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CHAPTER 1 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT EIR 

1-1  INTRODUCTION 
The Draft EIR for the proposed Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan was made 
available for public review for a period of 45 days beginning July 25, 2002.  During this review 
period, a number of written comments were submitted to the lead agency.  In addition, public 
workshops were held to provide information on the Master Plan and EIR process and to receive 
additional comments.  The public workshops were held on August 1 and August 27, 2002 on the 
Pierce College campus.  A court reporter was present at the workshop on August 27 to record 
verbal comments from members of the public. 

In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), each 
of the comment letters and the transcript of verbal comments are included in this Final EIR, as 
are the lead agency responses to any environmental concerns raised in the comments.  Each 
comment letter is labeled with a reference letter and number corresponding to the list below.  
Individual comments are referenced in the margin and responses follow each letter. 

The public agencies, organizations and individual citizens that submitted comments on the Draft 
EIR during the public review period are listed below. 

A.  Public Agencies (arranged alphabetically by agency name) 

No.  Agency             Name      Date 

A1  City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning      Robert Sutton     9/10/02 

A2  City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation      Sergio Valdez     9/19/02 

A3  County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works     Rod H. Kubomoto     9/11/02 

A4  Resource Conservation District of the  
  Santa Monica Mountains         Nancy L. Helsley      9/10/02 
 
A5  Southern California Association of Governments      Jeffrey M. Smith      8/8/02 
 
A6  State of California Department of Transportation      Stephen Buswell      9/11/02 

A7  State of California Governor’s Office of Planning 
  and Research (State Clearinghouse)           8/14/02 

A8  U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Resources  
  Conservation Service          Stephen Jewett      9/10/02 
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B.  Private Businesses/Organizations (arranged alphabetically by organization name) 

No.  Business/Organization         Name      Date 

B1  Woodland Hills Homeowners Organization       Gordon Murley     9/10/02 

 

C. Private Citizens/Individuals (arranged alphabetically by individual’s last name) 

No.  Name                Date 

C1  Anonymous              NA 

C2  Anonymous              NA 

C3  Melanie Arguero             NA 

C4  Ernesto Bawyot             NA 

C5  Robert and Shirley Blessing           9/9/02 

C6  Robert B. Blessing            NA 

C7  Yvonne Brooks             NA 

C8  Katheryn Cuasor             NA 

C9  Ng Do                NA 

C10 J.B. Domine              NA 

C11 S. Enfield               NA 

C12 Mona Field              NA 

C13 Manuir Gillan              NA 

C14 Donna Hurst              9/9/02 

C15 James J. King              9/9/02 

C16 Leo Maggio              NA 

C17 Barry B. Martin             9/9/02 
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C18 Shirley Miller              NA 

C19 Mark Phan               NA 

C20 Wendy Gladstone Potter           9/1/02 

C21 Gene and Dolly Schwartz           NA 

C22 Carol Shelden              NA 

C23 Sheela Shneezai             NA 

C24 Carol Wohlgemuth            NA 

C25 Nicole Zumwalt             NA 

 

D.  Public Workshop 

The following individuals had their verbal comments recorded by a court reporter at the public 
workshop on August 27, 2002.  These individuals are listed in the order in which they made their 
comments to the court reporter. 

Name 

Shirley Blessing 

James Stuart 

Michael N. Carpenter 

Al Trumpler 

Glenn Stoddard 

James Rikel 

Dorothy Smith 

Scott Anderson 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/10/02 LETTER FROM THE LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT (COMMENT LETTER A1) 

Response to Comment A1-1 

The EIR is intended to be both a Program and Project EIR in that it addresses the cumulative 
effects of the ultimate level of development that could occur under the Master Plan as well as the 
environmental effects of individual Master Plan projects.  Given that the Master Plan is a long-
term planning document and includes over 30 individual development and renovation projects, 
not all projects have been developed or defined to an equal level of detail.  Nonetheless, contrary 
to the assertion in the comment, sufficient information exists on the location, size, and height of 
most of the Master Plan projects to adequately evaluate their environmental impacts.  Those 
projects where major design issues, such as exact location are less fully resolved include:  the: 
New Technology Center, which would be located either in the core campus on the site of the 
existing Business Office/Student Store Building or on an alternative site near the Campus 
Center; Student Food Services, which would be located on the site of the existing cafeteria or 
would be constructed as part of the new dormitory partnership project; the water reclamation 
facility, which would be no bigger than a large sport utility vehicle and would be developed on a 
site to be determined; and the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex, which would be 
constructed on the preferred site adjacent to the Performing Arts Building in the core campus or 
alternatively in the Chalk Hills.   

Once the design and location of these facilities have been finalized, these projects will be 
examined in light of the analyses in this EIR to determine whether additional environmental 
documents must be prepared to address any new effects not previously considered.  This is 
permissible under CEQA.  As stated on page 1-4 of the EIR, if the lead agency (i.e., the District) 
finds that the subsequent project would not result in new effects or require new mitigation 
measures, the lead agency can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project 
covered by the Program EIR, and no new environmental document would be required.  If an EIR 
is required for a subsequent activity, the subsequent EIR can focus on new effects that were not 
considered before. 

 

Response to Comment A1-2 

The comment noting that conditional use permits may be required for some proposed facilities is 
noted by the District.  The District will continue to consult with the Department of City Planning 
to identify those facilities that will require conditional use permits and the scope of requisite 
entitlements. 

 

Response to Comment A1-3 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (see pp. 2-8 to 2-14, p. 3-137), the proposed structures that may 
exceed the 2-story or 30-foot height limitation in the City’s zoning code are not located in the 
immediate vicinity of the residential neighborhoods to the north or south of the campus.  These 
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proposed buildings, with the exception of the Equestrian Education Center, would be located in 
the campus core some distance from residential neighborhoods to the south and north.  
Additionally, existing buildings and landscaping would provide a buffer ensuring that there 
would be no significant incompatibilities with surrounding off-campus land uses.  For example, 
the new Agriculture/Science/Nursing Building would be located a minimum of 800 feet south of 
the closest single-family residences, which are located north of Victory Boulevard.  Additionally, 
landscaping and trees along Victory Boulevard and within the campus parking lot south of 
Victory Boulevard would diminish views from residences to the proposed 
Agriculture/Science/Nursing Building.  The Technology Center, which would be located more 
centrally within the campus core, would be at least 1,600 feet south of the residences north of 
Victory Boulevard and 1,500 feet north of the residences south of the campus.  The Sciences 
Partnership Building would be located 1,000 feet south of the closest residences north of Victory 
Boulevard.  The preferred site for the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex is the slope 
adjacent to the Performing Arts Building, which is approximately 1,000 feet north of the 
residences that border the campus on the south.  The topography in the vicinity of the site and 
existing landscaping and structures to the south, e.g., Shepard stadium, would further buffer the 
proposed residential complex from nearby residences. 

The 40-foot high Exhibition Center that would be constructed as part of the Equestrian Education 
Center would be approximately 800 feet south of the residences north of Victory Boulevard.  
Additionally, the Exhibition Center would be sited immediately adjacent to and take advantage 
of the hillside to the south to provide sloped seating and reduce the visibility of the facility from 
off-campus areas.  New trees that would be planted along the northern edge of the Equestrian 
Education Center would further diminish views of the facility from the north. 

Although the proposed buildings would not result in significant incompatibilities, the College 
will nonetheless continue to consider alternative building designs that comply with the two-story 
height limitation.  

 

Response to Comment A1-4 

Larger existing special events on the campus include:  graduation ceremonies (typically 
approximately 4,000 persons in attendance, held in the evening at the end of the spring semester 
after classes are out of session); and Pierce College football games on Saturdays in the fall.  
Additional special events associated with buildout of the Master Plan are anticipated to include:  
public events at the Equestrian Education Center (3 to 4 capacity events anticipated per year plus 
smaller events); and community events at the horticulture partnership. 

In order to avoid parking impacts and minimize traffic impacts, large special events will be 
scheduled on Friday evenings or weekends to avoid the weekday and weeknight academic peak 
periods.  The on-campus parking supply (estimated at just over 5,200 spaces at buildout of the 
Facilities Master Plan) would be sufficient to accommodate parking demands for the Equestrian 
Education Center and community events during these periods, when parking demands generated 
by the remainder of the campus would be low. 
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Potential conference use of student housing facilities during the summer semester or during 
periods when school is not in session would utilize otherwise unutilized building area and 
parking supply, and would not be expected to generate impacts beyond those already identified 
in the Draft EIR for normal spring and fall semesters. 

 

Response to Comment A1-5 

The environmental impacts of MTA’s proposed bus rapid transit station at Winnetka Avenue and 
Victory Boulevard were discussed in the Environmental Impact Report for the San Fernando 
Valley East-West Transit Corridor Project (Draft EIR, May 2001; Final EIR, February 2002).  
According to that EIR, potential station impacts could include significant traffic impacts at the 
Winnetka/Victory intersection and temporary construction air quality impacts.  As depicted in 
preliminary plans presented in the EIR, the station would contain a total of approximately 394 
parking spaces on the 2-acre parcel located at the northwest corner of Winnetka Avenue and 
Victory Boulevard.  Two station platforms, each approximately 200 feet in length would be 
located on the north side of the railroad right-of-way west of Winnetka Avenue and on the south 
side of the right-of-way east of Winnetka. 

An agreement with MTA regarding leasing of the property for development of a transit station 
and park-and-ride lot has not yet been reached and negotiations are continuing.  

 

Response to Comment A1-6 

Comment noted.  All feasible and reasonable measures will be implemented to minimize impacts 
to Canadian geese foraging or resting on the Pierce College campus. 

 

Response to Comment A1-7 

Although FEMA has previously determined that rehabilitation of the Business Office/Student 
Store Building is not feasible, a structural/seismic engineer will conduct a new study to 
determine the feasibility and cost of rehabilitating the building.  The determination will be made 
based both on the State criteria for renovation versus rebuilding and the reasonable use of bond 
funds.  If renovation is determined to be economically feasible, the College will rehabilitate the 
building and construct the New Technology Center on an alternative site. 

 

Response to Comment A1-8 

The preferred site for the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex is the slope adjacent to the 
Performing Arts Building.  This site, as discussed in the Draft EIR, would have fewer visual 
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impacts than the alternative Chalk Hill site.  Also see the responses to Comments A1-1 and A1-3 
above. 

 

Response to Comment A1-9 

The marquee sign would be similar in size to the existing sign at the Mason Street/Victory 
Boulevard entrance.  Additionally, in accordance with Mitigation Measure V-1 in the EIR, the 
Master Architect selected by the College will develop and the College will implement design 
guidelines for new buildings and signage to ensure that they are architecturally and visually 
compatible with adjacent structures and will maintain the Spanish architectural theme of the 
campus.  
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/19/02 COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (COMMENT LETTER A2) 

 

Response to Comment A2-1 

LADOT has determined that the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR for the 
intersections of Victory Boulevard/Topanga Canyon Boulevard and De Soto Avenue/U.S. 101 
westbound ramps are not feasible, and that unavoidable significant impacts would therefore 
result at these locations.  This determination was made for the Victory Boulevard/Topanga 
Canyon Boulevard intersection due to the inability to guarantee necessary right-of-way 
acquisition.  The proposed mitigation at the De Soto Avenue/U.S. 101 westbound ramps 
intersection was determined to be infeasible because of potential conflicts between turning 
movements from the proposed dual right-turn lanes and pedestrians in the pedestrian crosswalk 
that crosses the on-ramp.  The Draft EIR previously noted that, if mitigation measures at 
particular intersections were determined to be infeasible by responsible agency(ies), the project 
impact identified in the Draft EIR at any such intersection would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

 

Response to Comment A2-2 

The mitigation phasing program proposed in the Draft EIR traffic study was intentionally 
designed to recognize that the rate of student growth and the timing of construction of the 
various public/private partnership projects may vary throughout the life of the Pierce College 
Facilities Master Plan and would not be linear.  Although the proposed phasing program is 
therefore more complex than a simple assignment of years, it was intended to better fit the 
implementation of mitigation measures to when they are actually needed.  In this manner, for 
example, if the rate of student growth is constrained over the next few years due to state funding 
limitations (as is currently expected), then funds would not unnecessarily have been spent 
implementing mitigation measures before they would have been required. 

