Stormwater permit requirements. 

SW-2 Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to capture and treat polluted runoff from 
parking lots. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. with Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would not 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern nor alter a stream in a manner that would substantially 
increase the potential for flooding in the area. Valley College currently discharges landscape irrigation 
and stormwater runoff into Tujunga Wash. Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would include 
renovation, improvement and new construction projects to be located on the existing Valley College 
campus. The addition of new structures onto the Valley College campus would increase the amount of 
impervious surface on the campus. Valley College would comply with and incorporate all requirements of 
related construction permits for discharge of waters to Tujunga Wash. 

Mitigation measures included below shall be implemented to reduce impacts to less than significant 
levels. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

SW-1 A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) shall be developed in accordance with 
Los Angeles County Stormwater permit requirements. 
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SW-2 Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to capture and treat polluted runoff 
from parking lots. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water that 
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. See impact discussion under response 
8(a). As stated above, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include projects that would create 
new sources of runoff and water discharge. However, as part of the proposed Master Plan, projects would 
comply with Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act by implementing a SUSMP to decrease impacts 
from runoff. This would be considered a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporation.  

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

SW-1 A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) shall be developed in accordance with 
Los Angeles County Stormwater permit requirements. 

SW-2 Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to capture and treat polluted runoff from 
parking lots. 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update would include renovation, improvement and new construction projects to be located 
on the existing Valley College campus. Adherence to all applicable permits under the operational phase 
and implementation of required BMPs would treat all runoff from the campus to remove pollutants to the 
greatest extent possible. Mitigation Measures SW-1 and SW-2 would reduce any impacts resulting to 
water quality. This would be considered a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporation.  

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

SW-1 A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) shall be developed in accordance with 
Los Angeles County Stormwater permit requirements. 

SW-2 Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented to capture and treat polluted runoff from 
parking lots. 

 

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

    

 
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not place any residential 
units within a 100-year flood hazard area. As indicated above, the 2003 FEIR indicated that project site 
lies within an area delineated as Zone X of the Floodplain Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) prepared by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).14 Zone X is defined by FEMA as an area outside of 

                                            
14 Ibid. 
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the 500-year floodplain. However, the nearby Tujunga Wash is mapped as 100-year floodplains, or Zone 
A. The floodplain is completely contained within the flood control channel. This would be considered a 
less than significant impact. 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

    

 
No Impact. See Response to (g) above. The 2003 FEIR indicated that project site lies within an area 
delineated as Zone X of the FIRM prepared by the FEMA.15 Zone X is defined by FEMA as an area 
outside of the 500-year floodplain. However, the nearby Tujunga Wash is mapped as 100-year 
floodplains, or Zone A. The floodplain is completely contained within the flood control channel. This would 
be considered a less than significant impact. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed Master Plan Update would not place people or structures 
in an area susceptible to loss, injury, or death from flooding. As described above, the campus is not 
located in an area of flooding. Although the nearby Tujunga Wash is mapped as 100-year floodplains, or 
Zone A, the floodplain is completely contained within the flood control channel. This would be considered 
a less than significant impact. 

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     

 
No Impact. Valley College is not is not located in an area that would be subject to seiches, tsunamis, or 
mudflow. Los Angeles Valley College is located approximately 13.5 miles from the Pacific Ocean thus no 
impacts from tsunamis are anticipated to occur. Because of its current state of development and urban 
surrounding, the campus would not be subject to seiche or mudflow. No impact is anticipated to occur.  

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established 
community?     

 
No impact. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include several renovation, modernization, 
and construction projects that would occur within the existing boundaries of the Los Angeles Valley 
College campus. No expansion of the Valley College campus would occur under the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update. Proposed construction activities would result in temporary localized site-specific 
disruptions for land uses located in the immediate area. However, implementation of the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update would not physically divide an established community. No impact would occur. 

                                            
15 Ibid. 
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b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

 
No Impact. The project site is located in the Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks Community Plan Area of the 
City of Los Angeles. The project site is designated PF and zoned PF-1XL for public facilities use in Height 
District 1, Extra Limited Height.  

Implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not alter the existing educational use. 
Under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update, the existing institutional use would continue and would 
include modernization, renovation and new construction projects to be located on the existing college 
campus. Educational facilities are allowed uses under the Public facilities designation. The proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update would also be consistent with uses permitted under the PF-1XL zone. 
Proposed structures would conform to height limitations specified under the 1XL limitation or would be 
required to obtain conditional use permits. Proposed structures that may exceed the height restriction that 
would be required to obtain conditional use permits include the Planetarium expansion, which is 
anticipated to have a maximum height of approximately 45 feet; however, LACCD Board of Trustees is 
expected to vote to exempt the project from the zoning ordinance height limitation. 

Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would be consistent with applicable land use plans and 
policies. No impact is anticipated to occur. 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural communities 
conservation plan? 

    

 

No Impact. According to the Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan FEIR, no conflict with 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural communities conservation plan exists for the project site. 
Implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would occur on the same site as analyzed in 
the afore-mentioned FEIR. As such, no conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
communities conservation plan would occur. No impact would occur. 
 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:  

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

    

 
No Impact. According to the Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan FEIR, no mineral 
resources have been identified on the project site. Implementation of the proposed Master Plan would 
occur on the same project site and therefore, would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource. No impact would occur. 

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

    

 
No Impact. See Response 10 (a) above. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include 
renovation and construction projects that would be located on the existing Los Angeles Valley College 
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campus. Proposed development of these Master Plan Update projects would not result in the loss of 
availability of a locally mineral resource recovery site. No impact would occur.  

12. NOISE. Would the project result in: 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would comply with City of Los 
Angeles Noise Ordinance limits on temporary construction noise and permanent operational noise after 
implementation of noise mitigation measures.  

Applicable Noise Regulations and Guidelines 

The City of Los Angeles noise ordinance specifies several key operational limits and noise limits relevant 
to the proposed project: 

 Construction noise is regulated under Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Construction 
activity is prohibited from causing “loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying sleeping 
quarters” at night (defined as 9 p.m. to 7 a.m.). In addition, construction within 500 feet of residential 
buildings is prohibited on Sunday and during nighttime hours (defined as 6 p.m. to 8 a.m.) on 
Saturday or holidays. All construction contractors will be required to comply with these work-hour 
limitations.  

 The maximum allowable noise level for construction equipment or powered hand tools. Any powered 
equipment or powered hand tool that produces noise exceeding 75 dBA at a reference distance of 50 
feet from construction and industrial machinery is prohibited, if the construction activity is done within 
500 feet of a noise sensitive area. However, the above noise limitation shall not apply where 
compliance is technically infeasible due to the nature of the construction activity. 

 Noise from permanent equipment and operations is regulated under Section 112.02 of the Los 
Angeles Noise Ordinance. Daytime and nighttime noise levels at the boundaries of the closest 
parcels zoned for residential and commercial use are not allowed to exceed 5 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) higher than ambient background levels. If measured noise data are not available to define 
daytime and nighttime ambient background levels, then the noise ordinance specifies default 
“presumed ambient noise level” values. For residential parcels the specified “presumed daytime and 
nighttime background levels” are 50 dBA and 40 dBA, respectively. Therefore, for this analysis it is 
assumed operational noise sources cannot cause daytime and nighttime noise levels at the closest 
residential parcels to exceed 55 dBA and 45 dBA, respectively. 

There is no regulatory limit on noise inside school classrooms or outdoor use areas at schools. The 
California Department of General Services recommends the background noise limit inside classrooms 
should be maintained at no more than 35 dBA in order to avoid speech interference (California 
Department of General Services, 2010). 

Temporary Daytime Construction Noise 

In accordance with the Los Angeles noise ordinance limit that restricts nighttime construction, noise, 
construction activities that generate substantial noise would be prohibited at night (9 pm to 7 am on 
weekdays, and 6 pm to 8 am on weekends). Certain types of construction activity that generate little noise 
(e.g., interior electrical work) could be allowed during those periods. 

Some construction activity might be required in areas within 500 feet of existing residential parcels. To the 
extent feasible, the applicant will specify the use of construction equipment that generates noise 
emissions lower than 75 dBA at 500 feet. However, certain types of required construction equipment 
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generate noise levels higher than that limit. For example, the following noise emissions are expected from 
certain types of demolition and construction equipment (FTA, 2006): 

 Backhoe: 80 dBA at 50 feet 

 Excavator: 85 dBA 

 Dump truck: 84 dBA 

 Paving equipment: 85 dBA 

Therefore, it is not technically feasible to reduce construction equipment noise levels to the 75 dBA limit 
specified by the City noise ordinance. Regardless, the noise mitigation measures specified in N-1 to N-4 
are expected to reduce the noise impacts caused by temporary daytime construction activity to less-than-
significant levels.  

Permanent Operational Noise 

Permanent operational noise could potentially be generated by heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning 
(HVAC) equipment and outdoor operations such as activity at loading docks. Noise levels at the closest 
residential parcels must comply with the City noise ordinance limits (55 dBA daytime and 45 dBA 
nighttime).  

As described by Mitigation Measures N-4 to N-6, noise impacts caused by loading dock activity would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels by orienting the loading docks within the facility to avoid noise-
sensitive areas, and by restricting loading dock activity to daytime hours.  

All noise-generating HVAC equipment installed at the campus would be required to comply with the City’s 
daytime and nighttime noise limits specified by the noise ordinance. Most of the new buildings are at least 
300 feet from sensitive off site residential and classroom receptors also the College utilizes low-flow type 
HVAC systems that substantially reduce operational noise below what more typical HVAC installations on 
commercial buildings generate; therefore, in most cases, noise will not be an issue. Most currently 
available HVAC equipment is relatively quiet; therefore, it is unlikely to cause nighttime noise impacts, 
even at sensitive receptors (as close as 100 feet). However, some new buildings would be close to off-
site residential areas and sensitive classrooms at either Valley College or Grant High School. Therefore, 
HVAC equipment would have the potential to cause noise impacts unless adequate noise controls are 
installed. The recommended indoor background noise level at classrooms is 35 dBA (California 
Department of General Services, 2008). If it assumed the classroom has its windows open, then the 
estimated outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction is 10 dBA (Federal Highway Administration, 1995). In that 
case, the outdoor noise level at a classroom caused by nearby HVAC systems should be limited to no 
more than 45 dBA. Noise impacts caused by HVAC equipment would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels by implementation of the mitigation measure N-7 provided below.  

Mitigation Measures 

To mitigate the significant, short-term construction noise impacts and long-term operational noise impacts 
on nearby homes, campus academic facilities and Grant High School, the following measures included in 
the 2003 FEIR are being carried forward and shall be implemented as best management practices. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

N-1 When feasible, construction shall be scheduled, in consultation with Academic Affairs and Grant 
High School staff, so that louder activities (e.g., demolition, excavation/grading) occur during 
school vacations or holidays, or at other times when school is not in session. 

N-2 Sound barriers, such as particle board fencing, shall be constructed along the perimeter of 
construction sites that are within 200 feet of academic classroom facilities in use. 
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N-3 Other noise control devices, such as equipment mufflers and enclosures for stationary 
equipment, shall be used where feasible and appropriate based on the noise sources and the 
distance to the closest sensitive receptors. All sound-reducing devices and restrictions shall be 
maintained throughout the construction period. 

The following additional mitigation measures will be implemented as part of the 2010 Master Plan Update: 

N-4 To the extent practical, the new buildings would be configured to orient outdoor loading docks 
away from any nearby residents and classrooms. 

N-5 Construction activity that generates substantial noise emissions shall be prohibited at night 
(defined as 9 pm to 7 am on weeknights and 6 pm to 8 am on weekends) if the construction site 
is within 500 feet of a dwelling.  

N-6 Facility personnel shall post notices at the loading docks to advise delivery truck drivers to avoid 
unnecessary noise-generating activity (e.g., slamming truck doors, dropping pallets). 

N-7 Exterior HVAC noise sources associated with an individual new building or facility shall be 
controlled to achieve an aggregate exterior noise source level of 45 dBA at either the closest 
dwelling or outside the closest classrooms at Valley College or Grant High School. The 45 dBA 
exterior noise limit at a dwelling would comply with the nighttime limit set by the City noise 
ordinance. The 45 dBA exterior noise limit at a classroom would ensure the background noise 
level inside the classroom would not exceed 35 dBA with the classroom windows open. To 
achieve the required 45 dBA noise limit at the receiver, the aggregate noise emissions at the 
noise source shall be limited to the values listed in Table 13, depending on the distance from the 
noise source to the noise-sensitive receiver. 

Table 13: Allowable Source Noise Emissions From HVAC Equipment 

Distance From Noise Source to 
Noise-Sensitive Receiver (feet) 

Allowable Aggregate Noise Emission 
(dBA at 50 foot Reference Distance) 

100 51 

200 57 

300 61 

500 or more 65 

 

The sound propagation values reflected in Table 13 assume a direct line of sight between the noise source 
and the receiver. They account only for hemispherical spreading of sound waves (6 dBA noise reduction per 
doubling of distance). They do not account for other attenuation factors such as ground absorption or barrier 
attenuation by buildings between the noise source and the receiver. 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated (same as 2003 FEIR but less severe). 
The highest levels of ground vibration would be generated during temporary building demolition and 
building construction activity. It is anticipated that pile driving will not be required to construct new 
buildings. Given that assumption, vibration levels generated during building demolition and building 
construction are not expected to be discernible, even at nearby school buildings. The highest ground 
vibration levels are expected to be generated by jackhammers and hoe rams, which are used to demolish 
building foundations, and by vibratory rollers, which are used to level new parking lots. Ground vibration 
levels from such equipment generally dissipate to below discernible levels within 25 to 50 feet of the 
source. It is unlikely that jackhammers and vibratory rollers would be used at such close distances for 
extended periods; therefore, in most cases, the vibration impacts would be indiscernible and less than 



Issues 
Potentially 
Significant

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant 
Impact No Impact

 

Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 55 

significant. However, it is possible that a limited number of school buildings near future construction 
zones might contain research equipment that is exceptionally sensitive to vibration (e.g., electron 
microscopes). In those unusual circumstances, temporary ground vibration caused by construction 
activity might have the potential to disrupt research equipment. Vibration impacts from such unusual 
circumstances would be reduced to less-than-significant levels by implementation of the mitigation 
measures listed in N-8: 

N-8 Use of vibration-generating construction equipment at new facilities shall be coordinated with 
Academic Affairs personnel to minimize potential vibration impacts on exceptionally sensitive 
research equipment. If requested by the Academic Affairs office, a construction vibration control 
study will be required for specific vibration-sensitive buildings. Vibration control measures could 
include the following: 

 preparation of a vibration control plan; 

 prediction of temporary vibration levels during construction, which will be compared to 
acceptable vibration levels for sensitive equipment; 

 specification of low-vibration construction equipment; 

 vibration monitoring before and during construction activity; and 

 coordination with research staff to temporarily discontinue use of sensitive equipment during 
critical construction activity. 

 Operation of the new buildings would not cause discernible ground vibration at any nearby 
dwellings or existing school buildings. Passenger cars, delivery trucks, and HVAC equipment 
used during normal operations cause negligible ground vibration. 

There would be no impact from groundborne noise during construction or operation. This issue is typically 
important only in limited circumstances involving large (usually underground) vibration sources and 
exceptionally sensitive indoor use areas, (e.g., a new train tunnel underneath an existing concert hall). 
Construction and operation of the new buildings would not cause groundborne noise at nearby buildings. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. There are two issues related to this impact: 

 Noise increases at existing on-site and off-site receptors caused by HVAC equipment and other 
outdoor noise sources at new buildings. Details on the impact assessment and proposed mitigation 
are provided in response 12(a). The impact would be less than significant after mitigation is 
incorporated; and  

 Increased traffic noise along off-site public streets serving the campus. This impact would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation is required. Details are provided below.  

The proposed project would increase student enrollment and therefore cause an increase in traffic 
volumes (and traffic noise) on the local arterial streets near the college. Land use along the city streets 
adjacent to Valley College consists of single-family residential and apartment buildings. The significance 
criteria used to assess traffic noise are based on the forecast increase in the 24-hour Community Noise 
Exposure Level (CNEL), comparing future no-project noise levels to future cumulative noise levels with 
the proposed project plus other programmed local projects. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (City of 
Los Angeles 2006) establishes noise compatibility criteria for various land uses based on the outdoor 
CNEL noise level, as listed in Table 14. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide indicates that a significant 
noise increase would be triggered by either of the following conditions: 
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 If the noise level after project buildout triggers either the Normally Acceptable or Conditionally 
Acceptable categories, and the project-related noise increase is 5 dBA CNEL or greater; or  

 If the noise level after project buildout triggers either the Normally Unacceptable or Clearly 
Unacceptable categories, and the project-related noise increase is 3 dBA CNEL or greater. 

Baseline sound level measurements (SLMs) were taken in December 2010 at receivers representing the 
single-family homes and apartment buildings closest to Valley College that could be affected by project-
related traffic noise increases. Figure Noise-1 shows the baseline noise monitoring locations, which are 
described below (also see Figure 6): 

 SLM-1. Apartment building along Oxnard Street, north of the college. 

 SLM-2. Single-family home along Fulton Avenue, west of the college.  

 SLM-3. Single-family home along Burbank Boulevard, south of the college.  

 SLM-4. Single-family home on Coldwater Canyon Avenue, east of the college. 

 SLM-5. Outside classrooms at Grant High School 

The baseline noise monitoring consisted of short-term spot measurements taken during the mid-day 
period when traffic volumes are relatively low, and during the mid-afternoon period when traffic noise 
levels are generally highest. Table 15 shows the measured baseline noise levels at each SLM location. In 
all cases the dominant noise source was observed to be traffic noise along the local street between the 
residence and Valley College. 
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Figure 6  Noise Measurement Locations 

 
Source: Google Maps November 2009 and ICF International, December 2010 
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Table 14: Community Noise Exposure Levels (Exterior) and Land Use Compatibility 

Land Use 

24-Hour Community Noise Exposure Level, dBA 

Normally 
Acceptable 

Conditionally 
Acceptable 

Normally 
Unacceptable 

Clearly 
Unacceptable 

Single-Family Residence 50–60 55–70 70–75 Above 70 

Multi-Family Residence 50–65 60–70 70–75 Above 70 

Hotel/Motel 50–65 60–70 70–80 Above 80 

Auditorium – 50–70 – Above 65 

Sports Arena – 50–75 – Above 70 

Parks  50–70 – 67–75 Above 72 

Office Building/Commercial 50–70 67–77 Above 75 – 

Industrial/Manufacturing 50–75 70–80 Above 75 – 

Source: City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 
Normally Acceptable: Development is acceptable. 
Conditionally Acceptable: Noise abatement should be considered as part of the development.  
Normally Unacceptable: Development should generally be discouraged. 
Clearly Unacceptable: Development should generally not be built. 

 

Table 15: Baseline Noise Measurements at Noise Sensitive Land Uses Closest to Valley College 

Site 
Number Location and Land Use 

Baseline 
Noise Level 
(Leq, dBA) 

Date and Time of 
Measurement  

Presumed Baseline CNEL 
and Noise Compatibility 
Designation 

SLM-1 Apartment building along Oxnard 
Street, north of the college 

66.3 12/8/10 14:00 69 dBA Ldn; Conditionally 
Acceptable 69.2 12/8/10 17:15 

SLM-2 Single-family home along Fulton 
Avenue, west of the college 

69.4 12/8/10 14:30 71 dBA Ldn; Normally 
Unacceptable 70.5 12/8/10 17:40 

SLM-3 Single-family home along Burbank 
Boulevard, south of the college 

69.4 12/8/10 15:00 74 dBA Ldn; Normally 
Unacceptable 74.7 12/8/10 19:10 

SLM-4 Single-family home on Coldwater 
Canyon Avenue, east of the 
college 

61.4 12/8/10 15.25 62 dBA Ldn; Conditionally 
Acceptable 62.1 12/8/10 18:10 

SLM-5 Outside classrooms at Grant High 
School 

56.4 12/8/10 16:00 No Ldn category for schools 

53.4 12/8/10 18:40 

 
Because the dominant noise measured during the monitoring was traffic noise and the noise 
measurements were taken near the peak noise hour, it can generally be assumed that the measured Leq 
noise levels are roughly equal to the 24-hour CNEL (Federal Transit Administration 2006). Given that 
assumption, the measured Leq noise levels can be used to determine land use noise compatibility 
categories at each measurement location. In all cases, the existing noise levels, as of December 2010, 
were high enough to trigger either the Conditionally Acceptable or Normally Unacceptable categories. 
Therefore, according to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a significant impact would be triggered by a 
traffic noise increase of 3 dBA (peak-hour Leq or CNEL) or more.  

To trigger the 3 dBA traffic noise impact criterion required to trigger a significant noise increase, the 
proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would have to cause a project-related traffic volume increase of 
100% (defined as the 2015 cumulative with-project traffic volume minus the 2015 cumulative no-project 
base volume). The forecast traffic increases caused by the 2010 Master Plan Update would be much 
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lower than that threshold. The updated traffic report (Fehr and Peers 2010) indicates that the forecast 
project-induced increases in peak-hour traffic volumes at the most heavily traveled roadways would be 
only 0.4% to 4%%, which corresponds to traffic noise increases of less than 0.5 dBA. That noise increase 
is much lower than the significance threshold. Given this analysis, the permanent increases in traffic 
noise would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Temporary short-term noise impacts at 
existing campus buildings could result during construction of new buildings as part of the 2010 Master 
Plan Update. However, the impacts would be reduced by implementation of mitigation measures. Details 
regarding the impact assessment and the required construction noise mitigation measures are presented 
in response 12(a). 

e) For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. Potential impacts from airport noise would be less than significant. The 
campus is more than 4 miles east of the closest general aviation airport (Van Nuys Airport) and more than 
4 miles west of the closest commercial airport (Bob Hope/Burbank Airport). The runways at both airports 
are oriented north/south, and the campus is nearly due west or due east of the airports. Therefore, there 
is less than significant potential for campus buildings to be subjected to excessive aircraft noise. No 
mitigation is required. 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

 
No Impact. The campus is more than 4 miles from the nearest general aviation airport (Van Nuys 
Airport). Therefore, the private airport would cause no noise impact at campus buildings. No mitigation is 
required. 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The 2003 FEIR found that the project would not induce substantial 
population growth directly or indirectly. Construction activities associated with proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Update projects would result in a temporary increase of construction-related employees. During 
construction, the project would employ workers who would more than likely commute to and from the 
work site and not relocate their households. The Los Angeles metropolitan area has a large pool of 
construction labor from which to draw. Construction-phase employment, therefore, would not result in a 
significant increase to the local or regional population. 
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Under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update student and employee levels would not substantially 
increase compared to existing levels. As shown in Table 3, FTE levels estimated for the proposed 
buildout year of 2014 (13,804) would be less than FTE levels estimated for the 2003 FEIR buildout year 
of 2008 (15,693). Additionally, as previously stated, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not 
introduce any new student housing facilities onto the College campus. Impacts would be considered less 
than significant. 

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

    

 
No Impact. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include several renovation and construction projects 
that would be located on the existing Los Angeles Valley College campus. Projects included under the proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update would consist of improvements to existing structures and facilities and the construction 
of new structures on the existing campus. Implementation of these projects would not displace existing housing, 
requiring the construction of housing elsewhere. No impact would occur. 
 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

 
No Impact. See response (b) above. Implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would 
include renovation and construction projects to be located on the existing Valley College campus. 
Projects included under the proposed Master Plan would not displace people necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur. 

 

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

a) Fire protection?     
 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Adequacy of fire protection for a given 
area is based on required fire-flow levels, initial response distances from existing fire stations, and the 
LAFD’s judgment for needs in the area. 

However, adverse impacts to fire protection services could occur if response times are significantly 
increased. The response times are dependent on both the distance of the nearest fire station to a given 
location and the level of traffic congestion on local roads. 

During construction of proposed 2010 Master Plan Update projects, fire protection services could be 
adversely affected if emergency vehicle access is impeded due to street or lane closures within the 
campus boundaries. There is also the possibility of temporary disruption of water service during 
construction activities. However, given that the potential impacts would be temporary, construction would 
comply with local fire code requirements, and the closest fire station is located directly across the street 
from campus, impacts would not be significant. 

The following measures are being carried forward from the 2003 FEIR and shall be implemented to 
ensure that potential impacts would remain below a level of insignificance: 
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2003 FEIR Mitigation 

FPS-1 The College shall consult with the City Engineer and the City of Los Angeles Fire Department 
regarding appropriate standards (e.g., lane widths, grades, cut corners, etc.) for private streets 
and entry gates to ensure adequate access for Fire Department vehicles and equipment. 

FPS-2 Sprinkler systems shall be required throughout any structure to be built, in accordance with state 
codes and standards established by the State Architect and State Fire Marshal. 

FPS-3 The proposed project shall comply with all applicable codes and regulations administered by the 
State Architect and State Fire Marshal. 

FPS-4 Prior to initiation of any construction activities that may interfere with emergency service and 
access, the construction contractor shall consult and coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Fire 
Department to ensure disruption is minimized and to identify alternative routes for emergency 
vehicles. 

b) Police protection?     
 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Los Angeles Valley College is one of nine 
colleges that comprise the Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD). Police protection services 
for the LACCD are provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. As such, LASD has 
jurisdiction within the boundaries of Valley College.  

The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include new construction projects, renovation projects, 
and demolition projects. During construction, renovation, or demolition, police protection services could 
be adversely affected due to diminished access as a result of possible lane or street closures or 
restriction of pedestrian access to those areas of the campus under construction. However, given that 
potential impacts would be temporary and the fact that the LASD has a facility located on campus, 
impacts would not be significant.  

Given the fact that all construction, renovation, and demolition activities would occur within campus 
boundaries, impacts to adjacent streets and neighboring communities serviced by the LAPD would be 
limited to increased traffic from construction vehicles. This potential traffic increase due to construction 
vehicles would be temporary and intermittent. Consequently, impacts would not be significant. 

Although impacts would not be considered significant, the following mitigation measure shall be 
implanted. 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

PS-1 Prior to initiation of any construction activities that may interfere with emergency service and 
access, the construction contractor shall consult and coordinate with the LASD and LAPD to 
ensure disruption is minimized and to identify alternative routes for emergency vehicles. 

c) Schools?     
 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. The public school enrollment due to a 
proposed development is a function of the number of households resulting from a project’s proposed 
residential development or the number of households associated with a project’s direct, net new 
employees. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not include student housing or a residential 
component. Therefore impacts are not anticipated to occur. 

Construction activities would not create a significant impact to most schools located off-campus because 
of their distance from Valley College. However, on-campus academic facilities, such as the Child 
Development Center and the adjacent Grant High school, could be adversely affected by noise and air 
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pollution generated by construction activities. As discussed in Section 3-3, Air Quality, construction 
pollutant emissions could have a significant but mitigable impact on children enrolled at the Child 
Development Center and Grant High School. Noise impacts on students attending classes at Valley 
College and Grant High School would also be a significant but mitigable temporary impact (see Section 3-
12, Noise, of this EIR). Construction truck traffic could potentially pose a somewhat increased safety 
hazard to Grant High School students walking to and from school. This would be an adverse but less than 
significant impact, since most truck traffic would occur outside of the hours students travel to and from 
school and alternative truck haul routes that avoid streets adjacent to Grant High School would be 
identified. 

Please see Section 3-3, Air Quality, and Section 3-12, Noise, for measures to mitigate construction air 
quality and noise impacts on on-campus educational facilities.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

SPS–1 Los Angeles Valley College and the contractor shall coordinate with Grant High School prior to 
construction to ensure that there are minimal disruptions to the school during the construction 
process. 

SPS-2 LAUSD Transportation branch shall be contacted regarding the potential impact, if any, upon 
existing pedestrian and school bus routes.  

SPS-3 Contractors shall ensure that safe and convenient pedestrian routes to schools are maintained 
during construction.  

d) Parks?     
 
Less-than-Significant Impact. As indicated in the Project Description, projected FTE levels under 
buildout conditions would be substantially less than FTE levels under buildout conditions that were 
analyzed in the 2003 FEIR. Implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include 
projects that would provide recreational opportunities, such as the proposed Athletic Training facility. 
Implementation of the 2010 Master Plan Update would provide students and employees, as well as other 
members of the community, with improved recreational opportunities. This would be considered a less 
than significant impact. 

e) Other public facilities?     
 