 

Response to Comment A2-3 

This comment reaffirms the mitigation measures suggested in the Draft EIR for the Mason 
Avenue/Saticoy Street, Mason Avenue/Vanowen Street, and Winnetka Avenue/Vanowen Street 
intersections. 

The comments regarding current ATSAC/ATCS cost per intersection, the choices for guarantee 
of payment, and the need for funding guarantee prior to the start of construction of the Canoga 
Park ATSAC/ATCS system are noted.  Pierce College may elect to guarantee the ATSAC/ATCS 
improvements through either a cash payment or an irrevocable letter of credit payable to 
LADOT. 
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However, the comment states that ATSAC/ATCS payment shall be guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit.  For clarification, the Draft EIR sets forth a mitigation phasing 
program that ties the project traffic mitigation measures to the level of growth on campus that 
triggers the impact and need for mitigation, with the growth stated in terms of student FTE (not 
construction of individual academic buildings) plus public/private partnership projects.  
Therefore, the ATSAC/ATCS payment will be guaranteed prior to the issuance of building 
permits1 for the project growth level that is determined through the mitigation phasing program 
to trigger the impact (not prior to any building permit), or the start date of construction of the 
system, whichever comes first. 

 

Response to Comment A2-4  

This comment reaffirms the mitigation measures suggested in the Draft EIR for the Corbin 
Avenue/Victory Boulevard, Tampa Avenue/Victory Boulevard, and Winnetka Avenue/Oxnard 
Street intersections.  In addition, although not stated in the LADOT comment letter, LADOT 
determined that the mitigation measure proposed in the Draft EIR for the Mason Avenue/Victory 
Boulevard intersection was unacceptable, and determined instead that a combination of 
contribution towards ATCS upgrade at this location plus widening the Pierce College Mason 
driveway to provide an exclusive right-turn lane on the northbound approach would mitigate the 
project impact (hence LADOT’s inclusion of Mason Avenue/Victory Boulevard for ATSC 
funding in the comment).2 

The comments regarding current ATCS upgrade cost per intersection, the method for guarantee 
of payment, and the need for funding guarantee prior to completion of the Victory/Ventura 
Corridor ATCS upgrade are noted. 

However, the comment states that ATCS payment shall be guaranteed prior to the issuance of 
any building permit.  For clarification, the Draft EIR sets forth a mitigation phasing program that 
ties the project traffic mitigation measures to the level of growth on campus that triggers the 
impact and need for mitigation, with the growth stated in terms of student FTE (not construction 
of individual academic buildings) plus public/private partnership projects.  Therefore, the 
ATSAC/ATCS payment will be guaranteed prior to the issuance of building permits1 for the 
project growth level that is determined through the mitigation phasing program to trigger the 
impact (not prior to any building permit), or the date of completion of the upgrade, whichever 
comes first. 

                                                 

1 Pursuant to state law, buildings at Pierce College will generally be subject to review and approval by the Division 
of the State Architect (DSA) rather than the City of Los Angeles building permit process.  For the purposes of this 
Final EIR, the term “issuance of building permit” shall mean issuance of a building permit by the City or DSA 
approval of final plans for construction, whichever is applicable. 
2 Supplemental analysis conducted by the EIR consultant after consultation with LADOT confirmed that the 
substitute mitigation measure suggested by LADOT would mitigate the project impact.  With the substitute 
mitigation measure, the projected future plus project volume/capacity ratios and level of service would be 0.939/E 
and 0.801/D during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, sufficient to mitigate the impact (see corrections and 
revisions to the Draft EIR). 
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Response to Comment A2-5 

This comment restates the conclusion of the Draft EIR that project impacts at the Mason 
Avenue/Sherman Way intersection would be mitigated through implementation of TDM 
measures.  If the mitigation monitoring program determines that goals of the TDM program are 
not being met, additional measures to reduce project trips will be sought (see the response to 
Comment A2-18). 

 

Response to Comment A2-6 

This comment restates the conclusion of the Draft EIR that project impacts at the Winnetka 
Avenue/Sherman Way intersection would be mitigated through implementation of TDM 
measures.  If the mitigation monitoring program determines that goals of the TDM program are 
not being met, additional measures to reduce project trips will be sought (see the response to 
comment A2-18). 

 

Response to Comment A2-7 

Although not stated in the LADOT comment letter, LADOT determined that the mitigation 
measure proposed in the Draft EIR for the Canoga Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection would 
conflict with a mitigation measure for the Westfield Shoppingtown Topanga center expansion 
project.  LADOT also determined that the Westfield project mitigation measure (widening 
Victory Boulevard to provide an additional eastbound through lane) would mitigate the 
combined impacts of the Westfield project and the Pierce College project at the subject 
intersection.3 

Thus, LADOT’s comment letter proposes that Pierce College negotiate the terms of a fair share 
cost reimbursement and improvement guarantee with Westfield.  The comments regarding 
details of the improvement, and the timing of widening and improvement guarantees and 
completion are noted. 

 

 

 

                                                 

3 Supplemental analysis conducted by the EIR consultant after consultation with LADOT confirmed that the 
substitute mitigation measure suggested by LADOT would mitigate the project impact.  With the substitute 
mitigation measure, the projected future plus project volume/capacity ratios and level of service would be 0.908/E 
and 1.299/F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, sufficient to mitigate the impact (see corrections and 
revisions to the Draft EIR). 
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Response to Comment A2-8 

This comment reaffirms the mitigation measure suggested in the Draft EIR for the De Soto 
Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection (provision of exclusive right-turn lanes on both the 
northbound and southbound De Soto Avenue approaches).  However, the comment also 
mentions widening and improving the Pierce College frontage on De Soto Avenue and Victory 
Boulevard to Major Highway Class I standards.  Improving De Soto Avenue and Victory 
Boulevard to Major Highway Class I standards is not needed to implement the mitigation 
measure proposed in the Draft EIR and thus is not needed to mitigate project impacts.  Rather, a 
lesser level of dedication and widening (estimated at approximately 7 feet) would be required 
along the east side of De Soto Avenue south of Victory Boulevard to accommodate the proposed 
northbound right-turn lane and mitigate project impacts. 

The comment also states that completion of dedication and guarantee of widening and 
improvement shall be guaranteed before the issuance of any building permit.  For clarification, 
the Draft EIR sets forth a mitigation phasing program that ties the project traffic mitigation 
measures to the level of growth on campus that triggers the impact and need for mitigation, with 
the growth stated in terms of student FTE (not construction of individual academic buildings) 
plus public/private partnership projects (see the response to Comment A2-2).  The improvement 
needed to mitigate the project impact (not the full dedication and widening called for in the 
comment) will be guaranteed prior to the issuance of building permits4 for the project growth 
level that is determined through the mitigation phasing program to trigger the impact (not prior 
to any building permit). 

 

Response to Comment A2-9 

This comment reaffirms the mitigation measure suggested in the Draft EIR for the Winnetka 
Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection (provision of dual left-turn lanes on both the eastbound 
and westbound Victory Boulevard approaches). 

The comment mentions dedication and widening to accommodate the improvement along the 
entire Pierce College frontage on the southwest, northwest, and northeast corners of the 
intersection.  Note that the dedication and widening would be provided for the length of the dual 
left-turn lanes, plus a transitional flare section back to match the existing Victory Boulevard 
further to the west and east of the intersection (not for the entire Pierce College frontage).  Also, 
as an alternative to dedicating and widening equally on both the north and south sides of Victory 
Boulevard, Pierce College may choose to provide the entire widening and dedication on the 
north side of Victory Boulevard, along Pierce College frontage (see the responses to comments 
A2-26, A2-27, and A2-28). 

                                                 

4 Pursuant to state law, buildings at Pierce College will generally be subject to review and approval by the Division 
of the State Architect rather than the City of Los Angeles building permit process.  For the purposes of this Final 
EIR, the term “issuance of building permit” shall mean issuance of a building permit by the City or DSA approval of 
final plans for construction, whichever is applicable. 
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The comment states that completion of dedication and guarantee of widening and improvement 
shall be guaranteed before the issuance of any building permit.  For clarification, the Draft EIR 
sets forth a mitigation phasing program that ties the project traffic mitigation measures to the 
level of growth on campus that triggers the impact and need for mitigation, with the growth 
stated in terms of student FTE (not construction of individual academic buildings) plus 
public/private partnership projects (see the response to Comment A2-2).  The dedication will be 
completed and improvement guaranteed prior to the issuance of building permits5 for the project 
growth level that is determined through the mitigation phasing program to trigger the impact (not 
prior to any building permit). 

 

Response to Comment A2-10 

The analysis in the Draft EIR determined that widening the El Rancho Drive westbound 
approach (on the Pierce College campus) to provide one exclusive left-turn lane and one 
exclusive right-turn lane would mitigate the project impact at De Soto Avenue/El Rancho Drive 
without need for further improvement.  The comment is instead suggesting dedication and 
widening of De Soto Avenue to provide an exclusive right-turn lane on northbound De Soto 
Avenue, and does not mention the Draft EIR suggestion to widen the El Rancho Drive 
westbound approach.  The comment also mentions widening and improving the Pierce College 
frontage on De Soto Avenue to Major Highway Class I standards. 

Implementation of the improvement suggested in the comment is not fully under the control of 
Pierce College, as a portion of the dedication and widening necessary to implement the 
northbound right-turn lane would affect land owned by the adjacent property owner to the south.  
Furthermore, neither the northbound right-turn lane nor improving De Soto Avenue to Major 
Highway Class I standards is needed to mitigate the project impact at this location.  
Implementation of the mitigation measure proposed in the Draft EIR is sufficient to mitigate the 
project impact. 

 

Response to Comment A2-11 

This comment reaffirms the Draft EIR mitigation measure to provide a second left-turn lane on 
the northbound Winnetka Avenue approach to the Winnetka Avenue/Calvert Street/Brahma 
Drive intersection.  However, the comment states that this should be accomplished by providing 
an 18-foot wide curb lane and removing the existing T.A.N.S.A.T. restrictions on southbound 
Winnetka Avenue south of Calvert Street to Oxnard Street, dedicating, widening and improving 
the Pierce College frontage on Winnetka Avenue to Major Highway Class II standards (40-foot 
half-roadway in 52-foot half-right-of-way), and widening and improving 15 feet on the east side 
of Winnetka Avenue south of Calvert Street to Oxnard Street. 

                                                 

5 Ibid. 
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Currently, there is a 15-foot curb lane on the west side of Winnetka Avenue, with a 39-foot half-
roadway in a 50-foot half-right-of-way.  The existing pavement width varies in this section from 
79 feet just south of Calvert Street to 66 feet further south, within a right-of-way width of 100 to 
102 feet.  The proposed project mitigation measure could be implemented within the existing 
right-of-way by widening the east side by about 4 to 6 feet from 66 feet to 70 to 72 feet 
(providing lane widths as follows: 15-foot curb/through;11-foot through; 10-foot left turn;10-foot 
left turn;11-foot through;13- to 15-foot curb/through).  Full widening to Major Highway Class II 
standards is not needed to implement the proposed mitigation measure and thus is not needed to 
mitigate project traffic impacts.  Also, since the Draft EIR does not identify a significant project 
parking impact, removal of the existing T.A.N.S.A.T. restrictions along southbound Winnetka 
Avenue south of Calvert Street is not needed to address any identified parking impact. 

The comment states that completion of dedication and guarantee of widening and improvement 
shall be guaranteed before the issuance of any building permit.  For clarification, the Draft EIR 
sets forth a mitigation phasing program that ties the project traffic mitigation measures to the 
level of growth on campus that triggers the impact and need for mitigation, with the growth 
stated in terms of student FTE (not construction of individual academic buildings) plus 
public/private partnership projects (see the response to Comment A2-2).  The improvement 
needed to mitigate the project impact (not the full dedication and widening called for in the 
comment) will be guaranteed prior to the issuance of building permits6 for the project growth 
level that is determined through the mitigation phasing program to trigger the impact (not prior 
to any building permit). 

Finally, the Draft EIR also suggested modifying the traffic signal to provide a right-turn arrow 
permitting eastbound right-turn movements during the northbound left-turn phase.  This 
improvement is not mentioned in the LADOT letter.  Nonetheless, it would improve efficiency 
of traffic flows at the intersection, and will be pursued with LADOT during design of the 
roadway improvements. 