No Impact. In its existing condition, the project site provides libraries, student services etc. The proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update would include construction, modernization, and renovation projects that would 
be constructed on the existing Los Angeles Valley College campus. Impacts are not anticipated to occur. 

15. RECREATION. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include several renovation 
and construction projects that would be located on the existing Valley College campus. Proposed projects 
under the Master Plan Update would include the development of an athletic training facility and athletic 
fields. As described in the Project Description, the number of FTE and staff would not increase under 
implementation of the proposed Master Plan compared to existing levels. Therefore, the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update would not increase the use of existing neighborhood parks or other recreational 
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facilities that would substantially deteriorate the facility. This would be considered a less than significant 
impact.  

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. See Response 14 (a) above. Proposed development of an athletic 
training facility and athletic fields included under the proposed Master Plan Update would occur on the 
existing Valley College campus. Implementation of these projects would improve recreational and 
educational opportunities for students. Proposed development of these recreational facilities would not 
result in adverse physical effects on the environment. This would be considered a less than significant 
impact.  

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project: 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. Fehr and Peers prepared a traffic and parking study for the 2010 Master 
Plan Update in November 2010. Because the 2003 FEIR analyzed projects only until 2009, a new traffic 
analysis was required to study impacts up to 2014, which is the horizon year for the 2010 Master Plan 
Update. The traffic analysis was included in its entirety as an appendix to the Draft Initial Study 
Update/FEIR Addendum.  

The traffic study analyzed the potential project-generated traffic impacts on the street and highway 
system surrounding and serving the Valley College campus. The following traffic scenarios are analyzed 
in the study: 

 Existing (Year 2010) Conditions—The analysis of existing traffic conditions provides a basis for the 
remainder of the study. The existing conditions analysis includes an assessment of streets, traffic 
volumes, operating conditions, transit services, and on-campus parking conditions. 

 Year 2014 Cumulative Base (No Project) Conditions—The objective of this scenario is to project 
future traffic growth and operating conditions that could be expected to result from regional growth 
and related projects in the vicinity of the project site, without consideration of the proposed project. 

 Year 2014 Cumulative plus Project Conditions—The objective of this scenario is to identify 
potential impacts of the proposed project on projected future traffic operating conditions with traffic 
expected to be generated by buildout of the proposed Master Plan added to the cumulative base 
traffic forecasts.  

The study evaluated the potential for traffic impacts for the weekday AM and PM peak hours of traffic at 
40 intersections near the Valley College campus. The analysis locations are included in the Appendix. All 
locations analyzed in the 2003 FEIR for the 2003 Master Plan are analyzed in the study. 
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The study also evaluates the potential for neighborhood intrusion impacts on three neighborhood street 
segments: 

1. Ethel Avenue north of Oxnard Street 

2. Ethel Avenue south of Burbank Boulevard 

3. Hillview Park Avenue between Hatteras Street and Oxnard Street 

The study relied on established Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) threshold criteria, 
which are used to determine if a project will have a significant traffic impact at a specific intersection. The 
City of Los Angeles typically uses LOS D as a standard, meaning that LOS D or better is considered to 
represent satisfactory conditions, while LOS E or F is generally considered unacceptable. Level of service 
definitions for signalized intersections are provided in Appendix B of the Draft Initial Study Update/FEIR 
Addendum. 

Existing Conditions 

Table 16 summarizes the existing AM and PM peak hour volume-to-capacity V/C ratios and 
corresponding levels of service at each of the study intersections. As can be seen, all 40 intersections 
operate at LOS D or better during the AM and/or PM peak hours.  

Table 16: Existing Intersection Level of Service 

No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 

V/C LOS 

1. Van Nuys Bl & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.672 
0.681 

B 
B 

2. Van Nuys Bl & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.816 
0.783 

D 
C 

3. Hazeltine Ave & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.777 
0.649 

C 
B 

4. Hazeltine Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0. 839 
0.742 

D 
C 

5. Hazeltine Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.862 
0.807 

D 
D 

6. Woodman Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.831 
0.838 

D 
D 

7. Woodman Ave & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0.811 
0.792 

D 
C 

8. Woodman Ave & Victory AM 
PM 

0.821 
0.773 

D 
C 

9. Woodman Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.769 
0.693 

C 
B 

10. Woodman Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.801 
0.750 

D 
C 

11. Woodman Ave & US 101 Westbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.661 
0.546 

B 
A 

12. Woodman Ave & US 101 Eastbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.596 
0.566 

A 
A 

13. Fulton Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.545 
0.581 

A 
A 
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No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 

V/C LOS 

14. Fulton Ave & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0. 539 
0.437 

A 
A 

15. Fulton Ave & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.725 
0.735 

C 
C 

16. Fulton Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.579 
0.563 

A 
A 

17. Fulton Ave & Hattaras St AM 
PM 

0.277 
0.381 

A 
A 

18. Fulton Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.613 
0.711 

B 
C 

19. Fulton Ave & Chandler Bl AM 
PM 

0.492 
0.358 

A 
A 

20 Fulton Ave & Magnolia Bl AM 
PM 

0.799 
0.519 

C 
A 

21. Ethel Ave & Victory AM 
PM 

0.580 
0.529 

A 
A 

22. Ethel Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.526 
0.421 

A 
A 

23. Ethel Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.473 
0.530 

A 
A 

24. Ethel Ave & Chandler Bl AM 
PM 

0.239 
0.141 

A 
A 

25. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.545 
0.603 

A 
B 

26. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0.653 
0.592 

B 
A 

27. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.717 
0.689 

C 
B 

28. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.691 
0.653 

B 
B 

29. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.761 
0.642 

C 
B 

30. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Chandler Bl AM 
PM 

0.522 
0.478 

A 
A 

31. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Magnolia Bl AM 
PM 

0.664 
0.671 

B 
B 

32. Coldwater Canyon Bl & US 101 Westbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.480 
0.495 

A 
A 

33. Coldwater Canyon Bl & US 101 Eastbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.489 
0.543 

A 
A 

34. Whittsett Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.681 
0.765 

B 
C 

35. Whittsett Ave & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.789 
0.829 

C 
D 

36. Whittsett Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.645 
0.711 

B 
C 
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No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Existing 

V/C LOS 

37. Whittsett Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.805 
0.701 

D 
C 

38. Laurel Canyon Bl & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.870 
0.777 

D 
C 

39. Laurel Canyon Bl & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.800 
0.687 

C 
B 

40. SR 170 Southbound Ramp & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.791 
0.487 

C 
A 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2010. 

 
2015 Cumulative Base Conditions – Without Proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 

The cumulative base traffic projections reflect growth in traffic over existing conditions from two primary 
sources: growth in existing traffic volumes to reflect the effects of overall regional growth and 
development outside of the study area; and traffic generated by specific related projects located within, or 
in the vicinity of, the study area. 

Traffic expected to be generated by specific development projects within, or with the potential to affect, 
the study was also considered. Information regarding future projects that are either under construction, 
planned, or proposed for development was obtained from City of LADOT in July 2010, these projects 
were field checked to verify that they have not been completed at the time when the traffic counts for this 
study were collected. Available traffic studies completed for other projects in the area, such as the Victory 
Plaza at the Glen, were used to replicate the actual assignment of their trips. A total of 43 related projects 
were identified for inclusion in the analysis. 

The following 12 study intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or F during one or both peak hours 
under cumulative base conditions: 

 Van Nuys Boulevard & Burbank Boulevard 

 Hazeltine Avenue & Oxnard Street 

 Hazeltine Avenue & Burbank Boulevard 

 Woodman Avenue & Sherman Way 

 Woodman Avenue & Vanowen Street 

 Woodman Avenue & Victory Boulevard 

  Fulton Avenue & Victory Boulevard 

 Fulton Avenue & Magnolia Boulevard 

 Ethel Avenue & Victory Boulevard 

 Coldwater Canyon Avenue & Victory Boulevard 

 Whitsett Avenue & Victory Boulevard 

  Laurel Canyon Boulevard & Oxnard Street 

This represents a deterioration in operating conditions from existing conditions, since, as previously 
discussed, none of the intersections currently operate at LOS E or F during either peak hour. Thus, 
background traffic growth and traffic generated by related projects is expected to impact operating 
conditions in the study area even without consideration of potential growth on the Valley College campus. 
Table 17 shows the cumulative base scenario intersection level of service. 
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Table 17: Intersection Level of Service for Cumulative Base Scenario 

No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

2014 Cum Base 

V/C LOS 

1. Van Nuys Bl & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.743 
0.757 

C 
C 

2. Van Nuys Bl & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.921 
0.898 

E 
D 

3. Hazeltine Ave & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.881 
0.748 

D 
C 

4. Hazeltine Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.929 
0.831 

E 
D 

5. Hazeltine Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.969 
0.943 

E 
E 

6. Woodman Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.926 
0.945 

E 
E 

7. Woodman Ave & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0.925 
0.918 

E 
E 

8. Woodman Ave & Victory AM 
PM 

0.920 
0.927 

E 
E 

9. Woodman Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.841 
0.773 

D 
C 

10. Woodman Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.887 
0.837 

D 
D 

11. Woodman Ave & US 101 Westbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.722 
0.608 

C 
B 

12. Woodman Ave & US 101 Eastbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.653 
0.629 

B 
B 

13. Fulton Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.615 
0.672 

B 
B 

14. Fulton Ave & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0.627 
0.658 

B 
A 

15. Fulton Ave & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.885 
0.987 

D 
E 

16. Fulton Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.652 
0.628 

B 
B 

17. Fulton Ave & Hattaras St AM 
PM 

0.389 
0.432 

A 
A 

18. Fulton Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.668 
0.769 

B 
C 

19. Fulton Ave & Chandler Bl AM 
PM 

0.563 
0.398 

A 
A 

20 Fulton Ave & Magnolia Bl AM 
PM 

0.913 
0.581 

E 
A 

21. Ethel Ave & Victory AM 
PM 

1.073 
1.244 

F 
F 

22. Ethel Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.577 
0.481 

A 
A 
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No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

2014 Cum Base 

V/C LOS 

23. Ethel Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.522 
0.582 

A 
A 

24. Ethel Ave & Chandler Bl AM 
PM 

0.278 
0.167 

A 
A 

25. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.631 
0.675 

B 
B 

26. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0.806 
0.741 

D 
C 

27. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

1.012 
1.001 

F 
F 

28. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.800 
0.803 

C 
D 

29. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.826 
0.717 

D 
C 

30. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Chandler Bl AM 
PM 

0.570 
0.530 

A 
A 

31. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Magnolia Bl AM 
PM 

0.716 
0.718 

C 
C 

32. Coldwater Canyon Bl & US 101 Westbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.525 
0.542 

A 
A 

33. Coldwater Canyon Bl & US 101 Eastbound Ramps AM 
PM 

0.534 
0.593 

A 
A 

34. Whittsett Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.744 
0.845 

C 
D 

35. Whittsett Ave & Victory Bl AM 
PM 

0.897 
0.953 

D 
E 

36. Whittsett Ave & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.729 
0.802 

C 
D 

37. Whittsett Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.883 
0.764 

D 
C 

38. Laurel Canyon Bl & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.943 
0.845 

E 
D 

39. Laurel Canyon Bl & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.875 
0.755 

D 
C 

40. SR 170 Southbound Ramp & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.873 
0.537 

D 
A 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2010. 

 
2014 Cumulative Conditions – With Proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 

The traffic study analyzed cumulative-plus-project traffic volumes to determine potential future operating 
conditions and traffic impacts with the addition of incremental project-generated traffic associated with 
buildout of the Master Plan through 2014. A net increase of approximately 603 daily trips is projected, 
including about 119 1,382 trips during the AM peak hour and 72 trips during the PM peak hour. This is an 
increase of about 4.5% over the estimated existing level of campus generated trips. 
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The cumulative plus project traffic volumes were analyzed to determine potential future operating 
conditions and traffic impacts with the addition of incremental project generated traffic associated with 
buildout of the Valley College Master Plan through the 2013/2014 academic year. Table 18 shows the 
results of this analysis. 

Table 18: Intersection Level of Service for Cumulative Base Plus Project Scenario 

No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

2014 Cum Base
Cumulative + 
Project (2014) Project 

Increase 
In V/C 

Significant 
Project 
Impact V/C LOS V/C LOS 

1. Van Nuys Bl & Victory Bl AM 

PM 

0.743 

0.757 

C 

C 

0.744 

0.757 

C 

C 

0.001 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

2. Van Nuys Bl & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.921 

0.898 

E 

D 

0.922 

0.899 

E 

D 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

3. Hazeltine Ave & Victory Bl AM 

PM 

0.881 

0.748 

D 

C 

0.881 

0.748 

D 

C 

0.000 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

4. Hazeltine Ave & Oxnard St AM 

PM 

0.929 

0.831 

E 

D 

0.931 

0.832 

E 

D 

0.002 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

5. Hazeltine Ave & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.969 

0.943 

E 

E 

0.971 

0.945 

E 

E 

0.002 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

6. Woodman Ave & Sherman Way AM 

PM 

0.926 

0.945 

E 

E 

0.927 

0.946 

E 

E 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

7. Woodman Ave & Vanowen St AM 

PM 

0.925 

0.918 

E 

E 

0.926 

0.918 

E 

E 

0.001 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

8. Woodman Ave & Victory AM 

PM 

0.920 

0.927 

E 

E 

0.922 

0.928 

E 

E 

0.002 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

9. Woodman Ave & Oxnard St AM 

PM 

0.841 

0.773 

D 

C 

0.843 

0.778 

D 

C 

0.002 

0.005 

NO 

NO 

10. Woodman Ave & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.887 

0.837 

D 

D 

0.891 

0.839 

D 

D 

0.004 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

11. Woodman Ave & US 101 Westbound 
Ramps 

AM 

PM 

0.722 

0.608 

C 

B 

0.723 

0.609 

C 

B 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

12. Woodman Ave & US 101 Eastbound 
Ramps 

AM 

PM 

0.653 

0.629 

B 

B 

0.653 

0.650 

B 

B 

0.000 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

13. Fulton Ave & Sherman Way AM 

PM 

0.615 

0.672 

B 

B 

0.615 

0.673 

B 

B 

0.000 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

14. Fulton Ave & Vanowen St AM 
PM 

0.627 

0.658 

B 

A 

0.628 

0.569 

B 

A 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

15. Fulton Ave & Victory Bl AM 

PM 

0.885 

0.987 

D 

E 

0.887 

0.989 

A 

D 

0.002 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

16. Fulton Ave & Oxnard St AM 

PM 

0.652 

0.628 

B 

B 

0.661 

0.631 

B 

B 

0.009 

0.003 

NO 

NO 
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No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

2014 Cum Base
Cumulative + 
Project (2014) Project 

Increase 
In V/C 

Significant 
Project 
Impact V/C LOS V/C LOS 

17. Fulton Ave & Hattaras St AM 

PM 

0.389 

0.432 

A 

A 

0.400 

0.439 

A 

A 

0.011 

0.007 

NO 

NO 

18. Fulton Ave & Burbank Bl AM 
PM 

0.668 

0.769 

B 

C 

0.673 

0.775 

B 

C 

0.005 

0.006 

NO 

NO 

19. Fulton Ave & Chandler Bl AM 

PM 

0.563 

0.398 

A 

A 

0.564 

0.399 

A 

A 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

20 Fulton Ave & Magnolia Bl AM 

PM 

0.913 

0.581 

E 

A 

0.913 

0.581 

E 

A 

0.000 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

21. Ethel Ave & Victory AM 

PM 

1.073 

1.244 

F 

F 

1.074 

1.245 

F 

F 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

22. Ethel Ave & Oxnard St AM 

PM 

0.577 

0.481 

A 

A 

0.585 

0.487 

A 

A 

0.008 

0.006 

NO 

NO 

23. Ethel Ave & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.522 

0.582 

A 

A 

0.518 

0.581 

A 

A 

-0004. 