 

Response to Comment A2-12 

This comment restates the conclusion of the Draft EIR that project impacts at the De Soto 
Avenue/US 101 eastbound ramps intersection would be mitigated through implementation of 
TDM measures.  If the mitigation monitoring program determines that goals of the TDM 
program are not being met, additional measures to reduce project trips will be sought (see the 
response to Comment A2-18). 

 

Response to Comment A2-13 

This comment restates the conclusion of the Draft EIR that project impacts at the De Soto 
Avenue/U.S. 101 eastbound ramps intersection would be mitigated through implementation of 

                                                 

6 Ibid. 
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TDM measures.  If the mitigation monitoring program determines that goals of the TDM 
program are not being met, additional measures to reduce project trips will be sought (see the 
response to Comment A2-18). 

 

Response to Comment A2-14 

This comment reaffirms the mitigation measure suggested in the Draft EIR for the Winnetka 
Avenue/US 101 eastbound ramps intersection. 

However, the comment states that completion of dedication and guarantee of widening and 
improvement shall be guaranteed before the issuance of any building permit.  For clarification, 
the Draft EIR sets forth a mitigation phasing program that ties the project traffic mitigation 
measures to the level of growth on campus that triggers the impact and need for mitigation, with 
the growth stated in terms of student FTE (not construction of individual academic buildings) 
plus public/private partnership projects (see the response to Comment A2-2).  The dedication 
will be completed and improvement guaranteed prior to the issuance of building permits7 for the 
project growth level that is determined through the mitigation phasing program to trigger the 
impact (not prior to any building permit). 

 

Response to Comment A2-15 

This comment states the standard City of Los Angeles process for guarantee and construction of 
street improvements, and is noted.  To the extent applicable, Pierce College will follow this 
process when implementing physical mitigation measures on City streets.  (Pursuant to state law, 
buildings at Pierce College will generally be subject to review and approval by the Division of 
the State Architect rather than the City of Los Angeles building permit process.  For the purposes 
of this Final EIR, the term “issuance of building permit” shall mean issuance of a building permit 
by the City or DSA approval of final plans for construction, whichever is applicable.  The term 
“issuance of final certificate of occupancy” shall mean issuance of a final certificate of 
occupancy by the City or filing of a “notice of completion” with the District’s Board of Trustees, 
whichever is applicable.) 

 

Response to Comment A2-16 

The comment slightly misstates the current and future average vehicle ridership (AVR) on the 
Pierce College campus.  Based on available data from the Pierce College 2001 employee AVR 
survey, the Draft EIR determined that the current faculty and staff AVR is 1.16, and that 
increasing this to 1.25 would translate to a 7 percent reduction in vehicular trip generation related 
to faculty and staff.  The precise student AVR is not currently known, but the Draft EIR includes 

                                                 

7 Ibid. 
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the reasonable assumption that a similar 7 percent reduction in vehicular trip generation related 
to students could also be achieved. 

The goal of the TDM program is to achieve a 7 percent overall reduction in total vehicular trip 
generation from what it would otherwise have been without AVR improvement, not necessarily 
to achieve a 1.25 AVR for the entire campus (since a 7 percent reduction for students may 
translate to a different AVR depending on the current student AVR value).  Therefore, at the 
outset of the mitigation monitoring program, a survey will be conducted of Pierce College 
students to establish the current student AVR for baseline purposes. 

 

Response to Comment A2-17 

Some elements of the project may not be subject to the Citywide TDM Ordinance, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 53094.  Notwithstanding, Pierce College will implement TDM 
measures as part of the mitigation program for the Master Plan, and progress in achieving TDM 
goals would be monitored as part of the mitigation monitoring program (see the response to 
Comment A2-18). 

 

Response to Comment A2-18 

It is the intention of Pierce College to conduct monitoring of its progress towards achieving the 
TDM goals established in the Draft EIR.  As mentioned in the response to Comment A2-16, an 
initial AVR survey will be conducted of students in order to establish the current student AVR 
for baseline purposes.  As part of the monitoring process, semi-annual surveys will be conducted 
of faculty/staff and students to assess then-current average vehicle ridership, by segment of the 
campus population and for the campus as a whole. 

Two years after start of construction, Pierce College will submit the first report on the mitigation 
monitoring program.  Subsequent reports will be prepared every 2 years until year 2010.  Each 
report will describe the faculty/staff and student AVR based on new surveying.  The reports will 
also analyze the progress of the project in reaching the AVR goals of the campus, proportional to 
the buildout of the Master Plan at the time of the report.  If the goals are not being met, 
proportional to the buildout of the plan, than identification and implementation of additional 
TDM measures may be required. 

The monitoring process described above is similar to that required by the City of Los Angeles in 
the Citywide TDM Ordinance No. 168,700 and in various specific plans, including the Warner 
Center Specific Plan area immediately to the west of the Pierce College campus, and would be 
sufficient to monitor progress towards achieving the campus TDM goals. 

The College does not propose to conduct new traffic counts at project driveways and on 
neighborhood streets for reporting in the mitigation monitoring program reports.  Such data is 
not necessary to monitor AVR progress.  Traffic volumes on neighborhood streets, in particular, 
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may increase for reasons totally unrelated to activity on the Pierce College campus.  Using 
driveway volumes to monitor progress on an ongoing basis would be complex and inexact. 

 

Response to Comment A2-19 

Although the existing half-roadway on the west side of Winnetka Avenue between Victory 
Boulevard and Calvert Street may be 35 feet, the full roadway width in this section is 80 feet, 
which meets the Major Highway Class II requirement for roadway width.  Dual left-turn lanes 
have been suggested as project mitigation on Victory Boulevard at Winnetka Avenue, but not on 
Winnetka Avenue at Victory Boulevard.  Therefore, dedication and improvement of this section 
of Winnetka Avenue to Major Highway Class II standards (with dual left-turn standard in the 
vicinity of Victory Boulevard) is not needed to mitigate project impacts. 

 

Response to Comment A2-20 

The proposed project mitigation measure at the Winnetka Avenue/Calvert Street intersection can 
be implemented without dedication of additional right-of-way or widening along the Pierce 
College frontage (see response to comment A2-11).  Dedication and improvement of Winnetka 
Avenue to Major Highway Class II standards is not needed to mitigate project impacts. 

 

Response to Comment A2-21 

Please see response to Comment A2-20. 

 

Response to Comment A2-22 

Although the existing half-roadway on the west side of Winnetka Avenue between Victory 
Boulevard and the railroad right-of-way may be 35 feet, the full roadway width in this section is 
80 feet, which meets the Major Highway Class II requirement for roadway width.  Dual left-turn 
lanes have been suggested as project mitigation on Victory Boulevard at Winnetka Avenue, but 
not on Winnetka Avenue at Victory Boulevard.  Therefore, dedication and improvement of this 
section of Winnetka Avenue to Major Highway Class II standards (with dual left-turn lanes in 
the vicinity of Victory Boulevard) is not needed to mitigate project impacts. 

 

Response to Comment A2-23 

Please see the response to Comment A2-22. 
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Response to Comment A2-24 

The proposed project mitigation measure at the De Soto Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection 
can be implemented without dedication of additional right-of-way or widening along the Pierce 
College frontage along Victory Boulevard (see the response to Comment A2-8).  Dedication and 
improvement of Victory Avenue to Major Highway Class I standards (with dual left-turn lanes) 
in the vicinity of De Soto Avenue with a transitional flare section east of De Soto Avenue is not 
needed to mitigate project impacts. 

Furthermore, a 20-foot dedication and 16-foot widening as suggested in the comment to provide 
a transitional flare section since Victory Boulevard is classified as a Major Highway Class I to 
the west of De Soto Avenue (not east of De Soto Avenue adjacent to the campus) would seem to 
be an onerous requirement without remuneration.  This would also severely affect the College’s 
proposed development of a produce stand and agricultural education center at the southeast 
corner of the De Soto Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection. 

 

Response to Comment A2-25 

Dedication of right-of-way to bring Victory Boulevard to Major Highway Class II standards in 
this section is not needed to mitigate project impacts. 

 

Response to Comments A2-26, A2-27, and A2-28 

As discussed in the Draft EIR and in the response to comment A2-9, provision of dual left-turn 
lanes on both the eastbound and westbound Victory Boulevard approaches is proposed as 
mitigation for project impacts at the Winnetka Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection.  
Consistent with Major Highway Class II standards with left-turn lanes, implementation of this 
mitigation measure will require widening of Victory Boulevard, and LADOT has determined 
that this would require widening by 5 feet (from the existing 40-foot half-roadway to 45 feet) and 
right-of-way dedication of 7 feet (from the existing 50-foot half-right-of-way to 57 feet) on both 
the south and north sides of Victory Boulevard west of Winnetka Avenue, and on the north side 
of Victory Boulevard east of Winnetka Avenue, along Pierce College frontage.  This dedication 
and widening would be provided for the length of the dual left-turn lanes, plus a transitional flare 
section back to match the existing Victory Boulevard further to the west and east of the 
intersection. 

As an alternative to dedicating and widening equally on both the north and south sides of Victory 
Boulevard, Pierce College may choose to provide the entire widening (10 feet) and dedication 
(14 feet) on the north side of Victory Boulevard, along Pierce College frontage.  This dedication 
and widening would be provided for the length of the dual left-turn lanes, plus a transitional flare 
section back to match the existing Victory Boulevard further to the west and east of the 
intersection. 
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Response to Comment A2-29 

As discussed in the response to comment A2-8, the mitigation measure proposed in the Draft 
EIR for the De Soto Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection (provision of exclusive right-turn 
lanes on both the northbound and southbound De Soto Avenue approaches) can be implemented 
without dedication and widening of De Soto Avenue to Major Highway Class I (with dual left-
turn lanes) standard along the Pierce College frontage.  Rather, a lesser level of dedication and 
widening (estimated at approximately 7 feet) may be required along the east side of De Soto 
Avenue south of Victory Boulevard to accommodate the proposed northbound right-turn lane.  
Dedicating and improving De Soto Avenue to Major Highway Class I (with dual left-turn lanes) 
standard is not needed to mitigate project impacts.   

Furthermore, a 20-foot dedication and 16-foot widening as suggested in the comment would 
seem to be an onerous requirement without remuneration.  This would also severely impact the 
College’s proposed development of a produce stand and agricultural education center at the 
southeast corner of the De Soto Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection. 

 

Response to Comment A2-30 

The project mitigation measure proposed in the Draft EIR at the De Soto Avenue/El Rancho 
Drive intersection can be implemented without dedication of additional right-of-way or widening 
along the Pierce College frontage (see response to comment A2-10).  Dedication and 
improvement of De Soto Avenue to Major Highway Class I standards is not needed to mitigate 
project impacts. 

 

Response to Comment A2-31 

The comment that no transportation improvements are required on Oxnard Street is noted by the 
District. 

 

Response to Comments A2-32 and A2-33 

These comments, which, provide guidance regarding the standard City of Los Angeles process 
for provision of street dedications and construction of improvements, are noted for the record.  
To the extent applicable, Pierce College will follow this process when implementing physical 
mitigation measures on City streets.  (Pursuant to state law, buildings at Pierce College will 
generally be subject to review and approval by the Division of the State Architect rather than the 
City of Los Angeles building permit process.  For the purposes of this Final EIR, the term 
“issuance of building permit” shall mean issuance of a building permit by the City or DSA 
approval of final plans for construction, whichever is applicable.  The term “issuance of final 
certificate of occupancy” shall mean issuance of a final certificate of occupancy by the City or 
filing of a “notice of completion” with the District’s Board of Trustees, whichever is applicable.) 
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Response to Comment A2-34 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/11/02 COMMENT LETTER FROM THE COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS (COMMENT LETTER A3) 

 

Response to Comment-A3-1 

Each project within the Master Plan will investigate the watershed management opportunities as 
part of the design criteria.  The largest parking lot on campus is under construction, and has a 
designed pond on the playfields for reduction of stormwater flows to the drainage system.  Other 
projects may include similar detention basins or water quality ponds.  In addition new parking 
lots will include filters or sediment traps to capture contaminants in water runoff. 

 

Response to Comment A3-2 

Please see the comment above.  Proposed projects will be designed to contain all additional 
runoff on site that results from increases in impervious surfaces on campus.  

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-39 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-40 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-41 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-42 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-43 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-44 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-45 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-46 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-47 

RESPONSES TO THE 9/10/02 LETTER FROM THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT OF THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS (COMMENT LETTER A4) 

 

Response to Comment A4-1 

Pierce College is pleased to have the Resource Conservation District’s (RCD’s) strong support 
for the College’s objective to enhance land resources and re-establish Pierce College as a center 
for urban agricultural education.  Pierce has practiced organic and sustainable agriculture for 
years and will continue to do so.  Federal guidelines for both “organic” & “sustainable” are 
currently being formulated and so a pledge to formally adhere to these definitions is premature 
until there is an understanding of how the official definitions and protocols will relate to Pierce 
teaching operations. 

 

Response to Comment A4-2 

According to the space analysis conducted for the Master Plan (see Section 5, page 2 of Volume 
1 of the Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan) the acres devoted to agricultural uses 
are as follows: 

 Functional Area – Existing Use  Acreage 

 Agriculture Laboratory - Farm  76.7 acres 

 Agriculture Laboratory – Equestrian 88.3 acres 

 Agriculture Laboratory – Horticulture 37.2 acres 

 Total        202.2 acres 

 

Response to Comment A4-3 

“Less intensively used in recent years” is not meant to imply less important.  As RCD correctly 
states, the agriculture department has been under-funded for many years.  Funding is the greatest 
challenge facing Community Colleges.  Revitalizing the agriculture programs at Pierce is a high 
priority of the Master Plan. 

 

Response to Comment A4-4 

The Horticulture area has always been considered land associated with agriculture.  Pierce 
College’s Chairman of the Agriculture Department is a Professor of Horticulture. 
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Also, please see the response to Comment A4-2 above. 

 

Response to Comment A4-5 

The statement that the agricultural laboratory (also known as the Pierce Farm) “has been less 
intensively used in recent years” accurately reflects the changes that have occurred on the 
campus.  Nonetheless, the Master Plan recognizes the importance of the Farm area for 
agricultural educational purposes and accordingly includes programs and projects that will 
restore this area of the campus. 

 

Response to Comment A4-6 

The proposed Science Partnership Building (#28) would be located on the current site of Plant 
Facilities and a portion of the old dairy site.  The Pierce College Equestrian Education Center, 
including the Equestrian Events Center and associated parking, would be located within the 
boundaries of the equestrian area on the Master Plan.  The new Child Development Center, if it 
is relocated to the main campus, would occupy a site at the northwest corner of the intersection 
of Mason Street and Olympic Drive.  This site is occupied today by the old soils unit building, 
which will be demolished when the new Botany/Soils Lab is built in the new 
Agriculture/Sciences/Nursing building.  The northern edge of the Child Development Center site 
is located on a portion of the fill dirt referred to by the RCD.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the 
proposed new Equestrian Education Center and Child Development Center would result in the 
conversion of approximately 12 to 13 acres of agricultural fields designated as Prime Farmland.  
The significance of this loss and the availability of project alternatives that would eliminate this 
impact are discussed in the Draft EIR. 

 

Response to Comment A4-7 

The dog kennel would be replaced on a site convenient to the Registered Veterinary Technician 
program.  There would be permanent kennels and perhaps a secondary site as well.  The 
livestock holding areas and farm equipment storage areas would be relocated south of El Rancho 
Drive in facilities convenient to the Animal Sciences Units.  Other programs and facilities would 
be relocated to the proposed new Agriculture/Science/Nursing Center Building, which would be 
located in the core campus, east of Mason Street and south of Parking Lot 7.  

An alternative plan was prepared to preserve the existing Agriculture Science building, which is 
a structurally charming but outmoded classroom/laboratory/office facility.  The plan involved 
retaining the building and front lawn while extending the parking lot to the north to recover the 
parking spaces lost to the building/lawn.  This parking lot would serve the campus as student 
parking during the week and equestrian events parking on the weekend.  Pierce must maintain 
the number of parking spaces in this lot as described in the EIR to meet campus-wide parking 
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count requirements.  Due to opposition from one member of the agricultural faculty to shifting 
the parking lot to the north, this alternative plan is no longer under consideration.   

 

Response to Comment A4-8 

The Gardeners’ Maintenance and Operations facility would occupy less than ½ acre.  It would be 
located in the southern-most portion of the horticulture site west of the arboretum in an area that 
is a service area today and not frequented by students or the general public.  The Horticulture 
area is a symbiotic location for the gardeners central work site and stands to benefit from their 
daily presence.   

 

Response to Comment A4-9 

The proposed site of the Central Maintenance and Operations facility in the Master Plan is the 
old equestrian site at the base of the Chalk Hills.  The site, which would occupy approximately 
an acre, contains little topsoil and cattle are grazed here infrequently.  The Master Plan does not 
identify this site as land to be utilized by the proposed Animal Sciences facility renovation, 
which extends from the other side of Pepper Tree Lane to the western edge of the campus south 
of El Rancho Drive. 

 

Response to Comment A4-10 

Comment noted.  This recommendation expresses an opinion that the identified land uses do not 
“maintain the agricultural integrity of the college,…preserve the unique natural resource values 
and educational opportunities that the agricultural lands provide.”  

The equestrian program has been a centerpiece of the agriculture program at Pierce for decades. 
Locating the gardeners in horticulture would improve this important agricultural program.  The 
Child Development Center would be located very close to the campus core area along a primary 
vehicular access corridor on a site that will allow young children to enjoy the educational and 
aesthetic benefits of adjacency to the “farm.”  The Sciences Partnership Building site is not in the 
agriculture program.  The proposed Central Maintenance and Operations site is east of Pepper 
Tree Lane on a hillside in danger of erosion if regularly used for grazing, which it is not.  Please 
see the responses to Comments A4-6 through A4-9 for additional information about these issues. 

 

Response to Comment A4-11 

The RCD’s definition of urban agriculture is noted.  Pierce College’s definition is more broadly 
defined to also include ornamental horticulture, landscape architecture, urban arboriculture, 
enology, equestrian studies and veterinary care for food, sport, and companion animals.  There 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-50 

are three proposed public/private partnerships in agriculture:  the Agriculture Educational 
Experiences Program, the Produce Stand, and the Growing Fields.  The joint occupancy 
agreements for these areas encourage both sustainable agriculture practices and student 
employment/internships.  Academic credit requires faculty supervision and the operating 
partners of a joint occupancy agreement cannot be faculty.  All joint occupancy partnerships 
would pay for the use of Pierce land in cash, materials, and or services.  These revenues would 
be used to benefit the College.  

The College does not have an academic program for hands-on food crop farming or produce 
stand operation, which involves selling crops raised by the enterprise.  Pierce has no faculty and 
no funding for raising human food.  This is why the College has sought partnerships to provide 
these activities to the campus as community services.  The RCD is making a curriculum 
recommendation, which is outside the scope of the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment A4-12 

The Sciences Partnership building and parking lot would not displace agricultural land and 
facilities.  Please see the response to Comment A4-6.  It would be sited where Plant Facilities 
and a portion of the abandoned dairy are today.  The old dairy site has been used as a storage and 
refuse lot for the last decade, occasionally serving as a temporary parking lot. 

Also see the responses to Comments A4-7, A4-8, and A4-9. 

 

Response to Comment A4-13 

Educational opportunities for Pierce students and facilities for community events would be 
enhanced by the proposed improvements to the Horticulture area.  First, Proposition A would 
facilitate new and improved laboratory, classroom and field laboratory facilities for all 
horticulture programs that will allow more Pierce students to receive a better education.  It would 
fund the rehabilitation of historic structures in the Horticulture area, including the greenhouse.  
In addition to Proposition A funded improvements, Pierce seeks to form a partnership with a 
horticulture firm that would revitalize and improve the Horticulture area beyond the College’s 
funding capacities.  These improvements include rejuvenating the arboretum and improving 
specimen planting throughout the Horticulture area.  If the horticulture partner entered into a 
joint occupancy agreement to build additional classrooms, courses taught in these classrooms 
would also be open to Pierce students on a space available basis.  No current programs or 
certification test sites are being eliminated by the addition of a Horticulture partner.  The specific 
landscape master plan for this area has not been developed.  This design work will be 
accomplished with Prop A funds in support of the educational and community uses of this area.  
The RCD recommendation extends to proposed curriculum development, which is outside the 
purview of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment A4-14 

The College is seeking a funding partner rather than an operating partner for the demonstration 
vineyards.  

 

Response to Comment A4-15 

No agriculture land, including land in the Horticulture area, would be used for student housing.  
However, approximately 2 to 3 acres of open space that is currently part of the athletics fields in 
the northeast quadrant of the campus, may be required for construction of the East Student 
Dormitory Building.   

 

Response to Comment A4-16 

Chalk Hill is an alternative site for the Life-Long Residences Complex (LLRC); the preferred 
site is in the campus core area.  Chalk Hill is used by walkers, joggers, and LAUSD cross 
country meets.  The area is steep and topsoil is thin.  This area is not in active agricultural use. 
The Horticulture area is no longer a site option for the LLRC. 

 

Response to Comment A4-17 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment A4-18 

Please see the response to Comment A4-2 above for a discussion of the acreage on the campus 
devoted to agricultural open space.  Also see the responses below for a discussion of the visual 
characterization of the landscape units on the campus. 

 

Response to Comment A4-19 

The use of the word “undeveloped” is intended to convey the fact that there are few built 
structures in this portion of the campus.  It is not intended to suggest a lack of activity.  Also 
please note that the text has been revised to include mention of the orchard, plant nursery, and 
Certified Landscape Technician site (see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for revisions to the text of 
the DEIR.   
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Response to Comment A4-20 

Pierce College is the last vestige of agricultural land in this area of the City but it is not the last 
remaining agricultural land in the Los Angeles region.  According to the Geographic Information 
System information provided by the Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP), Los Angeles County has the following acres of farmland: 

Year 2000 - Acreage Summary 

Prime Farmland                                                    28,796 

Farmland of Statewide Importance                            994 

Unique Farmland                                                       978 

Farmland of Local Importance                              29,849 

Grazing Land                                                      216,811 

Total             277,428 

Also see Chapter 2 for revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. 

 

Response to Comment A4-21 

Comment noted.  Please see Chapter 2 for corrections to the text of the Draft EIR. 

 

Response to Comment A4-22 

Comment noted.  Please see Chapter 2 for corrections to the text of the Draft EIR. 

 

Response to Comment A4-23 

The intent of the visual setting description on page 3-12 is not to describe in detail each of the 
functional uses in Landscape Unit E.  Rather the description is intended to provide to the lay 
reader an overview of the visual characteristics of the environment by focusing on the prominent 
built and natural features of the landscape.  As shown in the photograph in Figure 3-9 on page 3-
12 of the Draft EIR, the terrain is hilly and there are few structures present in this portion of the 
campus.  Thus, although as stated in the comment there are agricultural activities that occur in 
this area of the campus, to the casual viewer traveling through or in the vicinity of the campus, 
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the landscape appears to consist of “undeveloped rolling hills ” or “undeveloped agricultural 
fields.”  

 

Response to Comment A4-24 

Comment noted.  Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for revisions to the text of the Draft EIR.  

 

Response to Comment A4-25 

Please see the responses to Comments A4-23 and A4-24 above. 

 

Response to Comment A4-26 

Please see the response to Comment A4-19. 

 

Response to Comment A4-27 

Comment noted.  See Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. 

 

Response to Comment 4-28 

Please see the response to Comment A4-23.  The reader is also referred to Chapter 2 of this Final 
EIR for revisions to the text of the Draft EIR in response to the comment. 

 

Response to Comment A4-29 

The programming and landscape design of this area is not complete but there is no intention to 
discontinue current programs like the plant nursery and the CLT Test Site.  Please see the 
response to Comment A4-13.  The purpose of extending the campus pedestrian mall into the 
horticulture site is to draw more students from the campus core into the beautiful Horticulture 
area.  The Gardeners’ Maintenance and Operation facility is discussed in the response to 
Comment A4-8.  The amphitheater is a preliminary proposal, only.  The College intends 
revitalize the agricultural integrity of the horticultural site and improve the visual quality, 
enhance the character and expand the educational resources of this area. 
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Response to Comment A4-30 

Comments noted.  Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for revisions to the text of the Draft 
EIR.   

Also, the proposed improvements would enhance agricultural educational opportunities for 
Pierce College students and provide facilities that would benefit the community as well.  