-0.001 

NO 

NO 

24. Ethel Ave & Chandler Bl AM 

PM 

0.278 

0.167 

A 

A 

0.274 

0.163 

A 

A 

-0.004 

-0.004 

NO 

NO 

25. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Sherman Way AM 

PM 

0.631 

0.675 

B 

B 

0.632 

0.675 

B 

B 

0.001 

0000. 

NO 

NO 

26. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Vanowen St AM 

PM 

0.806 

0.741 

D 

C 

0.807 

0.741 

D 

C 

0.001 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

27. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Victory Bl AM 

PM 

1.012 

1.001 

F 

F 

1.014 

1.003 

F 

F 

0.002 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

28. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Oxnard St AM 

PM 

0.800 

0.803 

C 

D 

0.818 

0.811 

D 

D 

0. 018 

0.008 

NO 

NO 

29. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.826 

0.717 

D 

C 

0.827 

0.717 

D 

C 

0.001 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

30. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Chandler Bl AM 

PM 

0.570 

0.530 

A 

A 

0.570 

0.532 

A 

A 

0.000 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

31. Coldwater Canyon Bl & Magnolia Bl AM 

PM 

0.716 

0.718 

C 

C 

0.717 

0.719 

C 

C 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

32. Coldwater Canyon Bl & US 101 
Westbound Ramps 

AM 

PM 

0.525 

0.542 

A 

A 

0.527 

0.544 

A 

A 

0.002 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

33. Coldwater Canyon Bl & US 101 
Eastbound Ramps 

AM 

PM 

0.534 

0.593 

A 

A 

0.535 

0.594 

A 

A 

0.001 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

34. Whittsett Ave & Sherman Way AM 
PM 

0.744 

0.845 

C 

D 

0.744 

0.845 

C 

D 

0.000 

0.000 

NO 

NO 

35. Whittsett Ave & Victory Bl AM 

PM 

0.897 

0.953 

D 

E 

0.901 

0.954 

E 

E 

0.004 

0.001 

NO 

NO 
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No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

2014 Cum Base
Cumulative + 
Project (2014) Project 

Increase 
In V/C 

Significant 
Project 
Impact V/C LOS V/C LOS 

36. Whittsett Ave & Oxnard St AM 

PM 

0.729 

0.802 

C 

D 

0.732 

0.805 

C 

D 

0.003 

0.003 

NO 

NO 

37. Whittsett Ave & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.883 

0.764 

D 

C 

0.895 

0.768 

D 

C 

0.012 

0.014 

NO 

NO 

38. Laurel Canyon Bl & Oxnard St AM 
PM 

0.943 

0.845 

E 

D 

0.946 

0.847 

E 

D 

0.003 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

39. Laurel Canyon Bl & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.875 

0.755 

D 

C 

0.877 

0.757 

D 

C 

0.002 

0.002 

NO 

NO 

40. SR 170 Southbound Ramp & Burbank Bl AM 

PM 

0.873 

0.537 

D 

A 

0.875 

0.538 

D 

A 

0.002 

0.001 

NO 

NO 

Source: Fehr and Peers, 2010. 
 
As indicated in Table 18, the cumulative plus project analysis shows that the projected growth in the Los 
Angeles Valley College would not worsen the operating conditions of any of the study intersections. The 
same 12 study intersections operating at poor LOS conditions in cumulative base conditions would 
continue to operate at LOS E or F. Application of the significance criteria described previously, as 
presented below, indicates that the project would not significantly impact traffic conditions on any of the 
40 study intersections. Because no significant impacts are identified, no traffic mitigation measures would 
be required. 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The traffic and parking analysis conducted by Fehr and Peers did not 
identify any Congestion Management Program (CMP) arterial monitoring locations where the proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update may add 50 or more trips per hour. The only CMP arterial monitoring 
intersection in the study are is Woodman Avenue & Victory Boulevard, but the project would only add 13 
vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and 8 vehicle trips in the PM peak hours. The LOS results for this CMP 
intersection are included in the traffic analysis, included as Appendix B in the Draft Initial Study 
Update/FEIR Addendum. 

The nearest CMP freeway monitoring locations to the project site are the Ventura Freeway (US 101) at 
Coldwater Canyon Avenue, the Hollywood Freeway (SR 170) south of Sherman Way, and the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405) at Victory Boulevard. Based on the project trip assignments developed in the traffic 
analysis, the proposed project is not expected to add sufficient new traffic to exceed the CMP freeway 
analysis criteria at these locations. Neither would the added project traffic exceed the CMP freeway 
analysis criteria on other freeway segments closer to the project site. Since incremental project-related 
traffic in any direction during either peak hour is projected to be much less than the minimum criteria of 
150 vehicles per hour, no further CMP freeway analysis is required. 
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c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that result in substantial 
safety risks? 

    

 
No Impact. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would update an existing master plan based on 
changing conditions, including student enrollment. The 2010 Master Plan Update would include new 
construction and renovation and demolition projects. The proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would not 
result in a change in air traffic patterns or result in any air safety risks. The proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Update does not propose tall buildings that would require air traffic to be rerouted. No impact is 
anticipated to occur. 

d) Substantially increase hazards related to 
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e. g., farm equipment)? 

    

 
No Impact. See response 15(c), above. Implementation of the new construction and renovation and 
demolition projects proposed under the 2010 Master Plan Update would not increase hazards related to a 
design feature or incompatible uses. No impact would occur. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 
Less-than-Significant Impact. Arterial streets serving the study area include Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Hazeltine Avenue, Woodman Avenue, Fulton Avenue, Coldwater Canyon Avenue, Whitsett Avenue, and 
Laurel Canyon Avenue running north-south and Sherman Way, Vanowen Street, Victory Boulevard, 
Oxnard Street, Burbank Boulevard, Magnolia Boulevard, and Riverside Drive running east-west.  

Vehicular access to the Valley College campus is provided at three signalized intersections on Oxnard 
Street, Fulton Avenue and Burbank Boulevard as well as at unsignalized driveways around the perimeter 
of the campus. 

Proposed vehicular access under the 2010 Master Plan Update would not change the existing access, as 
described above. Vehicular access to the Valley College campus would continue to be obtained via 
access points on Oxnard Street, Fulton Avenue, Burbank Boulevard, Coldwater Canyon Extension, 
Hatteras Street, and Ethel Avenue. 

Similarly, emergency access to the campus would not change under the 2010 Master Plan Update. 
However, as described earlier, diminished access to the College would occur temporarily during 
construction activities (see Public Services, responses 13(a) and 13(b), above). Projects included under 
the proposed update would comply with all applicable City of Los Angeles codes and regulations related 
to emergency access (see also Hazards and Hazardous Materials, response 8(g), for a mitigation 
measure related to emergency access.) 

Implementation of the 2010 Master Plan Update is not anticipated to result in a permanent impact related 
to inadequate emergency access. Mitigation measures included in the 2003 FEIR have also been 
included in this document. This would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
 
No Impact. Although 16(f) question is not included in the 2010 CEQA Checklist it was analyzed as a topic 
as part of this study. A traffic and parking impact analysis was conducted for the proposed 2010 Master 
Plan Update by Fehr and Peers in November 2010. The 2010 Master Plan Update would affect future 
parking at the College. The major proposed changes would include the following: 
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 Construction of a parking structure near the center of campus with approximately 1,200 spaces; 

 Reduction of Lots F and G in the southeast area of campus; 

 Expansion of Lot H and introduction of Lot J in the southwestern area of campus; and 

 Reduction of Lots B and C, including their reconfiguration to improve circulation. 

The existing and proposed on-campus parking supply is summarized in Table 19. As indicated in the 
table, the proposed number of parking spaces on the Valley College campus would increase from 
approximately 3,287 under existing conditions to about 3,947 at buildout of the Master Plan in 2014. It is 
anticipated that the approximately 287 on-street spaces on the streets immediately adjacent to the 
campus would remain available for use, increasing the total supply from 3,574 to 4,234 spaces. 

The Master Plan envisions academic growth to 13,804 full-time equivalent students by the 2013/2014 
academic year. Future peak parking needs were projected for buildout of the Master Plan using the 
empirical peak daytime parking demand factor (0.267 spaces per FTES) developed in 2002/2003 during 
the original master planning process, with a slight adjustment to account for the phenomenon of on-line 
education or distance learning that has arisen since the original studies were completed. Distance 
learning was negligible in 2002/2003 but by 2009/2010 had risen to approximately 4% of all classes. 
Because this phenomenon is expected to continue at this level or higher, it will reduce the amount of 
parking needed on the campus proportionately. Thus, the recommended parking requirement factors to 
be used in providing for the future parking needs of the campus are 4% lower than those developed 
previously for the campus, as summarized below. These parking demand factors include a 10% 
circulation contingency. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Table 19: Existing and Proposed Parking Supply 

Parking Facility Location 

Number of Parking Spaces 

Existing (a) Proposed (b) 

Maintenance & Operations  N/A 63 

Lot A 397 445 

Lot B  604 550 

Lot C  115 120 

Lot D  275 380 

Lot E  280 40 

Lot F  366 120 

Lot G 482 230 

Lot H  55 256 

Lot J  N/A 133 

College Road North  151 170 

College Road South  267 110 

Central Plant  17 0 

Administration 10 0 

Hatteras Street  50 34 

Campus Drive 72 20 

Emilita Street 16 16 

Ethel Avenue 130 60 

Parking Structure  N/A 1,200 

Subtotal/on campus 3,287 3,947 

Fulton Avenue 23 23 

Oxnard Avenue 43 43 
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Parking Facility Location 

Number of Parking Spaces 

Existing (a) Proposed (b) 

Hatteras Avenue 29 29 

Coldwater Canyon Extension 78 78 

Burbank Boulevard 114 114 

Subtotal/On-street 287 287 

Total 3,574 4,234 
a Source: Fehr & Peers fieldwork conducted in 2009. 
b Proposed future supply per "Los Angeles Valley College 2010 Facilities Master Plan," Steinberg Architects, April 2010. 

 
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

 
No Impact. Implementation of projects included under the 2010 Master Plan Update would consist of new 
construction and renovation and demolition projects on the campus. The proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Updates would not conflict with policies that support alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks). The proposed update would maintain the existing roadways on the project site and would not 
conflict with any policies adopted by the city that address alternative modes of transportation. No impact 
would occur. 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The 2003 FEIR found that although increased wastewater flows would 
occur, the flows would not be significant enough to exceed the wastewater treatment requirements. 

As indicated in Table 20, FTE enrollment anticipated under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 2014 
buildout conditions would be slightly higher than existing FTE enrollment estimates. However, FTE 
enrollment under 2014 buildout conditions would be less than the FTE enrollment estimates under 
buildout conditions previously analyzed in the 2003 FEIR. Table 20 shows projected wastewater 
generation based on buildout-year FTE enrollment levels. 

Table 20: Projected Wastewater Generation Based on FTE Enrollment 

Measured Item Unit 
Wastewater Generation 
Rate 

Wastewater Flow 
(gallons per day [gpd]) 

2003 Master Plan FEIR 
2008-9 Buildout Year 

15,693 FTE  
(students) 

1.8 gpd/student 28,247  

2010 Master Plan Update 
2014 Horizon Buildout Year 

13,804 FTE 
(students) 

1.8 gpd/student 24,847  

Source: ICF International, 2010. 

 
As shown in the table, estimated wastewater flow would decrease compared to wastewater flow under 
the previous 2003 FEIR. Additionally, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would follow the “green,” 
energy-efficient, sustainable design guidelines set forth under the LEED program. Proposed buildings 
would be LEED certified. In addition, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would include a series of 
campus-wide strategies to improve water conservation. These include strategies that focus on reducing 
the use of potable water. Other strategies include the use of efficient irrigation, low-maintenance and 
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native plant species, low-flow plumbing fixtures, and automatic sensors. Stormwater management 
strategies and landscaping recommendations are also included. 

The College has already begun following green design guidelines in existing buildings and will apply such 
elements throughout the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. High-efficiency wastewater fixtures would 
be installed on campus during construction and renovation. These fixtures help to decrease the amount of 
sewage generated on the campus. Although impacts would be less than previously anticipated and would 
remain less than significant, the following mitigation measures from the 2003 FEIR are being 
implemented as a best management practice strategy.  

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

WS-1 New landscaping should include drought resistant plants where appropriate and feasible. 