 

Response to Comment A4-31 

The proposed Central Maintenance and Operations facility would occupy approximately an acre 
and would include a 20,000-square-foot Central Plant Building, a 15,000-square-foot warehouse, 
and a sheltered carport for 40 vehicles (please note that the text on the bottom of page 3-26 of the 
Draft EIR has been revised to be consistent with the current project description in Chapter 2 of 
the Draft EIR; please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for the revised text).  All structures would 
be one-story.  The size of the proposed facility and its placement at the base of the hill, just south 
of Stadium Way at the eastern edge of Landscape Unit E would minimize the potential for visual 
impacts. 

The proposed Animal Sciences facility would consist of enhancements and improvements to 
existing facilities and would include new structures and parking.  The improved facilities would 
occupy approximately 2 to 3 acres or very small percentage of the land area in Landscape Unit E.  
Additionally, new structures would be one story in height.  Given the limited size and scale of 
the proposed facilities and the fact that they would be partially obscured by existing trees and 
new landscaping, significant visual impacts would not occur. 

 

Response to Comment A4-32 

Please see the responses to Comments A4-29 through A4-31 above. 

 

Response to Comment A4-33 

Please see the response to Comment A4-19. 

 

Response to Comment A4-34 

The 12 to 13 acres includes the Equestrian Education Center parking lot.  The Sciences 
Partnership Building would be located in an area occupied by existing buildings and structures. 
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Response to Comment A4-35 

Please see the response to Comment A4-31 above. 

 

Response to Comment A4-36 

The importance of agriculture to the state’s economy is discussed on page 3-31 of the Draft EIR.   

 

Response to Comment A4-37 

Pierce College is not the last vestige of agricultural land in the Los Angeles region.  Please see 
the response to Comment A4-20 and the response to Comment A4-38 below. 

 

Response to Comment A4-38 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, because of the relatively small amount of farmland that would be 
developed, the fact that the proposed facilities would fulfill the Master Plan goal of enhancing 
land resources and would be consistent with the College’s agricultural educational mission, and 
because proposed improvements would return underutilized farmland to active and productive 
agricultural use, the overall impact would not be significant. 

 

Response to Comment A4-39 

The proposed new buildings and associated parking in the Horticulture area would occupy less 
than 1 acre in the vicinity of the existing classroom building and greenhouses.  The proposed 
projects in the Horticulture area are intended to enhance this area for horticultural educational 
purposes.  

 

Response to Comment A4-40 

For a discussion of zoning and height limitations, please see Section 3-12.2 of the Draft EIR and 
the response to Comment A1-3. 
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Response to Comment A4-41 

Please see the response to Comment A4-38 above. 

 

Response to Comment A4-42 

Comment noted.  Also see the responses to the comments above. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 8/8/02 LETTER FROM THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (COMMENT LETTER A5) 

 

Response to Comment A5-1 

The comment that the project is not regionally significant per SCAG guidelines is noted for the 
record. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/11/02 LETTER FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION – CALTRANS DISTRICT 7 (COMMENT LETTER A6) 

 

Response to Comment A6-1 

The Draft EIR identifies traffic mitigation measures to address the identified project impacts at 
the study intersections, including state highway facilities.  The College will provide a “fair 
share” contribution to traffic improvements by implementing the mitigation measures identified 
in the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment A6-2 

To the extent practical, Pierce College will direct contractors to limit construction-related truck 
trips to off-peak hours. 

 

Response to Comment A6-3 

Each Master Plan project will conform to NPDES requirements as part if the design criteria.  In 
accordance with NPDES requirements, the College will implement Best Management Practices 
during construction to minimize the impacts of stormwater runoff from construction sites on the 
water quality of local surface water resources.  A Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) to reduce polluted stormwater runoff from new development will also be developed.  
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RESPONSES TO THE 8/14/02 LETTER FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH (COMMENT LETTER A7) 

 

Response to Comment A7-1 

This comment simply acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse received and distributed copies 
of the Draft EIR to responsible and interested state agencies in accordance with CEQA 
requirements.  No response is required. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/10/02 LETTER FROM THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE, NATIONAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE (COMMENT 
LETTER A8)  

 

Response to Comment A8-1 

Soils information from the West San Fernando Valley Survey is provided below.  

According to the Soil Conservation Survey8, two soil types exist where the Master Plan proposes 
to convert prime farmland to a non-agricultural use.  The area of the proposed Equestrian 
Education Center is classified as Cropley-Urban land complex.  The survey states that this soil 
type has limited use for crops due to its high clay content.  The surface layer becomes very hard 
when dry and very sticky when wet, making the site difficult to prepare for planting.  Large 
amounts of organic matter must be infused into the soil to make it suitable for growing crops.  
The proposed Child Development Center would be constructed on Mocho-Urban land complex 
soils.  These soils has favorable features for urban development such as landscaping and ground 
cover.  To be used for agricultural crops, the soil must be infused with organic matter.  Also, the 
soil’s high lime content makes it difficult to grow citrus and various flower varieties. 

In addition to this information, Los Angeles County Prime soils information, topographic maps, 
and other relevant data will be used by qualified specialists in designing necessary drainage 
improvements (note:  the USFWS wetland inventory maps do not show any wetlands on the 
campus).  

 

Response to Comment A8-2 

Comment noted.  A drainage study was conducted for the Facilities Master Plan (see Section 7, 
Volume 1 of the Facilities Master Plan) and a Draft Preliminary Utility Evaluation was prepared 
for the College by Psomas in February 2002.  The results of these studies are summarized in 
Sections 3-11 and 3-17 of the Draft EIR.  As noted in the Draft EIR, detention basins or similar 
proposals will be implemented to ensure that no significant increase in runoff or flooding hazards 
would occur due to the increase in impervious surfaces.  Specific drainage improvements 
required for each project will be identified based on further studies that will be conducted as the 
design and development process proceeds. 

Also see the response to Comment A3-1. 

 

                                                 

8 United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey of Los Angeles County, California, West 
San Fernando Valley Area, 1979.   
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Response to Comment A8-3 

Most of the proposed building projects, with the exception of the Life-Long Learning Residences 
Complex, would be located on fairly level areas of the campus.  As a consequence, significant 
cut and fill work, excavation, or grading beyond that required for building foundations, new 
utilities, and drainage improvements, is not anticipated.  Additionally, most excavated soils 
would be reused elsewhere on the campus and therefore, significant export or import of soils or 
fill materials from off-campus would not occur. 

The suggestions regarding use of on-site erosions control measures and phasing of work and 
stock piling surface soil for later use will be implemented where feasible.  

 

Response to Comment A8-4 

Comment noted.  The suggestions regarding use of vegetative filter strips, buffers, and grassed 
swales to provide functional wildlife habitat and reduce peak runoff hazards downstream will be 
considered and implemented where feasible.  
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/10/02 LETTER FROM THE WOODLAND HILLS 
HOMEOWNERS ORGANIZATION (COMMENT LETTER B1) 

 

Response to Comment B1-1 

Comment noted.  However, it should also be noted that holding public workshops or hearings on 
the Draft EIR is a requirement implemented by the District to ensure the public is kept informed 
of and involved in the planning process.  Public hearings or workshops on the Draft EIR are not 
required under the regulations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  For the 
Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Draft EIR, it was determined that informal workshops 
would be the best format for disseminating information on the Master Plan and the 
environmental process and answering questions from the members of the public.  One of the 
advantages of the workshop format is that it provides an opportunity to answer questions in 
greater detail and at greater length than would typically occur in a formal public hearing where 
the time allotted to each member of the public for oral presentations is typically limited to 
several minutes.  The workshop format is also less intimidating to those members of the public 
who would otherwise be reluctant to present their views in front of a large audience.  Lastly, it 
should be noted that members of the College Administration and EIR consultant team also 
attended a meeting of the Woodland Hills Homeowners Organization (WHHO) meeting, to 
present information and answer question on the Master Plan and EIR.  There were 8 members of 
WHHO present at that meeting including the author of the comment letter and Shirley Blessing, 
co-author of comment letter C5.  

 

Response to Comment B1-2 

The Educational Master Plan is included in Volume 2 of the Facilities Master Plan.  Copies are 
readily available at the College Library. 

The parking lots proposed for the agricultural area are designed to serve the expanded and 
enhanced agricultural facilities as well as accommodate campus-wide parking needs.  

The three agricultural public/private partnerships would occupy about 25 acres of the 
approximately 200 acres of the Pierce College campus devoted to agriculture.  These three 
agriculture partnerships, the Agricultural Education and Experiences Program, the Produce 
Stand, and the Growing Fields, are conceived as community services, one of the four missions of 
the College.  It is not anticipated that they would result in significant income streams to the 
College.  These three activities are proposed as partnerships because the College would like to 
offer the benefits of human food growing resources to the community but does not have the 
faculty, labor, or funding to support human food growth programs.  Hence partnerships are 
proposed with private sector operators who would provide the human food education and 
produce resources at their own expense.  

Also, it should be noted that the public-private partnerships would be subject to a possessory use 
tax in accordance with state law. 
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Response to Comment B1-3 

The Educational Master Plan is contained in the Facilities Master Plan, Volume 2.  A copy of the 
Facilities Master Plan, Vol. 2 has been brought to prior workshops.  Copies are available in the 
College Library and may be purchased through the office of the Vice-President for 
Administrative Services.  The Facilities Master Plan, Volume 2, including the Educational 
Master Plan, was considered by the District Board of Trustees in December, 2000 at a public 
meeting attended by the commenter.  

 

Response to Comment B1-4 

The Oversight Committee is provided with a schedule and total project budget prior to projects 
being bid.  Committee members may also view project drawings and specifications. 

 

Response to Comment B1-5 

The proposed projects are managed by the Campus Project Manager, who is responsible for 
expediting projects and ensuring that they are completed on schedule.  However, it should be 
recognized that there are factors outside the control of the College that could affect the project 
schedule including Division of State Architect reviews, unforeseen regulatory constraints, 
unforeseen project conditions, and processing by the Program Manager/LACCD/Board of 
Trustees.  The Oversight Committee can ask the Administration to continue their vigilance in 
their weekly oversight meetings with the campus Project Manager, Program Manager, LACCD, 
and campus and task force representatives. 

 

Response to Comment B1-6 

Public/private partnerships do not expand educational facility needs.  In most cases they provide 
additional educational facilities. 

Public/private partnerships expand educational opportunities by providing facilities, resources, 
internships, and student employment opportunities that are not funded by the state or public 
bonds.  For example, the Science Partnership is expected to provide student internships and 
employment opportunities in the fields of biomedicine and/or biotechnology.  It is envisioned 
that the Horticulture Partner would expand the College’s existing ornamental horticulture, 
landscape architecture, and arboriculture instruction with advanced courses in irrigation, turf 
management, large tree relocation, crown and root trimming, commercial landscape design and 
installation, and nursery management in addition to business courses for the provision of 
commercial landscape services.  Life-Long Learning residents may become part-time faculty 
members, tutors, mentors, and coaches.  The Agriculture Education and Experiences partnership 
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would teach children how food and fiber is grown and provide an early positive contact with an 
institution of higher learning.  Dormitories would provide educational experiences in 
multicultural living. 

 

Response to Comment B1-7 

Discussion of a No Project Alternative, or what would occur if the proposed project is not 
implemented, is a requirement of CEQA.  As stated on page S-12, under the No Project 
Alternative, new improvements and renovation work would be minimal, intermittent, and would 
consist primarily of those campus projects already approved and funded.  Given that the last 
major new building on the campus was constructed in 1980, recent history would seem to 
suggest that this is not an unrealistic scenario should the Master Plan not be approved and 
implemented.  

 

Response to Comment B1-8 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment B1-9 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment B1-10 

The site of El Rancho Drive was considered but rejected in favor of the preferred site by those 
involved with the equestrian program.  Development of the Equestrian Education Center south of 
El Rancho Drive would result in greater impacts than a new Center on the site of the existing 
Equestrian Center.  These impacts include a greater loss of agricultural land/open space should 
the existing Equestrian Center site not be converted to agricultural use, more extensive soils and 
construction air quality impacts due to the need for additional grading due to sloped terrain, and 
potentially greater noise, odor, and visual (light and glare) impacts on the residences 
immediately south of the campus.  Additionally, the preferred site north of El Rancho Drive 
would result in less interference with the Animal Sciences pastures south of El Rancho.  

 

Response to Comment B1-11 

The Life-Long Learning Residence Partnership supports and is consistent with the College’s 
mission to provide life-long learning opportunities.  It supports and enhances the overall 
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educational mission of the College by embracing a well educated, intergenerational campus 
population.  Revenues from this project would help compensate for the loss of potential revenues  
when the College opted not to build a golf course in the agricultural area, but rather to revitalize 
the agriculture programs instead. 

 

Response to Comment B1-12 

Parking structures are substantially more expensive than surface parking.  New parking 
structures could also create visual impacts and present additional safety and security concerns. 

Additionally state funding is not available for parking structures.  Legislation limits the parking 
fees students can be charged to rates that make it economically infeasible for private enterprise to 
participate in the expense of building the structures.  Proposition A funds are limited.  Pierce 
College is placing a higher priority on educational facilities improvements and allocating less 
money on parking. 

 

Response to Comment B1-13 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment B1-14 

The alternatives developed as part of the year-long master planning process in 2000 were 
intended to meet the Master Plan goals and objectives established by the College.  Thus, the 
focus of those planning efforts was on determining the appropriate location of proposed facilities 
rather than identifying alternative uses.  The Alternative Land Use Scenario developed in 2002 
as part of the EIR process is intended to address both the requirements of CEQA and the Master 
Plan goals and objectives.  

 

Response to Comment B1-15 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment B1-16 

CEQA requires that an EIR identify areas of controversy.  During the planning process for the 
Master Plan and during the scoping period for the EIR, several areas of controversy, which are 
discussed in Section S-8, were identified. 
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Response to Comment B1-17 

All comments, both in support of and opposed to against various components of the Master Plan, 
and the analyses in this EIR will be considered by the decision makers of the lead agency, i.e., 
the Los Angeles Community College District Board of Trustees, as well as members of the 
College administration, in deciding whether to approve the Master Plan and implementation of 
individual projects.  

 

Response to Comment B1-18 

The possibility of constructing an underground pipeline in the MTA right-of-way that would 
transport reclaimed water from the Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant to Pierce 
College and other entities is being studied by the City of Los Angeles and is being pursued by 
Charles Ng, Director of Operations and Maintenance, on behalf of Pierce College.  

 

Response to Comment B1-19 

The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s office has come forward with matching funds, forming in 
essence a public/public partnership to build the new campus sheriff’s facility.  That project is 
moving forward.  The office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs is actively seeking 
alternative funding sources and potential partnerships to improve physical education facilities. 
Both of these projects were always over and above the $166 million dollars in bond funding 
allocated to Pierce College.  All nine Colleges in the District listed projects in excess of their 
bond allocations to allow for additional work that might be possible if other funding was 
identified.  The Sheriff’s station is an example of exactly these circumstances.  The partnership 
projects are not funded by Proposition A.  Capital for these projects would come from the private 
(or other public) sector(s).  As it turns out, the educational projects are moving ahead much more 
rapidly than the public/private partnerships at this time. 

 

Response to Comment B1-20 

These projects are under consideration because their impacts are more than offset by the 
tremendous educational value of vastly improved educational facilities for both the equestrian 
program and the Child Development Center.   
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Response to Comment B1-21 

The Canadian geese mitigation measures impose a number of stringent requirements upon the 
College to ensure potential impacts are minimized including:  1) enhancing acreage elsewhere on 
the campus that is equivalent to the agricultural acreage used by Canadian geese that will be 
removed as part of the Master Plan; 2) conducting an evaluation of the remaining agricultural 
areas on the campus that would be appropriate to enhance for geese roosting (resting) and 
foraging; 3) developing a planting plan that specifies the timing of planting, pre-planting, and 
post-planting methods to maximize use by geese; and 4) developing monitoring and reporting 
methods so that the success of the enhancement can be measured for a minimum of 5 years 
following the first planting.  These measures were developed by a qualified biologist, Kathy 
Keane of Keane Biological Consulting, with 20 years of experience, in consultation with Pierce 
College faculty (Pat Farris, Life Science Department) and other experts (Mike Wolder, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service; Dr. Charles Collins of Cal State Long Beach; Kimball Garrett, curator of 
ornithology at the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History; and Steve Moe, who has 
actively managed geese populations in the Sepulveda Basin for many years), and are consistent 
with measures used elsewhere to minimize impacts to sensitive animal species. 

 

Response to Comment B1-22 

The measures proposed to mitigate impacts to nesting birds are consistent with those identified 
by the California Department of Fish and Game in their response to the Notice of Preparation 
(see Appendix A of the Draft EIR).   

 

Response to Comment B1-23 

As stated on the bottom of page 3-59 of the Draft EIR, construction in the Horticulture area “may 
remove large trees in the vicinity of the Arboretum that provide important habitat for resident 
and migratory birds.  This would not likely represent a significant biological impact since an 
abundance of other trees are present in the Arboretum and Canyon de Lana.,”  (Note: the 
Significance Determination in column two of Table S-2 on page S-23 identifying the impact as 
Potentially Significant is incorrect and has been revised to indicate the impact is “Not 
Significant” to be consistent with the conclusion on page 3-59 in the Biological Resources 
section of the DEIR).  The mitigation measures proposed would further ensure that potential 
impacts would be minimal and not significant. 

 

Response to Comment B1-24 

This objective was established to correct the financial malaise that had befallen Pierce College. 
This has many aspects, including rebalancing the full time to part time faculty ratio, reversing 
declining enrollment, attracting international students, and pursuing state funding, grants, 
awards, partnerships, alliances, and donations that enhance Pierce College’s educational mission. 
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Additionally, funds for the College budget provided from the state budget can and has varied 
greatly.  By creating additional revenue streams outside of the state budget process, the College 
can be more fiscally stable and therefore can provide consistent program, operational, and 
maintenance services. 

 

Response to Comment B1-25 

High school and college focus groups have indicted that the decision to attend Pierce College 
was negatively influenced by the run down appearance of the campus.  Community leaders and 
residents also voiced concern about the College’s poor appearance.  As a result, the College 
determined that improvement of highly visible or extensively used areas on the campus was a 
priority critical to the future success of the College.  Thus, the College’s first two bond projects 
were the replacement of Parking Lot 7 and most of the campus perimeter fence. 

 

Response to Comment B1-26 

Pierce College intends to enhance land resources and re-establish the College as a center for 
urban agriculture by: 

•  Restoring Canyon de Lana as an ecological studies preserve.  

•  Renovating and expanding the Animal Sciences Units, field labs, classrooms, pastures, 
cultivated fields, and animal holding facilities.  Building a new laboratory building for the 
agricultural disciplines that gives pre-vet, animal sciences, animal nursing, horticulture, 
botany, landscape architecture, and natural resource management students a modern facility 
to pursue their studies.  Expanding agriculture demonstration programs, including viticulture 
and enology.  

•  Installing a new trail system for walkers, joggers, runners, and equestrians. 

•  Expanding the equestrian education program to embrace disciplines beyond western 
fundamentals that reflect the advanced English and western equestrian interests of this 
community and region.  By removing and/or renovating deteriorated facilities and providing 
improved equestrian facilities that will attract and retain outstanding educators in multiple 
disciplines.  Devising programs where students can progress from beginning advanced levels 
of their disciplines with or without owning their own horse.  Establishing the Pierce College 
Equestrian Education Center at the forefront of equestrian education.  Creating a covered 
equestrian events center that will serve as an educational centerpiece and a community and 
regional asset. 

•  Giving school children and their families a genuine, educational and entertaining destination 
to learn about the sources of their food and fiber and sustainable agricultural practices not 
just once a year at Farm Walk but throughout the year.  By bringing back – in response to 
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popular demand - the produce stand as a community resource.  By utilizing agriculture 
technology applications consistent with sustainable and responsible stewardship of the land.  

•  Keeping the land healthy, visually attractive, and vigorously agricultural.  By establishing a 
strong balance of open space, improved, well-designed teaching facilities, and more shade 
trees.  By removing parking from El Rancho Drive and lining the road with new fencing and 
California Pepper trees.   

•  Renovating or replacing the dilapidated facilities in the Horticulture area and seeking a 
partnership to share in the replanting of the entire area.  By making visual improvements to 
the Pierce College Weather Station that has been recording and reporting Woodland Hills 
meteorological data for over forty years. By increasing the demonstration gardens and 
providing flexible field labs. By creating an inviting entry into the horticultural area from the 
central pedestrian walkway through campus and thereby exposing more students to the 
values and beauty of horticultural pursuits.  

Urban agriculture is all of the above.   

Also, please see the response to Comment A4-11. 

 

Response to Comment B1-27 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-6 and B1-11 for discussion of how public/private 
partnerships enhance academic programs. 

Support facilities would include:  a revitalized and expanded produce stand, irrigation and 
fencing for produce areas, a scientific laboratory facility that will provide internships and 
employment opportunities to Pierce students, new gardens and pathways, and new plant 
materials. 

 

Response to Comment B1-28 

Pierce College’s facilities are aging.  The fact that the most recent new building on campus is 
more than 20 years old and air-conditioning was just recently installed at Pierce College 
indicates the lack of improvements that have occurred over the years.  The College was not in as 
dilapidated a state in 1981 when it accommodated over 23,000 students.  Additionally, 
educational delivery methods are evolving, especially in relation to technology.  

The public/private partnerships would provide educational enhancements that are not state or 
bond funded. 
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Response to Comment B1-29 

All of the projects identified in Table 2-1 are scheduled to start construction after the anticipated 
certification of the Final EIR in late 2002 or early 2003.  This is consistent with CEQA, which 
requires that a lead agency consider the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project 
and ways to mitigate or avoid those impacts prior to deciding whether to approve the project.  It 
should also be noted that CEQA regulations do not, however, preclude discussions or 
negotiations prior to completion of an environmental document as long as no decision is made or 
action is taken by the lead agency that commits the lead agency to implementation or 
construction of the project.    

 

Response to Comment B1-30 

The new Agriculture/Sciences/Nursing laboratory Building would occupy the site where the 
bungalows are currently located.  The Child Development Center would be located very close to 
the campus core area along a primary vehicular access corridor on a site that will allow young 
children to enjoy the educational and aesthetic benefits of adjacency to the “farm.” 

 

Response to Comment B1-31 

Campus food service is currently being evaluated and an independent food service consultant 
will be retained to assist with this process.  It is logical that some food service would be located 
in the dormitories, which will be located (partially) on the site of the existing 
kitchen/cafeteria/dining rooms. 

 

Response to Comment B1-32 

Pierce horticulture teaching facilities, including the greenhouse, are separate from the small 
classroom building that may be built under a joint occupancy agreement by the horticulture 
partner. 

Also see the response to Comment A4-13. 

 

Response to Comment B1-33 

Siting and design of the water reclamation facility has always been subject to completion of the 
campus-wide utilities infrastructure study.  Progress on the water reclamation facility will be 
postponed in favor of exploring the delivery of treated water from the Donald C. Tillman Water 
Reclamation facility. 
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Response to Comment B1-34 

The campus Sheriff’s Station is a priority.  The project was dependent on negotiations with the 
Sheriff’s Department, who have partial responsibility for funding the facility.  The project is 
scheduled for design in 2002 and completion in 2003.  Also see the response to Comment B1-19. 

 

Response to Comment B1-35 

Please see the response to Comment B1-10 regarding the preferred location for the Equestrian 
Education Center.   

The Equestrian Education Center has been sized to provide the facilities necessary to 
accommodate proposed educational activities, programs, as well as events of interest to the 
public and community.   

The Equestrian Education Center will be used for educational purposes.   Programs presented by 
guest exhibitors can be highly educational.  

Please see the response to Comment B1-12 regarding parking structures. 

 

Response to Comment B1-36 

Curriculum inquiries are outside the scope of this EIR.  Please see the response to Comment B1-
12 regarding parking structures.  

 

Response to Comment B1-37 

Pierce College places equal importance on each of its many academic and other programs.  Due 
to funding limitations under Proposition A, project priorities were determined based on such 
factors as anticipated growth, project location and proximity to other projects, present condition, 
scope and cost of work to be performed, etc.  The College’s physical education and athletics 
facilities have recently benefited from state and college funding for facilities upgrades such as 
new roofs, air conditioning and heating, flooring, a new fitness center, and other projects.  The 
College hopes to take these renovation projects off hold as additional funding becomes available. 
Regarding public concessions, students supporting Pierce College athletics operate many 
concession activities and the athletic programs share in proceeds from civic center permits. 
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Response to Comment B1-38 

There is no rush to demolish the Child Development Center.  The new replacement facility is not 
scheduled for completion until 2005.   