WS-2 All new construction and renovation shall include water conservation measures, such as low flush 
toilets. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. See the response to impact 16(a). Implementation of the proposed 
Master Plan would include the renovation and construction of facilities on the Los Angeles Valley College 
campus. Renovation and construction projects would not require the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. The projected FTE enrollment 
accounted for in the 2003 FEIR for the FEIR 2008/2009 build-out year was 15,693; however, due to a 
slow-down in the rate of student enrollment, the projected FTE enrollment for the 2013/2014, the build-out 
year for the 2010 Master Plan Update, is 13,804—a smaller number of students and a smaller rate of 
growth than was anticipated in 2003. Given the smaller number of FTE students, and the resulting net 
decrease in water demand on campus, a significant demand on LADWP’s water supply is highly remote. 
In addition, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update assumes a reduction in associated impacts because of the 
anticipated decrease in wastewater generation. Impacts of 2014 buildout conditions would be less than impacts 
of the buildout conditions analyzed in the 2003 FEIR. Additionally, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would 
follow the “green,” energy-efficient, sustainable design guidelines set forth under the LEED program. The 
College has already begun implementing these design guidelines in existing buildings and will continue to 
apply such elements throughout the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. High-efficiency wastewater 
fixtures would be installed on campus during construction and renovation. These fixtures help to decrease 
the amount of sewage generated at the College. As such, impacts would be less than previously anticipated 
and would remain less than significant. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. According to the 2003 FEIR, no significant increases in stormwater flows 
that would require new storm drain facilities was anticipated. Projected FTE enrollment under buildout 
would decrease under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update compared to projected FTE enrollment 
under buildout conditions analyzed in the 2003 FEIR. As such, implementation of the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities. 
This would be considered a less than significant impact. 
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. According to the 2003 FEIR, the projected 
increase in water consumption would not exceed Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP’s) 
available supplies. Proposed impacts of 2014 buildout conditions would not be greater than the impacts of 
the buildout conditions analyzed in the 2003 FEIR as 2014 FTE levels are substantially lower than 2008-
2009 FTE levels analyzed in 2003. Therefore, water demand would not be greater than the demand 
originally anticipated under the 2003 Master Plan. 

The College has already begun implementing “green” design elements based on the national LEED 
guidelines pertaining to sustainable standards for existing buildings and will continue to apply these 
design elements throughout the master plan process. The College intends to plant water-efficient 
landscaping and install high-efficiency fixtures. These strategies will help to reduce demands on the water 
supply and the system. Although impacts would be considered less than significant, the following 
mitigation measure shall be implemented: 

2003 FEIR Mitigation 

WS-1 New landscaping should include drought resistant plants where appropriate and feasible. 

WS-2 All new construction and renovation shall include water conservation measures, such as low flush 
toilets. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. See response to impact 16(a). As stated above, the proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update would reduce impacts because of the anticipated decrease in FTE enrollment. 
Additionally, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would follow the “green,” energy-efficient, 
sustainable design guidelines set forth under the LEED program. The College would apply such elements 
throughout the implementation process for the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. High-efficiency 
wastewater fixtures would be installed on campus during construction and renovation. These fixtures 
would help to decrease the amount of sewage generated at the College. As such, impacts would be less 
than previously anticipated and would remain less than significant. 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project's 
solid waste disposal needs? 

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The 2003 Master Plan found that the projected increases in solid waste 
that could occur under the plan and that local area landfills would have adequate capacity to meet project 
demands. The 2003 FEIR assumed an FTE enrollment of 15,693 under the 2008-9 buildout year. 
Currently, a 13,804 FTE enrollment is assumed for the buildout year of 2014. This would result in a 
substantial decrease in FTE enrollment under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. 

As stated previously, the projects included under the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would follow 
“green,” energy-efficient, sustainable design guidelines as set forth under the LEED program. The 
College has, in fact, already started implementing these guidelines in existing buildings. As such, impacts 
would be considered less than significant. 
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g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?     

 
No Impact. The 2003 FEIR found no impacts related to complying with federal, state, and local statutes 
or regulations pertaining to solid waste. Additionally, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would follow 
“green,” energy-efficient, sustainable design guidelines as set forth under the LEED program. The college 
is studying the possibility of a resource recovery center on campus for recycling. LACCD has provided the 
college with three Big Belly trash bins, which are solar powered trash compactors that help to reduce the 
labor required to empty the trash bins. As such, no impacts are anticipated to occur. 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

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

    

 
Less-than-Significant Impact. The analysis in this addendum concludes that no new unavoidable 
significant impacts on the environment would occur and no previously examined unavoidable significant 
impacts would be more severe. Applicable 2003 mitigation measures, in addition to new mitigation 
measures proposed for aesthetics, greenhouse gases, and noise impacts, would be adequate to mitigate 
any potential impacts related to the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. Mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. In addition, most of the impacts from the 2010 Master Plan 
Update projects would be construction related and therefore temporary and short term. Once constructed, 
the buildings would be more energy efficient than the existing buildings on campus, including the ones 
they would replace, resulting in long-term benefits in terms of energy conservation and efficiency. 
Therefore, implementation of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update is not anticipated to degrade the 
quality of the environment. This would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 

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

    

 

Less-than-Significant Impact. A significant impact may occur if the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update, 
in conjunction with related projects, would result in impacts that are less than significant when viewed 
separately but significant when viewed together. All potential impacts of the proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Update have been identified, and mitigation measures have been prescribed, where applicable, to reduce 
potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. None of these potential impacts is considered 
cumulatively considerable, and implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this addendum 
would ensure that no cumulative impacts would occur as a result of the proposed 2010 Master Plan 
Update. 
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Although related projects are proposed in the project vicinity, the cumulative impacts to which the 
proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would contribute would be less than significant, as discussed in the 
previous sections. The 2003 FEIR analyzed a total 45 related projects while 32 related projects are 
identified for the 2010 Master Plan Update. The 2010 related projects can be found in Table 5 of the 
Traffic Study provided as an appendix to the Draft Initial Study Update/FEIR Addendum. 

In contrast to the 2003 related projects, the 43 2010 related projects would include a larger number of 
multi-family residential projects paired with a smaller number of mixed use, commercial and institutional 
(school) projects. In 2003, 16 projects were proposed in the surrounding community, three of which were 
commercial, two institutional, four of which were transportation, and one light industrial. Of the 43 related 
projects included in the 2010 analysis, 16 are residential, four are institutional, 10 are commercial or 
retail, and four mixed use. Four of the projects included in the 2010 analysis are the same as included 
under the 2003 FEIR. (These do not include projects in the immediate vicinity of the College).  

All potential impacts of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update would be reduced to less-than-significant 
levels with implementation of the mitigation measures provided in the previous sections. None of these 
potential impacts is considered cumulatively considerable, and implementation of the mitigation measures 
identified in this addendum would ensure that no significant cumulative impacts would occur as a result of 
the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update. Cumulative impacts would be considered less than or similar to 
impacts determined in 2003. 

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

    

 
No Impact. All potential impacts of the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update have been identified, and 
mitigation measures have been prescribed, where applicable, to reduce all potential impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Upon implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed 2010 Master Plan Update 
would not have the potential to result in substantial adverse impacts on human beings either directly or 
indirectly. 

d) Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short-term environmental goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals?

    

 
No Impact. The revised project would result in long-term benefits by designing the buildings and campus 
improvements to current codes and sustainability standards. Additionally, with the greater emphasis on 
reduction of GHG emissions at the District level, more sustainable practices and features are included in 
the 2010 Master Plan Update than what existed in the 2003 Master Plan. The revised project is also more 
in line with the enrollment trends at the College and better responds to the needs of the College 
curriculum. The revised project would result in short-term disruptions due to construction activities on the 
campus, but in the long-term it would result in construction of energy-efficient and state-of-the-art 
facilities. Therefore, the 2010 Master Plan Update would not result in any long-term environmental harm 
at the cost of short-term gains. 

The revised project would not result in new significant impacts or exacerbate previously identified 
significant impacts. Mitigation measures included in the 2003 FEIR in addition to added proposed 
mitigation measures would reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. None of 
the conditions described in Section 15162 requiring the preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. 
Therefore, this addendum is considered to be the appropriate environmental document for the proposed 
2010 Master Plan Update. The revised project would not achieve short-term environmental goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

On February 1, 2011, Valley College held a community outreach meeting regarding the EIR Addendum 
for the 2010 Master Plan Update Facilities Master Plan. The meeting was held from 6:30 to 7:30 p.m. in 
the Fireside Room at Campus Center, Valley College. Comment letters were received from the persons 
listed below before the announced February 4, 2011 deadline for public comments. 

No. Name Date/Type of Communication 

1 David Falk January 25, 2011, email  

2 Deborah Weintraub February 2, 2011, letter 

3 Betty Azzaro Comment Sheet 

4 Abdullah Faridah Comment Sheet 

5 Yadira Garcia Comment Sheet 

6 M. Maltzman Comment Sheet 

7 John Vawter Comment Sheet 

8 Paul Krekorian February 4, 2011, letter 

 

After the announced February 4, 2011, cut-off date for inclusion of public comments and formal 
responses to them as part of the EIR Addendum, additional e-mailed comments were received by the 
College. In addition, the Board of Trustees held a public hearing at its February 23rd meeting. In 
recognition of the persons who spoke at the February 23, 2011, Board of Trustees public hearing, the 
College has decided as a courtesy to include all written as well as oral comments that were received 
through the date of the February 23rd public hearing. Such accommodation is purely voluntary on the part 
of the College and is not mandated as part of the EIR Addendum process per the provisions of CEQA 
(Section 15164[c] CEQA Guidelines). The comments from the persons listed below received after 
February 4th and up through and including February 23rd include: 

No. Name Date/Type of Communication 

9 Traci and Gary Ruebsamen February 21, 2011, email  

10 Gerome Huerta February 21, 2011, email  

11 Susan Daugherty February 21, 2011, email  

12 Delia St. Pierre February 21, 2011, email  

13 Jackie Wollner February 21, 2011, email  

14 Sarah Paula Burns February 21, 2011, email  

15 Donna Lewis February 21, 2011, email  

16 Ellie Kahn February 21, 2011, email  

17 Kathleen Sullivan February 21, 2011, email  

18 Marsha and Burton Roseman, M.D. February 21, 2011, email  

19 Carolyn Hink Wolfstein February 22, 2011, email  

20 David Chilewich (signed Deborah) February 22, 2011, email  

21 Mark M. Stewart, Esq. February 21, 2011, email  

22 Judy Price February 21, 2011, email  

23 A. Reed February 21, 2011, email  
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No. Name Date/Type of Communication 

24 Anita Berkey February 21, 2011, email  

25 Larry Brandenburg February 21, 2011, email  

26 Judy S. Sell February 21, 2011, email  

27 Barry Coates February 21, 2011, email  

28 Robert and Edlyne Lloyd February 21, 2011, email  

29 Elizabeth Colla February 22, 2011, email  

30 Joan and Norton Skorstad 

Maria and Mike Merzlikina 

February 22, 2011, email  

31 Carolyn De Mirjian February 22, 2011, email  

32 Sandra Moruzzi February 22, 2011, email  

33 Merryl Webber February 22, 2011, email  

34 Mickey Jannol February 21, 2011, email  

35 Eric Swelstad Oral comments made at the Los Angeles 
Community College District Board of 
Trustees public hearing, February 23, 2011 

36 Armen Fentulagian Same 

37 Deborah Weintraub Same 

38 Patrick Clement Same 

39 Robert Reber Same 

40 Kathy Susan Pyles Same 

41 David Chilewich Same 

Letter from Susan Carleo, President, Los Angeles Valley College 

 

The comment letters are provided beginning on the next page. Responses immediately follow each of the 
comment letters. 
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 Comment 1
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Responses to Comment 1 from David Falk, Planetarium Director, Los Angeles 
Valley College 

Response 1 
The comment is noted. We thank the commenter for taking the time to provide input on the 2010 EIR 
Addendum for the Update to 2003 Facilities Master Plan. 

Response 2 
The text paraphrased in your comment refers to the legacy designed landscape found within the core 
campus, particularly in the quadrangle (North Mall) portion of the campus where the Media 
Arts/Performing Arts building is proposed. As indicated on Page 34 of the Addendum, in order to minimize 
potential impacts to the campus landscape, proposed tree replacement would consist of similar species 
when possible. Mitigation Measure V-2 states in part that the siting of any replacement tree will be 
consistent with the historic landscape design context in which it is proposed. Decisions about appropriate 
tree species substitutions and tree replacements shall be made under the guidance of a qualified 
preservation landscape architect but is not meant to preclude the input of faculty and building users about 
how extant trees affect their programs. Such input will be taken into consideration whenever tree removal 
and replacement decisions are made. 

Response 3 
Although not directly germane to the proposed Master Plan Update or its potential environmental impacts, 
the comment is noted.  

Response 4 
Please see response 2 above. Under the proposed Master Plan Update, as part of a preliminary campus-
wide survey, a number of trees have been identified across the campus that would require replacement, 
including the 63 trees that are proposed for removal to accommodate the Media Arts/ Performing Arts 
project.  



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 87 

 Comment 2
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 Comment 2
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 Comment 2



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 91 

 Comment 2



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 92 

Responses to Comment 2 from Deborah Weintraub 

Response 1 
Comment noted. The flyover design presentation seen by the commenter on February 1, 2011 actually 
was shared with the public for the first time at the District Board of Trustees Infrastructure Committee 
meeting in September 2010. The issue of tree removal within the footprint of the proposed building was 
raised by the Committee and discussed by the College staff and Ehrlich Architects. The input from the 
Committee was positive and the plan to replace all trees slated for removal and the extraordinary step the 
College is taking of harvesting the timber from the trees that are to be removed and reusing that timber in 
the Media Arts/Performing Arts building was positively received as being consistent with the District’s 
sustainable design policies. 

Response 2 
The College agrees that the designed landscape in the quadrangle expressing the 1955 campus master 
plan is noteworthy, and concurs that it is likely the work of a talented designer. The character and quality 
of the designed landscape features in the quadrangle (North Mall) are discussed in the aesthetics section 
of Chapter 3 in the2003 EIR, and mitigation measures were included in both the 2003 EIR and in the 
2010 Addendum to the 2003 EIR to ensure that campus design and planning actions are sympathetic in 
design terms. When the number of trees to be removed for the Media Arts/Performing Arts project 
became known a mitigation measure was included as part of the 2010 Addendum (this will be referred to 
as mitigation measure V-2 in the Final EIR Addendum). It calls for a qualified landscape architect 
specializing in the preservation of historic landscapes to guide the College in directing design and 
planning actions affecting the campus’s legacy landscape features, including tree removals and 
replacements. It also calls for using the largest caliper replacement trees feasible. The intent of this 
mitigation measure is to ensure that the design character and related potential historic landscape 
elements are preserved to the greatest degree that is feasible to do so. 