 

Response to Comment B1-39 

Please see the response to Comment B1-31. 

 

Response to Comment B1-40 

Pursuant to state law, private entities that lease and occupy public property are subject to an in-
lieu possessory interest tax analogous to the ad valorem property tax payable by owners of 
private property.  Any applicable sales taxes, payroll taxes, etc. would be paid by the private 
entity without any reduction because of operating on public property.  The private entity would 
be responsible for its own employees.  Responsibility for the cost, installation, and operation of 
infrastructure and security is an item that would be negotiated in each joint occupancy lease.  
The College anticipates that any private tenant would pay for its fair share of such costs.  The 
terms of the lease give control to the College as lessor, with the power to terminate the lease and 
evict the tenant if the permitted uses, maintenance requirements, or other lease covenants are not 
met by the tenant.  Enhanced educational facilities and programs provided by the public/private 
partnerships could enhance the eligibility of Pierce students participating in these programs for 
transfer to the University of California.  It is anticipated that all of the private entities 
participating in the joint occupancy leases will pay rent, in an amount to be determined based on 
their projected operating revenues, market rents, and other relevant considerations. 

 

Response to Comment B1-41 

Please see the response to Comment B1-6. 

 

Response to Comment B1-42 

Please see the response to Comment B1-6.  “Reality-based teaching, learning, and research” 
refers to the opportunity for students and faculty to work and learn outside of the classroom in a 
facility that has as its goal furthering free enterprise. 

 

 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-88 

Response to Comment B1-43 

The partnerships would benefit the College by providing a revenue stream from the 
improvements to Pierce College land paid for by private enterprise.  The land and improvements 
leased by the private partner would ultimately revert to Pierce College ownership.  

 

Response to Comment B1-44 

Please see the response to Comment B1-6.  Additionally, Pierce College would join institutions 
such as Harvard University, MIT, Stanford, UC Irvine, etc., as institutions of higher learning that 
have joined academia and private enterprise in a way that has benefited the students, faculty, and 
community. 

 

Response to Comment B1-45 

Income generated on the campus would be able to stay on the campus.  The budget committee 
for the College is the Pierce College Council.  That body recommends to the College president. 

 

Response to Comment B1-46 

The AEEP is a community service for K-6 students.  In years past, LAUSD sent school buses of 
children to Pierce College to learn where their food and fiber came from.  This community 
exposure has been mostly reduced to the annual Farm Walk.  The AEEP is an effort to revitalize 
an elementary educational experience – teaching children agriculture basics by means of 
interactive, manipulative touch, sight, and sound experiences.  Community members fondly 
recall coming to the Pierce farm as children and bringing their own children to learn.  This is a 
continuation of that beneficial early introduction to agriculture and Pierce College.  College 
students may be employed by the AEEP operator.  Additionally, the opportunity for College 
students to explain issues such as the production, processing, and marketing of food to groups of 
elementary school children would provide Pierce students with public speaking skills and the 
ability to bring together complex issues in a clear and effective manner. 

 

Response to Comment B1-47 

Please see the response to Comment B1-46.  Also, the opportunity for students to work in a retail 
environment will allow them provide sales, marketing, and customer relation skills.  The green 
belt may be further subdivided in the future because the College has not been able to find a 
suitable single farmer/grower for the entire acreage.  Smaller parcels may prove to be more 
attractive to appropriate farmer/growers.  
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Response to Comment B1-48 

The College is endeavoring to bring the open farmland along Victory into active cultivation and 
also preserve the Canadian Geese.  

 

Response to Comment B1-49 

The partner would need to be interested in a relationship with the College that provides the 
benefits identified in the response to Comment B1-6.  The building may, for example, be 
occupied by laboratory and/or research activities of a biomedical or biotechnology firm.  The 
building would have classrooms available for use by Pierce students. 

 

Response to Comment B1-50 

Please see the response to Comment B1-12. 

 

Response to Comment B1-51 

A partner has not been identified and a building design has not been developed.  Also see the 
response to Comment A1-3. 

 

Response to Comment B1-52 

Community service is one of Pierce College’s educational missions.  Educational institutions are 
frequently the sites of private events.  Neither community usage nor private events imply that the 
area would not be used for student education. 

 

Response to Comment B1-53 

The partner would build the classroom building and therefore, would use the classrooms for the 
education of their employees.  Pierce students would be welcome on a space available basis.  The 
partner classroom building is in addition to the other Pierce teaching facilities planned for the 
Horticulture area. 
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Response to Comment B1-54 

All current Pierce parking spaces would remain or be relocated within the area.  The partner 
would construct additional parking for their needs. 

 

Response to Comment B1-55 

Please see the response to Comment B1-6. 

 

Response to Comment B1-56 

Pierce staff, faculty, and students could attend classes.  The text of the Draft EIR has been 
revised accordingly.  Please see Chapter 2 of this EIR for the revised text. 

 

Response to Comment B1-57 

Programming and design plans have not yet been finalized. 

 

Response to Comment B1-58 

The horticulture education program would be located in several areas including the Horticulture 
area, the new Agriculture/Sciences/Nursing Building, and any outdoor space on campus that may 
serve as a living laboratory for horticultural learning.  Also see the response to Comment B1-6. 
The horticulture education program would include courses in botany/soils, water resource 
management, irrigation systems, plant identification, garden design, arboriculture, organic 
gardening and pest management, urban farming, landscape architecture, turf management, and 
floristry.  Also see the response to Comment A4-13. 

 

Response to Comment B1-59 

The viticulture program is a “real program” that the College is continuing to develop.  Viticulture 
is currently taught at UC Davis, Santa Rosa Community College, and Hancock Community 
College. 

 

 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-91 

Response to Comment B1-60 

Classes offered in viticulture and enology include:  Agriculture 729 – Viticulture Practices, and 
Agriculture 730 – Introduction to Enology.    

 

Response to Comment B1-61 

Please see the response to Comment B1-60.  The professor is Dr. Hosni Nabi. 

 

Response to Comment B1-62 

Funding for the cafeteria won’t be determined until a developer has been selected. 

 

Response to Comment B1-63 

The composition of the dormitories won’t be determined until a marketing study has been 
completed. 

 

Response to Comment B1-64 

Students who reside in the dormitories could park in any of the existing or proposed parking lots 
that are available to students.  No new parking exclusively for use of residents is planned as part 
of the Student Housing Partnership project. 

 

Response to Comment B1-65 

The private Warner Ridge (Bella Vista) development is not targeted towards the student housing 
market. 

 

Response to Comment B1-66 

Financial operating policies remain to be developed. 
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Response to Comment B1-67 

The determination that there would be 600 occupants was based on a preliminary assumption 
that the 200 units would be split 50/50 between two-master-bedroom suites and four-single-
bedroom suites. 

 

Response to Comment B1-68 

Pierce College hosts conferences and leases facilities for appropriate conferences held by parties 
from outside the College.  Special sessions are topical meetings or retreats in addition to ordinary 
operations (e.g., Congress is holding special sessions). 

 

Response to Comment B1-69 

Comment noted.  Local students may be accommodated in the dormitories. 

 

Response to Comment B1-70 

The Life-Long Learning Residences are not designated or defined as retirement homes. 

 

Response to Comment B1-71 

Although not all of the specific operating policies for the Life-Long Learning Residences 
Complex have been defined, should residents become reliant on third-party care, it is anticipated 
they would need to make arrangements for accommodation at other facilities.  The residents 
would make these arrangements themselves, with ultimate responsibility residing with the 
management of the residential community.   

Additionally, the following conditions have been established for the Life-Long Residences 
Complex.  The Life-Long Learning Residences shall be used exclusively for providing housing 
to students and/or faculty 55 years of age or over.  Spouses may reside within the unit with a 
qualifying student.  In order for a student to qualify for residence within the facility, a student 
shall present proof of age and shall be registered for a minimum of six units per semester and/or 
enrolled in the Encore program for an equivalent number of units per semester.  In order for a 
faculty member to qualify, he/she shall present proof of age and shall teach a minimum of six 
units per semester. A faculty member may also register for classes to meet the unit requirement, 
however a minimum of three units shall be met through teaching.  
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Response to Comment B1-72 

The LLRC would not be incompatible in size or scale with surrounding land uses including 
residential neighborhoods in the vicinity of the campus. 

 

Response to Comment B1-73 

Adult education is part of the College program regardless where the classrooms are located. 

 

Response to Comment B1-74 

Several participation options are listed, not just cultural interests.   

 

Response to Comment B1-75 

The assumption that “this is being driven by the Teacher’s Union” is incorrect.  Please see the 
response to Comment B1-6 for a discussion of the educational benefits. 

 

Response to Comment B1-76 

The LLRC would most likely be developed by a private developer to be selected through a 
District administered Request for Proposal process.  The private operator would assume 
responsibility for project planning (in close association with the College), project financing, 
construction, and ongoing project management.  The land on which the LLRC would be 
developed would be leased to the operator by the College.   

 

Response to Comment B1-77 

Warner Ridge (Bella Vista) is a private development that would serve a different purpose and 
market than the LLRC.  The LLRC is predicated upon the occupants living and participating in 
an integral educational setting.  

 

Response to Comment B1-78 

The construction scenario was intended to give the reader an approximate picture of the order 
and timing of projects as they are implemented over the next 7 to 8 years.  It was based on the 
schedule developed by Swinerton Management and Consulting, the Project Manager for the 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-94 

Pierce College Proposition A Bond Program, and was the most current schedule at the time the 
Draft EIR was prepared.  The construction scenario developed by Swinerton is consistent with 
industry standards for public education projects.  It should also be recognized, as stated on page 
2-24 of the Draft EIR, that the construction schedule is flexible and may be revised periodically 
to better accommodate the progress of construction.  As a consequence and given the fact that 
there are approximately 33 new construction and renovation projects identified as part of the 
Master Plan, a detailed construction schedule is beyond the scope of this EIR.  It should also be 
noted that the approximate start and end dates for each of the Master Plan projects are also 
identified in the fourth column of Table 2-1.  

Also, site surveys and soil tests are performed at the inception of the design phase, well ahead of 
construction. 

 

Response to Comment B1-79 

The educational needs of needs of Piece College students as well as the goals and objectives of 
the Master Plan are considered when developing the overall construction schedule.  In addition, 
priority is given to new projects that need to be completed in order to accommodate relocated 
programs.  Minimizing disruption to existing programs is also considered in developing the 
construction schedule. 

 

Response to Comment B1-80 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment B1-81 

Comment noted.  The list of related projects has been revised accordingly (see Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIR for the revised list of related projects).  

 

Response to Comment B1-82 

Comment noted.  The list of related projects has been revised accordingly (see Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIR for the revised list of related projects). 

 

Response to Comment B1-83 

The Master Plan would convert approximately 12 to 13 acres of Prime Farmland to 
accommodate the new Equestrian Education Center and Child Development Center.  The 12 to 
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13 acres represents less than 5 percent of total designated Prime and Unique Farmland acreage 
on the campus.  The proposed facilities would benefit Pierce students and the community.  Other 
proposed projects under the Master Plan would preserve or enhance remaining agricultural acres 
and programs. 

Also see the responses to Comments A4-6 and B1-10. 

 

Response to Comment B1-84 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-83 above. 

 

Response to Comment B1-85 

Please see the response to Comments A4-11 and B1-6. 

 

Response to Comment B1-86 

Faculty and the administration are making efforts to ensure a viable agricultural program at 
Pierce College.  Substantial programming and design efforts are underway to ensure the 
farmland is not underutilized.  The College’s commitment to a viable agriculture program is 
evidenced by three workshops with faculty, community experts, and agriculture faculty from 
around the state that were conducted and site visits to UC Davis, Cal Poly San Louis Obispo, and 
Cal Poly Pomona.  The Master Plan and bond funded projects further demonstrate that 
commitment. 

 

Response to Comment B1-87 

The preferred site for the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex would not require the use of 
any agricultural land. 