While acknowledging the quadrangle’s noteworthy design attributes, it should also be mentioned that the 
north end of the quadrangle does not function optimally at present. It is relatively under-utilized, and its 
interface with Parking Lot B is diffuse in design terms, thereby dissipating the potential of the quadrangle 
as a more inviting outdoor room. 

It should also be noted that the site of the proposed Media Arts/Performing Arts building is the product of 
careful reflection. The bringing together of the media arts and performance arts programs into a single 
building, and the locating of that facility in close proximity to both the music and art buildings in a kind of 
architectural and pedagogical capstone to the quadrangle, is intended to promote cross-departmental 
collaboration in support of the College’s cultural arts teaching and learning goals. Were the proposed 
building to be placed, as the commenter suggests, to the north of the quadrangle within the space of 
Parking Lot B, and were the walking distances between the academic buildings correspondingly 
increased, achievement of that goal would be far more difficult. 

Response 3 
Although it is true that 63 trees will be removed for the Media Arts/Performing Arts building, the College 
disagrees that the landscape design in the quadrangle will be significantly and adversely affected. The 63 
trees are among the 1,837 trees on campus. To address the removal of trees, 81 new trees will be 
planted under the guidance of a qualified preservation landscape architect. Per the mitigation measure V-
2 in the 2010 Final EIR Addendum, trees slated for removal in the quadrangle area would be replaced, 
either in kind, or with horticulturally suitable species that have similar habit and form. It also calls for using 
the largest caliper replacement trees feasible. The clear intent is to preserve the legacy design character 
of the quadrangle. 

Response 4 
As noted in Comment 1-2, above, the College agrees that the designed landscape within the quadrangle 
is noteworthy, and concurs that it is likely the work of a talented designer who probably worked closely 
with Chambers and Hibbard, the architectural team that developed the College’s 1955 master plan. 
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Response 5 
The College does not agree that the placement of the Media Arts/Performing Arts building as proposed at 
the north end of the quadrangle and on parking Lot C would destroy a unique open space. Siting of the 
proposed building as an architectural/landscape capstone element at the northern border of the 
quadrangle was the product of a careful deliberative process extending back approximately 35 years. It 
attempts to strike a balance between the preservation of the quadrangle’s design character and mature 
trees and other design concerns, including sight lines onto campus from the north of the back-of-stage 
components of the theater(s), and well infrastructure requirements for the building –including siting to 
minimize costly disruptions to the underground utility loop that rings the campus, and reduce building 
operational costs associated with the campus’ utility service systems. To date, an evaluation of other 
alternative siting options has not yielded a superior location for the building in terms of meeting key 
operational and programming requirements. 

Response 6 
Estimates developed by the College indicate that the siting changes proposed by the commenter would 
cost considerably more than the $250,000 to $300,000 figure that has been provided. Please note that 
the location of the Media Arts/Performing Arts project as currently proposed, the changes to the setting 
associated with the siting of the building, and the removal and replanting of new trees, would not result in 
a significant impact under CEQA. 

Response 7 
Dating back nearly 35 years, the College has studied various concepts for a performing arts center in the 
same approximate location at or near the northern northeast edge of the quadrangle, including sites 
within Parking Lot B, and an amphitheater at the north end of the quadrangle (North Mall) as depicted in 
the 2003 Facilities Master Plan EIR. 

Response 8 
Both the EIR consultant and the master plan architect representatives apparently spoke in error, due to 
the fact that the studies of alternative sites predated the participation of the current 2010 Master Plan 
Update planning team members and the start of work on the EIR Addendum. An alternatives analysis for 
the media arts and performing arts programs, both as one building and as two, was performed prior to the 
development of the Master Plan Update. Prior studies of alternative sites considered options that would 
have retained the entire current extent of the quadrangle and nearly all the trees bordering it. However, 
these were rejected after careful consideration. As part of the deliberative process that preceded 
preparation of the 2010 Addendum, a study was conducted to evaluate the feasibility of retaining and 
retrofitting the existing Theater Arts Building, and on that basis, it was determined that retention and 
retrofit of the building to meet ADA requirements would have required an expenditure nearly equally the 
cost of building a new theater. In addition, the resulting retrofit would still have failed to meet key 
programming goals. Following that analysis, several siting concepts were developed for combining the 
Media Arts and Theater Arts programs into a single facility. One siting concept called for placement of the 
building along Oxnard Street directly across Campus Drive from the Child Development Center. Another 
concept studied placement at the northwest corner of the campus at Fulton Avenue and Oxnard Street. 
More recently (mid-2009), the Ehrlich Architects evaluated another siting proposal that called for a 
north/south-aligned building placement on a site north of the Art Building that would have occupied 
Parking Lot C and the eastern portion of Parking Lot B running and along the eastern edge of the 
quadrangle. 

There were serious practical drawbacks associated with all of the alternative siting concepts. Placement 
toward the north border of Parking Lot B would have diffused rather than strengthened the quadrangle 
concept by adding new distances between the rest of the campus buildings and the new building. 
Placement of a building with back-of-stage features along or near Oxnard Street would have increased 
visibility of the building in both positive and negative ways. Negatively, by bringing back-of-stage 
architectural elements (e.g., three story-tall stage-related fly space) and loading activity-related noise and 
visual effects closer to residents. The placements within Parking Lot B would have also resulted in a 
substantial reduction in the number of available campus parking spaces in that location. They would also 
have called for an expensive and problematic relocation of sections of the campus’ underground utility 
loop, and/or utility interface options that would have been costly to construct and that also would have 
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substantially increased the operational costs of the building over its lifetime in terms of energy 
consumption as well as emissions generation. Such an approach would not have been consistent with 
District sustainable design policies.  

The Media Arts/Performing Arts project as it is now conceived is the product of careful consideration about 
the needs of the theater arts and media arts programs and is a creative response in a time of constrained 
public funding to achieve economies of scale by combining the functions of what had formerly been two 
separate buildings into one shared space and one building footprint on the ground. This project also 
demonstrates the College’s desire to promote cross-disciplinary collaboration in teaching and learning.  

Response 9 
Please see the response to Comment 1-8, above. 

Response 10 
Please see the response to Comment 1-8, above. 

Response 11 
As previously stated in the response to Comment 1-3, the removal of trees will be offset by the planting of 
81 new trees. That planning and design process will occur under the guidance of a qualified preservation 
landscape architect. Per the new mitigation measure included as part of the 2010 Addendum, trees slated 
for removal in the quadrangle area would be replaced, either in kind, or with horticulturally suitable 
species that have similar habit and form. It also calls for using the largest caliper replacement trees 
feasible. The clear intent is to preserve the legacy design character of the quadrangle. In instances where 
trees cannot be preserved they will be harvested and the timber milled for use as part of the Media 
Arts/Performing Arts building. 

Response 12 
A preliminary tree master plan inspection report was provided to the College in late 2010. It tends to 
affirm the commenter’s assertion that the nearly all Canary Island Pines and Magnolia trees within the 
footprint of the proposed Media Arts/Performing Arts building are, generally speaking, in an acceptable 
level of health and merit conservation. 

Response 13 
The College agrees that the quadrangle (North Mall) constitutes a significant legacy designed landscape 
space. For that reason, the College was sensitive to maintaining and enhancing the quadrangle through 
the design approach taken in the Master Plan Update. Additionally, per the2003 EIR and 2010 Addendum 
to the 2003 EIR, mitigation measures were included to ensure that campus design and planning actions 
are sympathetic in design terms. Key is the guidance from qualified landscape architect specializing in the 
preservation of historic landscapes to guide the College in directing design and planning actions affecting 
the campus’s legacy landscape features, including tree removals and replacements. As stated previously, 
the intent of this particular mitigation measure is to ensure that the design character and related potential 
historic landscape elements are preserved to the greatest degree that is feasible to do so. 

Response 14 
As discussed in the response to Comment 8, the concept of placing the Media Arts/Performing Arts 
building further north was evaluated and then dropped after careful consideration. 

Response 15 
The District has not approved or committed to any particular project in the Master Plan at this time and 
appreciates the input it has received from the community. 

Response 16 
The College greatly appreciates the commenter’s offer of design and project planning assistance through 
the aegis of the local chapter of the AIA. Although key design decisions regarding the Media 
Arts/Performing Arts project largely have been made the College invites the commenter and other 
interested AIA colleagues to confer with Ehrlich Architects and the preservation landscape architect 
consultant and present your detailed design and landscape preservation recommendations for 
consideration. While the College cannot guarantee that such input will be implemented, it will consider 
and assess the feasibility of all timely and detailed proposals that are put forward. 
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 Comment 3
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Responses to Comment 3 from Betty Azzaro 

Response 1 
The commenter calls attention to the current configuration of Coldwater Canyon Extension between 
Burbank Boulevard and Hatteras Street, stating that the recent introduction of angle parking on both sides 
of this internal access road has created safety and convenience issues. Currently the posted signage 
limits the use of parking spaces on the west side of Coldwater Canyon Extension to LAVC permit holders 
on Mondays-Thursdays between 6 AM and 11 PM, and on Fridays between 6 AM and 4 PM. No 
restrictions are posted on the east side of Coldwater Canyon Extension. The College acknowledges the 
need for visitors to park in that location when visiting the campus and when using the county park along 
Tujunga Wash that borders Coldwater Canyon Extension. 

These parking changes along Coldwater Canyon Extension are not a part of the currently-proposed 2010 
Master Plan Update project and do not directly relate to the Initial Study Update/FEIR Addendum for the 
project but are instead a short-term response to the temporary reduction of spaces on campus due to 
construction. The Initial Study Update/FEIR Addendum parking analysis included the parking spaces that 
previously existed on Coldwater Canyon Extension (a total of 78 spaces on both sides of the internal 
access road) as part of the nearby on-street parking supply that serves both the college and other uses, 
and anticipated no change there. The reconfiguration has increased the number of parking spaces there 
to 143 (both sides). The parking demand analysis conducted as part of the Master Plan studies shows 
that this increase is not necessary to accommodate the future College parking demand. Specifically, page 
74 of the Initial Study Update/FEIR Addendum and page 30 of Appendix B state that the future on 
campus parking supply at buildout of the Master Plan in 2014 would be 3,947 spaces, which would be 
more than adequate to serve the estimated peak daytime parking demand of 3,534 spaces, even without 
consideration of the nearby on-street supply. 

Response 2 
The comment states that College-related parking that occurs on streets near the campus sometimes 
makes it difficult for neighbors to park by their own homes. The intention behind the restriping of 
Coldwater Canyon Extension (a campus owned street) is to provide overflow parking for students in order 
to discourage off-campus parking in the adjoining neighborhood. 

The College currently charges for all parking on the campus, while the streets surrounding the campus 
currently allow free parking. Parking fees are regulated by the College, and there are some students who 
park outside the campus in order to avoid paying for parking. If the affected residents consider it 
appropriate, a possible remedy would be the creation of a residential permit parking district in affected 
areas. The City of Los Angeles has a standardized approach to assessing the eligibility of a neighborhood 
for permit parking and for the approval of such a program by the residents. The College would work with 
City of Los Angeles and the nearby residents should they choose to adopt a permit parking program. 

Response 3 
These comments are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration with a 
request that the current configuration of Coldwater Canyon Extension be reviewed with respect to 
relevant design standards. 
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 Comment 4
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Responses to Comment 4 from Abdullah Faridah 

Response 1 
The comment will be taken under consideration. Although outside the scope of the EIR Addendum for the 
2010 Update to the Facilities Master Plan, the College acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about 
the provision of satellite food services in other more convenient locations on campus outside a centrally-
located Cafeteria facility and recognizes the potential opportunities this might provide for food vendor 
businesses. 

Response 2 
Although outside the scope of the EIR Addendum for the 2010 Update to the Facilities Master Plan, the 
College wishes to acknowledge the commenter’s concern about accommodating the dietary needs of 
Jewish and Muslim students in its on-campus food services. This concern will be taken under 
consideration at a later date, separate from the EIR Addendum process. 



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 99 

 Comment 5
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Responses to Comment 5 from Yadira Garcia 

Response 1 
The commenter asks if the east side of Coldwater Canyon Extension belongs to the College and asks for 
documentation to support the “taking away” of parking there as a community resource. As stated in the 
response to comments from Betty Azzaro, although this road is campus owned, parking on the east side 
of Coldwater Canyon Extension remains unrestricted and available for all users. 

Response 2 
The commenter indicates a concern that the proposed vehicular access plan on Burbank Boulevard will 
create bottlenecks and make it difficult for neighbors to enter their driveways. The location of vehicular 
access to the College from the surrounding streets will remain unchanged by the 2010 Master Plan 
Update. The overall distribution of parking on campus will change, however. Because the amount of 
parking in the southeast area of campus (Lot G) will be reduced considerably, fewer vehicles are 
expected to enter the driveway between Ethel Avenue and Coldwater Canyon Extension as well as 
Coldwater Canyon Extension. This would reduce the use of the two-way left turn lane on Burbank 
Boulevard that serves those driveways and could potentially improve access to driveways on the opposite 
(south) side of Burbank Boulevard. 

Response 3 
In response to the commenter ‘s concerns about reductions in State spending on higher education, the 
College wishes to clarify that funding for construction of the 2010 Master Plan projects is separate from 
monies funding College operations. 

Like other agencies funded by the State of California, Valley College has experienced major budget cuts. 
The result has been a reversal of the enrollment growth trends that occurred over the past 5 years. The 
budget cuts have forced the College to reduce the selection of classes it offered for the current academic 
year as well as enrollment targets. However, it is important to understand that the projects proposed as 
part of the 2010 Facilities Master Plan Update and under the prior 2003 Facilities Master Plan Update and 
2005 Update are being funded with a combination of Measure J, Proposition A, and Proposition AA 
monies totaling $575 million. This funding was approved by the state’s voters in three different 
installments dating back to 2001. All such funds are in place and have been specifically allocated for the 
construction and renovation of facilities at Valley College. The funds are completely separate from the 
State’s monies that fund the operation of its community college system. For that reason then, the 
expenditures for the master plan projects will not result in a reduction in other funding for operational 
purposes at the College or other colleges throughout the District. 

Response 4 
As a point of clarification, the implementation of the Facilities Master Plan and the 2010 Update to it are in 
response to the actual forecasted facilities needs at the College and are based on careful analysis of the 
College’s enrollment history and trends, as well as enrollment projection data compiled by the District. 
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 Comment 6
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Responses to Comment 6 from M. Maltzman 

Response 1 
Although the commenter’s remark is not related to the 2010 Update to the Facilities Master Plan or EIR 
Addendum the College has taken note of this concern. 

Response 2 
The commenter is referring to the LAVC Community Services Classes and Programs catalog. Although 
the concern raised is not directly related to the 2010 Master Plan Update or the EIR Addendum, the 
contact information you provided on your comment sheet will be forwarded to the College’s Community 
Services Department in order to add you back to the mailing list. Please also note that another eco 
friendly way to access the same information is to visit the College’s website. Navigate to the LAVC 
homepage, click the “Community” link and scroll down to “Classes for the Community.” 



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 104 

 Comment 7
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Responses to Comment 7 from John Vawter 

Response 1 
The commenter states that the “parking structures (sic) seem to be inconvenient and may create 
bottlenecks.” The 2010 Master Plan Update includes one proposed parking structure, to be located on the 
east side of Ethel Street north of Hatteras Street. This location was selected in order to isolate it from the 
surrounding community and to provide maximum convenience for its users by locating it at the center of 
the campus. The proposed parking structure, including entrances, exits and internal access aisles, will be 
designed to accommodate the anticipated traffic flows. 

Response 2 
See Response 1 above. 

Response 3 
For a response to the comment regarding the current parking restrictions and configuration on Coldwater 
Canyon Extension, please refer to the response to comments from Betty Azzaro. 
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 Comment 8
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Response to Comment 8 from Paul Krekorian, City of Los Angeles, 
Councilmember, Second District 

Response 1 
The College acknowledges the commenter’s letter of support. 
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 Comment 9
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Responses to Comment 9 from Traci and Gary Ruebsamen 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. The College 
continues to be committed to preserving the legacy designed landscape that defines the campus. Also, 
the decision to site the Media Arts/Performing Arts building where it is now proposed, and the decision to 
remove and replace trees on the project site, were arrived at after careful deliberation extending back 
over a number of years and reflect a process of lively campus community dialogue that included input 
from interested community residents. The decision to remove and replace trees was not arrived at hastily 
or arbitrarily. In addition, as called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and 
replacements will be overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the 
changes are sympathetic to the campus’ legacy designed landscape.  

Response 2 
As explained in the response to Comment 1, above, the College is taking a number of measures to 
ensure that such impacts to views are avoided. These include installing replacement trees that have the 
largest feasible caliper/gallon size tree. For example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of 
replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also 
studying how to retain more of the trees as part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 

Response 3 
Comment noted. As a point of information, the Board of Trustees held a public hearing on February 23rd 
but did not approve /certify the 2010 Master Plan Update or the EIR Addendum at that time. Please note 
that the College has convened several community meetings in order to receive and respond, as 
appropriate, to community concerns. Such community and campus-wide meetings were held on February 
1st, February 22nd, and on March 3rd.  
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 Comment 10
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Responses to Comment 10 from Gerome Huerta 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. The 
components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under discussion for quite some time and are the 
product of careful consideration. Also, open house-format public meetings were held at the College on 
February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide information about the Master Plan Update to 
the community and to hear public concerns. Information regarding the campus revitalization effort has 
also been available on the College’s website. 

Response 2 
As called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be 
overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic 
to the campus’ legacy designed landscape. Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible 
caliper/gallon size tree. For example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 
110 box-sized trees (with an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain 
more of the trees as part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 

Response 3 
As stated previously, the College has convened several community meetings in order to receive and 
respond, as appropriate, to community concerns. Such community and campus-wide meetings were held 
on February 1st, February 22nd, and on March 3rd.  
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Responses to Comment 11 from Susan Daugherty 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

Response 2 
The Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on February 23rd and did not vote to approve/certify 
the 2010 Master Plan Update and EIR Addendum. As stated in the response to Comment 10, the 
components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under discussion for quite some time and are the 
product of careful consideration. Open house-format public meetings were held at the College on 
February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide information about the Master Plan Update to 
the community and to hear public concerns. Information regarding the campus revitalization effort has 
also been available on the College’s website.  
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Responses to Comment 12 from Delia St. Pierre 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

As stated previously in the response to Comment 10 EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, stipulates 
that tree removals and replacements will be overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in 
order to ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ legacy designed landscape. Replacement 
trees would be of the largest feasible caliper/gallon size tree. For example, the design team is evaluating 
the feasibility of replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) 
while also studying how to retain more of the trees as part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 

Response 2 
The College continues to be committed to preserving the legacy designed landscape that defines the 
campus. As an expression of that commitment, both a comprehensive inventory of campus landscape 
and a landscape master plan are currently being undertaken by the College. 

Response 3 
The Board of Trustees held a public hearing on February 23rd and did not approve /certify the 2010 
Master Plan Update or the EIR Addendum at that time. Please note that the College has convened 
several community meetings in order to receive and respond, as appropriate, to community concerns. 
Such community and campus-wide meetings were held on February 1st, February 22nd, and on March 
3rd.  



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 116 

 Comment 13



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 117 

Response to Comment 13 from Jackie Wollner 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  
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Responses to Comment 14 from Sarah Paula Burns 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. The College 
continues to be committed to preserving the legacy designed landscape that defines the campus. Also, 
the decision to site the Media Arts/Performing Arts building where it is now proposed, and the decision to 
remove and replace trees on the project site, were arrived at after careful deliberation extending back 
over a number of years and reflect a process of lively campus community dialogue that included input 
from interested community residents. The decision to remove and replace trees was not arrived at hastily 
or arbitrarily. In addition, as called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and 
replacements will be overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the 
changes are sympathetic to the campus’ legacy designed landscape.  

Response 2 
The Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on February 23rd, listening to public comments and 
presentations from the College and its design and planning consultants. It did not vote to approve/certify 
the 2010 Master Plan Update or the EIR Addendum. Instead, it is expected that the Board will take up the 
matter again on March 23, 2011. This has afforded the College the opportunity to do additional outreach 
to the community. Such actions have included the hosting of an additional open house public meeting on 
March 3rd. 

Response 3 
Comment noted. Please see Response 1 above, and refer to the detailed responses to Letter 2. 

Response 4 
The College remains conscious of the potential community impact of its revitalization program. To date, 
actions taken to minimize such impacts are consistent with the conditions of approval required under the 
environmental review process, and are consistent with District sustainable building policy. An array of 
safeguards is in place to reduce noise impacts, control construction-related dust, direct traffic, and to 
address stormwater outputs during the construction process. Please note also that the Citizens Oversight 
Committee serves to bring the concerns of community residents about the College’s development 
activities to the attention of the College so that those concerns might be addressed. The minutes for all 
such meetings are available online through the College’s website. In addition, when specific impacts are 
anticipated that are broader in scope than day-to-day construction activities the College makes every 
effort to alert the community about them via its web page. 
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Responses to Comment 15 from Donna Lewis 

Response 1 
As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under 
discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration. Open house-format public 
meetings were held at the College on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide 
information about the Master Plan Update to the community and to hear public concerns. Information 
regarding the campus revitalization effort has also been continuously available on the College’s website. 
Please also note that although the Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on February 23rd that it 
did not vote at that time to approve/certify the 2010 Master Plan Update and EIR Addendum. This 
provided additional opportunities for the College to do further outreach to the community, including 
convening the above referenced open house meeting on March 3rd. 

Response 2 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

Response 3 
For a more detailed discussion of this matter please refer to the responses provided to Letter 3. The 
recent introduction of angle parking on both sides of this Coldwater Canyon Extension, an internal access 
road, has created safety and convenience issues. Currently the posted signage limits the use of parking 
spaces on the west side of Coldwater Canyon Extension to LAVC permit holders on Mondays-Thursdays 
between 6 a.m. and 11 p.m. and on Fridays between 6 a.m. and 4 p.m. The College wishes to emphasize 
however that no such restrictions are posted on the east side of Coldwater Canyon Extension. The 
College acknowledges the need for visitors to park in that location when visiting the campus and when 
using the county park along Tujunga Wash that borders Coldwater Canyon Extension.  

Please note that these parking changes along Coldwater Canyon Extension are not a part of the 
currently-proposed 2010 Master Plan Update project and do not directly relate to the Initial Study 
Update/FEIR Addendum for the project but are instead a short-term response to the temporary reduction 
of spaces on campus due to construction. 



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 122 

 Comment 16



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 123 

 Comment 16



Addendum and  
Environmental Checklist Form 

 
Initial Study Update/Final EIR Addendum 
2010 Update to the 2003 Los Angeles Valley College Facilities Master Plan 124 

Responses to Comment 16 from Ellie Kahn 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub. The College 
continues to be committed to preserving the legacy designed landscape that defines the campus. 

Response 2 
The College remains committed to the shared governance agreement and has adhered to engagement 
and review/approval process called for under that agreement. Under the shared governance agreement 
all buildings/projects are proposed by the builder user group and submitted to the campus for approval 
through the bond work group committee before the College’s president makes a final recommendation. 
The projects are also shared with the Citizen’s Oversight Committee as informational items, and all 
comments are taken under consideration. These proceedings are open to the community and the 
decisions made as part of the governance process are all recorded in committee meeting minutes that 
are available for public review on the College’s web page. A review of these minutes show how often the 
park- like setting on campus featured in such discussions and document the careful effort made to 
preserve that character. 

Response 3 
The College has not proposed the removal and replacement of trees as a maintenance measure and 
acknowledges the positive role the trees play in providing nesting sites for raptors and other birds, 
enhancing air quality, and providing shade during warm weather. However, as a point of information, it 
should be noted that the trees do not provide a significant degree of noise reduction. Buildings and walls 
perform a much more important role in attenuating noise.  

Please note per EIR Addendum mitigation measure BR-1 that a bird nesting survey by a qualified 
biologist is required before project-related construction may proceed. Consistent with the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA), neither tree removal nor construction activities proposed within 300 to 500 feet of 
nesting birds can occur until such MBTA nesting birds have fledged their young and these birds have 
vacated the site. 

Response 4 
Comment noted. 

Response 5 
The College and the design team for the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility are evaluating a number of 
options for reducing the number of trees that would be removed and replaced due to the project. These 
include revisiting garden court landscape/hardscape placements, and efforts to assess the feasibility of 
retaining some trees and transplanting them onsite as part of the project. The College is also in 
discussions with Tree People to identify other potential solutions that entail moving and transplanting the 
affected trees. Also, please refer to the response provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub about the 
decision-making process that led to the current siting and programming of the building. 
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Responses to Comment 17 from Kathleen Sullivan 

Response 1 
As explained in the response to Comment 16, the College remains committed to the shared governance 
agreement and has adhered to the engagement and review/approval processes called for under that 
agreement. Under the shared governance agreement all buildings/projects are proposed by the builder 
user group, and are then submitted to the campus for approval through the bond work group committee 
before the College’s president makes a final recommendation. The projects are also shared with the 
Citizen’s Oversight, and all comments are taken under consideration. These proceedings are open to the 
community and the decisions made as part of the governance process are all recorded in committee 
meeting minutes that are available for public review on the College’s web page. A review of these 
minutes show how often the park- like setting on campus featured in such discussions and document the 
careful effort made to preserve that character. 

Response 2 
As part of the 2010 Master Plan Update, the College has not proposed the removal and replacement of 
trees as a response to maintenance concerns. Rather, it acknowledges the positive role the trees play in 
providing nesting sites for raptors and other birds, enhancing air quality, and providing shade during warm 
weather. However, as a point of information, it should be noted that the trees do not provide a significant 
degree of noise reduction. Buildings and walls perform a much more important role in attenuating noise.  

Response 3 
As referenced in the response to Comment 16, please note per EIR Addendum mitigation measure BR-1 
regarding the nesting birds–related mitigation measure included in the EIR Addendum. 

Response 4 
Please refer to Response 1, above. 

Response 5 
The College takes seriously its commitment to preserving the campus’ legacy designed landscape. An 
example of this commitment is in how it addressed landscape issues associated with the construction of 
the Student Services building. In that case, trees were marked for preservation but not watered. The 
matter was brought before the shared governance committee and the College project management team 
corrected this issue and ensured the trees were watered. Another landscape maintenance issue arose 
regarding the Monarch Square project but it is the result of budgetary constraints that have constrained 
the hiring of needed groundskeeping staff and that, accordingly, have significantly strained the 
capabilities of the gardening supervisor to attend to landscape upkeep. In that and others recent 
instances, groundskeeping staffing levels are the explaining factor rather than any negligence on the part 
of construction contractors or lack of concern on the part of the College.  

Response 6 
Please see Response 5 above. Also, in view of district-wide budgetary constraints for the foreseeable 
future and substantial staffing-to-space ratio constraints, a proactive effort is being made by the College 
during the project planning and preliminary design stage to incorporate low maintenance design features 
into projects. 
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Response to Comment 18 from Marsha and Burton Roseman, M.D. 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. 
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Response to Comment 19 from Carolyn Hink Wolfstein 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. 
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Responses to Comment 20 from David Chilewich (signed Deborah) 

Response 1 
Correct. The Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on February 23rd, listening to public 
comments and presentations from the College and its design and planning consultants. It did not vote to 
approve/certify the 2010 Master Plan Update or the EIR Addendum. Instead, it is expected that the Board 
will take up the matter again on March 23, 2011. This has afforded the College the opportunity to do 
additional outreach to the community. As you note, such actions have included the hosting of an 
additional open house public meeting on March 3rd. 

Response 2 
Comment noted. 

Response 3 
An open house format meeting was indeed convened on March 3rd that was led by the College’s 
president and structured in alignment with your suggestions. It included a detailed presentation by the 
College’s design and planning team. This meeting included a lively question and answer period. 

Response 4 
The College posted the Ehrlich Architects design presentation on the College’s website. The posting 
occurred on March 1st. 

Response 5 
The College has declined to mark the trees proposed for removal with red banding as it is confident that 
the presentation prepared by Ehrlich Architects, and that is posted on the College website, is sufficient to 
address this question. 

Response 6 
The College also declines to schedule a walking tour of the quadrangle. As stated in Response 5, above, 
the presentation prepared by Ehrlich Architects adequately addresses this question and has been posted 
on the College website. 

Response 7 
As reminder, and as explained in the response to your February 2nd letter, the Media Arts/Performing 
Arts siting location presented to the Board was not arrived at hastily or arbitrarily. In addition, as called for 
in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be overseen by a 
qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ 
legacy designed landscape.  

Prior studies of alternative sites for the Media Arts/Performing Arts project considered options that would 
have retained the entire current extent of the quadrangle and nearly all the trees bordering it. However, 
these were rejected after careful consideration. As part of the deliberative process that preceded 
preparation of the 2010 Addendum, a study was conducted to evaluate the feasibility of retaining and 
retrofitting of the existing Theater Arts Building, and on that basis, it was determined that retention and 
retrofit of the building to meet ADA requirements would have required an expenditure nearly equally the 
cost of building a new theater. In addition, the resulting retrofit would still have failed to meet key 
programming goals. Following that analysis, several siting concepts were developed for combining the 
Media Arts and Theater Arts programs into a single facility. One siting concept called for placement of the 
building along Oxnard Street directly across Campus Drive from the Child Development Center. Another 
concept studied placement at the northwest corner of the campus at Fulton Avenue and Oxnard Street. 
More recently (mid-2009), the Ehrlich Architects evaluated another siting proposal that called for a 
north/south-aligned building placement on a site north of the Art Building that would have occupied 
Parking Lot C and the eastern portion of Parking Lot B running and along the eastern edge of the 
quadrangle.  

There were serious practical drawbacks associated with all of the alternative siting concepts. Placement 
toward the north border of Parking Lot B would have diffused rather than strengthened the quadrangle 
concept by adding new distances between the rest of the campus buildings and the new building. 
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Placement of a building with back-of-stage features along or near Oxnard Street would have increased 
visibility of the building in both positive and negative ways. Negatively, by bringing back-of-stage 
architectural elements (e.g., three story-tall stage-related fly space) and loading activity-related noise and 
visual effects closer to residents. It would also subject the Child Development Center and residential 
properties along the north side of Oxnard Street to significant shade/shadow effects. The placements 
within Parking Lot B would have also resulted in a substantial reduction in the number of available 
campus parking spaces in that location. They would also have called for an expensive and problematic 
relocation of sections of the campus’ underground utility loop, and/or utility interface options that would 
have been costly to construct and that also would have substantially increased the operational costs of 
the building over its lifetime in terms of energy consumption as well as emissions generation. Such an 
approach would not have been consistent with District sustainable design policies.  

The Media Arts/Performing Arts project as it is now conceived is the product of careful consideration 
about the needs of the theater arts and media arts programs and is a creative response in a time of 
constrained public funding to achieve economies of scale by combining the functions of what had formerly 
been two separate buildings into one shared space and one building footprint on the ground. This project 
also advances the College’s educational objective of promoting cross-disciplinary collaboration in 
teaching and learning. 

Response 8 
Please refer to Response 7, above. 
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Response to Comment 21 from Mark M. Stewart, Esq. 

Response 1 
Comment noted. For further information please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from 
Deborah Weintraub, as well as the community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the 
back of this section. 
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Responses to Comment 22 from Judy Price 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. 

Response 2 
Comment noted. Please note that although the Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on 
February 23rd, listening to public comments and presentations from the College and its design and 
planning consultants it did not vote to approve/certify the 2010 Master Plan Update or the EIR Addendum. 
Instead, it is expected that the Board will take up the matter again on March 23, 2011. This has afforded 
the College the opportunity to do additional outreach to the community. Such actions have included the 
hosting of an additional open house public meeting on March 3rd. 
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Responses to Comment 23 from A. Reed 

Response 1 
Comment noted. As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have 
been under discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration. Open house-
format public meetings were held at the College on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to 
provide information about the Master Plan Update to the community and to hear public concerns. 
Information regarding the campus revitalization effort has also been continuously available on the 
College’s website. Please also note that although the Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on 
February 23rd that it did not vote at that time to approve/certify the 2010 Master Plan Update and EIR 
Addendum. This provided additional opportunities for the College to do further outreach to the community, 
including convening the above referenced open house meeting on March 3rd. 

Response 2 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. As called for 
in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be overseen by a 
qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ 
legacy designed landscape. Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible caliper/gallon size tree. 
For example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with 
an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain more of the trees as part of 
the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 
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Response to Comment 24 from Anita Berkey 

Response 1 
Please refer to the response to Comment 23 from A. Reed, the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 
from Deborah Weintraub, and the community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the 
back of this section.  
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Response to Comment 25 from Larry Brandenburg 

Response 1 
Comment noted. For further information please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from 
Deborah Weintraub, as well as the community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the 
back of this section. 
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Response to Comment 26 from Judy S. Sell 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. 
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Responses to Comment 27 from Barry Coates 

Response 1 
Comment noted. As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have 
been under discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration.  

Response 2 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. As called for 
in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be overseen by a 
qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ 
legacy designed landscape. Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible caliper/gallon size tree. 
For example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with 
an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain more of the trees as part of 
the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 
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Response to Comment 28 from Robert and Edlyne Lloyd 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under 
discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration. Open house-format public 
meetings were held at the College on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide 
information about the Master Plan Update to the community and to hear public concerns. Information 
regarding the campus revitalization effort has also been continuously available on the College’s website.  
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Responses to Comment 29 from Elizabeth Colla 

Response 1 
Comment noted. As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have 
been under discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration.  

Response 2 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section. The College 
disagrees with the statement that the referenced trees are irreplaceable. As called for in the EIR 
Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be overseen by a qualified 
preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ legacy 
designed landscape. Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible caliper/gallon size tree. For 
example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with an 
initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain more of the trees as part of 
the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 
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Responses to Comment 30 from Joan and Norton Skorstad and  
Maria and Mike Merzlikina 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

As called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be 
overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic 
to the campus’ legacy designed landscape. Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible 
caliper/gallon size tree. For example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 
110 box-sized trees (with an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain 
more of the trees as part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 

Response 2 
The components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under discussion for quite some time and 
are the product of careful consideration, and open house-format public meetings were held at the College 
on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide information about the Master Plan Update to 
the community and to hear public concerns. Information regarding the campus revitalization effort has 
also been made continuously available on the College’s website. It should also be noted that per the 
shared governance agreement all buildings/projects are proposed by the builder user group, and are then 
submitted to the campus for approval through the bond work group committee before the College’s 
president makes a final recommendation. The projects are also shared with the Citizen’s Oversight 
Committee, and all comments are taken under consideration. These proceedings are open to the 
community and the decisions made as part of the governance process are all recorded in committee 
meeting minutes that are available for public review on the College’s web page. A review of these 
minutes show how often the park- like setting on campus featured in such discussions and document the 
careful effort made to preserve that character. 
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Response to Comment 31 from Carolyn De Mirjian 

Response 1 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under 
discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration.  
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Responses to Comment 32 from Sandra Moruzzi 

Response 1 
As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under 
discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration. Open house-format public 
meetings were held at the College on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide 
information about the Master Plan Update to the community and to hear public concerns. Information 
regarding the campus revitalization effort has also been continuously available on the College’s website. 
As a point of information please note that although the Board of Trustees conducted a public hearing on 
February 23rd, listening to public comments and presentations from the College and its design and 
planning consultants, it did not vote to approve/certify the 2010 Master Plan Update or the EIR 
Addendum. Instead, it is expected that the Board will take up the matter again on March 23, 2011. 

Response 2 
Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the 
community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of this section.  

Response 3 
Again, please refer to the responses provided to Letter 2, as well as Comment 17, to better understand 
the design and consensus building processes that have led to the current proposal. 

Response 4 
For a more detailed discussion of this matter please refer to the responses provided to Letter 3. The 
recent introduction of angle parking on both sides of this Coldwater Canyon Extension, an internal access 
road, has created safety and convenience issues. Currently the posted signage limits the use of parking 
spaces on the west side of Coldwater Canyon Extension to LAVC permit holders on Mondays-Thursdays 
between 6 a.m. and 11 p.m. and on Fridays between 6 a.m. and 4 p.m. The College wishes to emphasize 
however that no such restrictions are posted on the east side of Coldwater Canyon Extension. The 
College acknowledges the need for visitors to park in that location when visiting the campus and when 
using the county park along Tujunga Wash that borders Coldwater Canyon Extension.  

Please also note that these parking changes along Coldwater Canyon Extension are not a part of the 
currently-proposed 2010 Master Plan Update project and do not directly relate to the Initial Study 
Update/FEIR Addendum for the project but are instead a short-term response to the temporary reduction 
of spaces on campus due to construction. 

Response 5 
Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment 33 from Merryl Webber 

Response 1 
As stated in the prior responses, the components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under 
discussion for quite some time and are the product of careful consideration. Please refer to the detailed 
responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah Weintraub, as well as the community letter written by the 
College’s president that appears at the back of this section. As called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation 
Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be overseen by a qualified preservation landscape 
architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ legacy designed landscape. 
Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible caliper/gallon size tree. For example, the design team 
is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with an initial approximate height of 
25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain more of the trees as part of the Media Arts/Performing 
Arts facility.  

As an example of its continued commitment to preserving the campus’ legacy designed landscape, the 
College has retained an arborist. The arborist has completed a preliminary survey of all campus trees as 
the initial step toward the preparation of a comprehensive campus landscape master plan during 2011. 

Response 2 
Comment noted. 

Response 3 
Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment 34 from Mickey Jannol 

Response 1 
Comment noted.  

Response 2 
As your remarks suggest there has been an ongoing commitment on the part of the College to retention 
of its legacy designed landscape that continues through the present. Along a similar vein, the 
components of the 2010 Master Plan Update have been under discussion for quite some time and are the 
product of careful consideration. Please refer to the detailed responses provided to Letter 2 from Deborah 
Weintraub, as well as the community letter written by the College’s president that appears at the back of 
this section.  

As called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree removals and replacements will be 
overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in order to ensure the changes are sympathetic 
to the campus’ legacy designed landscape. Replacement trees would be of the largest feasible 
caliper/gallon size tree. For example, the design team is evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 
110 box-sized trees (with an initial approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while also studying how to retain 
more of the trees as part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. 

Response 3 
The College is indeed aware of these concerns and has responded by convening open house-format 
public meetings at the College on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center to provide information 
about the Master Plan Update to the community and to hear public concerns. Information regarding the 
campus revitalization effort has also been continuously available on the College’s website. 

Response 4 
We appreciate the commenter’s perspective on why the removal and replacement of campus trees may 
become an issue for the community residents. It should be noted that the College has a vigorous 
consensus building process for all its buildings/projects that integrates public input. Under the shared 
governance agreement all buildings/projects are proposed by the builder user group and are then 
submitted to the campus for approval through the bond work group committee before the College’s 
president makes a final recommendation. The projects are also shared with the Citizen’s Oversight 
Committee and all comments are taken under consideration. These proceedings are open to the 
community and the decisions made as part of the governance process are all recorded in committee 
meeting minutes that are available for public review on the College’s web page. A review of these 
minutes show how often the park- like setting on campus featured in such discussions and document the 
careful effort made to preserve that character.  

The College has just learned of the Valley Glen Community Park matter but does not have the particulars 
about what transpired and why and therefore offers no comment on that subject. 

Response 5 
Please refer to the response to Comment 2, above. 
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Response to Comment 35 from Eric Swelstad 

Response 1 
Comment noted.  
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Response to Comment 36 from Armen Fentulagian 

Response 1 
Comment noted.  
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Responses to Comment 37 from Deborah Weintraub 

Response 1 
The College has not intentionally withheld information from the public regarding the removal and 
replacement of trees proposed as part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts facility. Under the shared 
governance agreement all buildings/projects proposed for the campus are submitted to the bond work 
group committee, builder user group, and reviewed by the Citizen’s Oversight Committee before the 
College’s president makes a final recommendation. These proceedings are open to the community and 
all such the decisions are recorded in committee meeting minutes that are available for public review on 
the College’s web page. A review of these minutes show how often the park-like setting on campus 
featured in such discussions and document the careful effort made to preserve that character. 

Response 2 
A detailed response to this proposal can be found in the responses to both Letters 2 and 20.  

Response 3 
Comment noted. 

Response 4 
The College, although not required for an EIR Addendum process per the provisions of CEQA, has held 
two open house-format public meetings to inform the community about the 2010 Master Plan Update. 
These meetings took place on February 1st and March 3rd at Campus Center. The College’s public 
outreach consultant walked the neighborhood bordering the campus during late-January to talk with 
residents about the Update and to invite them to the February 1st open house meeting. Social media 
including Facebook and Twitter were used to inform the community and to receive community input 
leading up to February 1st. In addition to placing a display ad in the Los Angeles Daily News advertising 
the February 1st meeting, information about the Update and that meeting was made available on the 
College’s web page. 
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Responses to Comment 38 from Patrick Clement 

Response 1 
Comment noted. 

Response 2 
Comment noted. 

Response 3 
Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment 39 from Robert Reber 

Response 1 
Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment 40 from Kathy Susan Pyles 

Response 1 
Comment noted. 

Response 2 
Comment noted. 

Response 3 
Comment noted. 
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Responses to Comment 41 from David Chilewich 

Response 1 
Comment noted. 

Response 2 
The College’s design team is currently evaluating the feasibility of retaining more of the existing trees as 
part of the Media Arts/Performing Arts project and of transplanting, rather than replacing, some of the 
other trees that are now within the footprint of the proposed project.  

The design team is also evaluating the feasibility of replanting utilizing 110 box-sized trees (with an initial 
approximate height of 25 to 30 feet) while it studies how to retain more of the trees as part of the Media 
Arts/Performing Arts facility.  

The College wishes to reiterate that as called for in the EIR Addendum Mitigation Measure V-2, tree 
removals and replacements will be overseen by a qualified preservation landscape architect in order to 
ensure the changes are sympathetic to the campus’ legacy designed landscape and that the EIR 
Addendum further stipulates that any replacement trees be of the largest feasible caliper/gallon size. 
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