 

Response to Comment B1-88 

Please see the responses to Comments A4-38 and B1-83. 
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Response to Comment B1-89 

The appropriate programs would all be accommodated under the Master Plan.  More than 
adequate land would remain for all of the agriculture programs. 

 

Response to Comment B1-90 

Please see the responses to the comments above including A4-11, B1-86, and B1-89.  

 

Response to Comment B1-91 

Please see the responses to Comments A4-38 and B1-83. 

 

Response to Comment B1-92 

Please see the response to Comment B1-21. 

 

Response to Comment B1-93 

Please see the response to Comment B1-21. 

 

Response to Comment B1-94 

Please see the response to Comment B1-21.  Also, the Canadian geese mitigation measures 
specify that areas designated for enhancement for foraging or resting shall be appropriate for 
limiting human disturbance and that the planting plan shall specify methods for limiting human 
disturbance.  It should also be recognized that the areas on the campus currently and in recent 
years frequented by Canadian geese are not pristine and free of human disturbance or activities.  
In fact, the Canadian geese have been known to frequent the athletic fields in the northeast 
corner of the campus.  

 

Response to Comment B1-95 

CEQA requires that the Lead Agency, i.e., the District, adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan that outlines the procedures for ensuring that mitigation measures proposed in an 
EIR, or Mitigated Negative Declaration, are faithfully implemented.  
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Response to Comment B1-96 

The remaining agricultural land south of El Rancho Drive as well as along Victory Boulevard 
would be logical areas to target for enhancement.  

 

Response to Comment B1-97 

The College or its designees will be responsible for executing the mitigation measures identified 
in the EIR.  Although no “penalties” or fines are prescribed by CEQA for failure to execute 
adopted mitigation measures, to do so would be a violation of CEQA, and a basis for potential 
enforcement action.  

 

Response to Comment B1-98 

It is not always possible, because of cost or other constraints, to schedule grubbing or tree 
removal outside of the bird breeding season.  If construction occurs during the breeding season, 
other measures are proposed, e.g., flagging off areas where nesting birds are present, to ensure 
impacts are minimized.  These measures are permissible, standard practice, and are consistent 
with the measures proposed by the California Department of Fish and Game in their response to 
the EIR Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR). 

 

Response to Comment B1-99 

Please see the response to Comment B1-98 above. 

 

Response to Comment B1-100 

Please see the response to Comment B1-23 above. 

 

Response to Comment B1-101 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-23, B1-94, and B1-98 
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Response to Comment B1-102 

Comment noted.  Also see the responses above. 

 

Response to Comment B1-103 

Comment noted.  Also, please see the responses to Comment B1-6  above. 

 

Response to Comment B1-104 

Please see the response to Comment B1-12. 

 

Response to Comment B1-105 

Comment noted.  Also see the responses to Comments A4-15, B1-11, B1-75, and B1-77. 

 

Response to Comment B1-106 

Comment noted.  Also see the response to Comment B1-10.  

 

Response to Comment B1-107 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment B1-108 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM ANONYMOUS SOURCE 
(COMMENT LETTR C1) 

 

Response to Comment C1-1 

For a detailed discussion of traffic, the reader is referred to the Transportation/Traffic section of 
the Draft EIR and the responses to Comment Letter A2 in this chapter.  It is anticipated that most 
of the traffic impacts of the increase in enrollment and employment that could occur under the 
Master Plan could be mitigated to a level of insignificance. 

During construction, there could be significant but temporary air quality impacts.  The additional 
traffic generated by increases in enrollment and employment could also result in increased 
pollutant emissions, a significant impact.  To reduce traffic and resulting automobile emissions, 
the College will implement additional Transportation Demand Measures.  A detailed discussion 
of construction and operational air quality impacts is provided in Section 3-4 of the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSES TO WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM ANONYMOUS SOURCE 
(COMMENT LETTR C2) 

 

Response to Comment C2-1 

Comment noted.  The safety and security of Pierce College students and employees is a priority 
of the College administration and the District.  Recent security improvements include the new 
sheriff’s contract and facilities, the renovation of parking lot 7, and additional blue emergency 
phones.  Plants that obstruct the line of sight are also trimmed to improve safety and security.  
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RESPONSES TO WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM MELANIE ARGUERO 
(COMMENT LETTR C3) 

 

Response to Comment C3-1 

The comment in support of the Master Plan is noted  
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RESPONSES TO WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM ERNESTO BAWYOT 
(COMMENT LETTR C4) 

 

Response to Comment C4-1 

No significant impacts are anticipated to surrounding businesses.  It is possible that some local 
businesses, e.g., restaurants or retail establishments, could in fact benefit from increased 
patronage as the student and employee populations increase with implementation of the Master 
Plan. 

The commenter is also referred to other comment letters from members of the public provided in 
this chapter for information on local neighborhood concerns. 
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RESPONSES TO 9/9/02 COMMENT LETTER FROM ROBERT AND SHIRLEY 
BLESSING (COMMENT LETTR C5) 

 

Response to Comment C5-1 

Comment noted.  However, it should also be noted that members of the College administration, 
including President Darroch Young, Tim Oliver, Dr. James Rikel, and Tom Oliver as well as 
representatives from the Project Manager (Swinerton Management and Consulting) and the EIR 
consultant (Myra L. Frank & Associates, Inc.) were present and available to answer questions 
from the public at the two workshops.  

 

Response to Comment C5-2 

Please see the response to Comment B1-1. 

 

Response to Comment C5-3 

Comment noted.  Also, please see the response to Comment A4-11. 

 

Response to Comment C5-4 

 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-2 and B1-40. 

 

Response to Comment C5-5 

Notices were sent to residents and businesses within 1,000 feet of the campus in accordance with 
the new guidelines for implementing CEQA recently adopted by the Los Angeles Community 
College District.  A newspaper notice was also placed in the Daily News on July 25, 2002.  The 
District’s noticing requirements go beyond what is required by the State CEQA Guidelines.     

 

Response to Comment C5-6 

Comment noted.  Also see the response to Comment B1-14.  The worthiness of academic, job 
training, community service and life-long learning programs is the province of the College.  The 
Master Plan was never a referendum on which programs the College would offer nor how they 
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would be funded, but rather where the College’s current and future programs would be 
physically sited on the campus in the future.  Proposition A (April 2001) had not passed when 
the master planning workshops were held (2000), so differentiation by funding source would 
have been theoretical at best. 

 

Response to Comment C5-7 

As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, student enrollment has varied substantially over the 
years.  In the Fall of 1981, there were 23,700 students enrolled at the College.  Enrollment 
declined to a low of 13,078 students in the Fall of 1998.  In the Fall 2001 and Fall 2002 
semesters there were 18,118 students and 19,184 students, respectively, enrolled at Pierce 
College.  It is the College’s understanding that College expansion in the 1950s-1970s was 
designed to accommodate a population of up to 25,000 students.  However, educational delivery 
systems have changed dramatically, especially with regard to technology and the sciences.  Plain 
classrooms and modest laboratories alone are no longer adequate to keep pace with 
contemporary educational requirements.  The Master Plan anticipates providing technically more 
acute, consolidated, better facilities to improve the quality of educational delivery and support 
systems. 

 

Response to Comment C5-8 

The Fall 2002 enrollment (i.e., students who enrolled in at least one course at the College) 
peaked at 19,184 students; however, this enrollment includes a significant amount of growth not 
funded by the State of California.  In fiscal year 2002-2003, the State has budgeted for 3 percent 
enrollment growth.  It is the goal of the College to be funded by the State for each student the 
College educates.  Specifically, the College will manage growth to correspond with state funding 
allocations by attempting to match the funded FTE students with the enrolled FTE.  To achieve 
that goal, the College will design its course offerings to mirror the funding that the state actually 
provides, which will require a reduction of one class in each department during the Fall 2002 
semester, an 80 percent reduction in classes during the winter intersession, an 8 percent reduction 
in the number of classes in the spring semester, and one session instead of two during the 
summer.  As a result of these class reductions, it is anticipated that the number of FTE students 
for the 2002-2003 academic year would be approximately 12,600 (or 600 more than the Draft 
EIR projection of 12,000 FTEs) and projected Fall 2003 enrollment would be reduced to 18,600 
students.  Given state budget shortfalls, it is assumed that the state funded enrollment growth rate 
of 3 percent will continue.  Based on this enrollment growth rate, it is anticipated that 
approximately 22,800 students would be enrolled at the College in the Fall 2010 semester and 
there would be 15,960 FTE students in the 2010-2011 academic year.  Should student enrollment 
within the next 8 years substantially exceed the projections in the EIR, further analysis and 
additional environmental documentation may be required in order to comply with CEQA 
regulations.  
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Response to Comment C5-9 

Although the voters have approved the $1.245 billion Proposition A bond measure, it is the 
responsibility of the District to allocate that $1.245 billion in funding among the nine 
Community Colleges that comprise the Los Angeles Community College District.  The District 
established the distribution to the nine Colleges prior to Proposition A appearing on the ballot in 
April 2001.  What is fixed is the amount of Prop A funds allocated to each College.  Pierce 
College will receive $166 million.  The money can only be spent on projects listed in the bond 
language.  The bond language does not articulate priorities, individual square footage or budgets 
for specific projects on any of the college campuses.  That is left to the discretion of the 
Colleges. Additionally, implementation of projects to which funding has been allocated is 
contingent upon completion of the CEQA process and approval of individual projects proposed 
under this Master Plan.  If CEQA clearance is not obtained or the Master Plan projects are not 
approved, then these projects would not be implemented.  Accordingly, consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA, a No Project Alternative, or what would occur if the proposed project 
(i.e., Master Plan) is not implemented, was included in the EIR.  As stated on page S-12, under 
the No Project Alternative, new improvements and renovation work would be minimal, 
intermittent, and would consist primarily of those campus projects already approved and funded.  

 

Response to Comment C5-10 

Please see the response to Comment C5-6. 

 

Response to Comment C5-11 

Comment noted.  Also please see the response to Comment C5-6. 

 

Response to Comment C5-12 

Please see the response to Comment C5-8. 

 

Response to Comment C5-13 

As noted on page 3-127 of the Draft EIR, under state law, buildings and facilities at Pierce 
College are generally subject to zoning limitations imposed by the City of Los Angeles.  By two-
thirds vote of the District’s Board of Trustees, however, the District may elect to exempt 
classroom facilities from local zoning control.  New facilities that would not fully comply with 
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current zoning and that are not exempted by the District Board may require a variance, 
conditional use permit, or zone modification from the City of Los Angeles.  

 

Response to Comment C5-14 

Comment noted.  The EIR is a combined Program/Project EIR in that it addresses the cumulative 
significant effects of all of the development proposed under the Master Plan as well as the 
specific environmental effects of individual projects.  Because the Master Plan includes a 
number of new and renovation projects (approximately 33 in total), it is acknowledged that some 
projects have been defined to a greater detail than others and further refinements will be made as 
building designs and proposals are developed.  Should changes be proposed to projects described 
in the EIR, those projects will be examined in light of the analyses in this EIR to determine 
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared to address any new effects not 
previously considered.  This is permissible under CEQA.  As stated on page 1-4 of the EIR, if 
the lead agency (i.e., the District) finds that the subsequent project would not result in new 
effects or require new mitigation measures, the lead agency can approve the activity as being 
within the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR, and no new environmental 
document would be required.  If an EIR is required for a subsequent activity, the subsequent EIR 
can focus on new effects that were not considered before. 

With regards to the comment concerning the “lessee’s” use of 12 acres of open space/agricultural 
lands, it should be noted that no agreement with a lessee has been reached.  Also the AEEP 
partnership, would occupy 7 acres, not 12 acres as stated in the comment. 

 

Response to Comment C5-15 

Comment noted.  The amphitheater is a preliminary proposal (see the response to Comment C5-
53 below for a discussion of Horticulture area parking requirements).  Also see the response to 
Comment C5-14 above regarding changes to projects and the need for additional environmental 
documentation. 

 

Response to Comment C5-16 

Comment noted.  Also see the responses to Comments B1-2 and B1-40. 

 

Response to Comment C5-17 

As noted in the response to Comment B1-63, the marketing study that will project revenues for 
the dormitories and the LLRC has not been completed.  In a sense all academic housing projects 
on college/university land are subsidized because commercial land costs are not a debt factor. 
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Part of the purpose of the market feasibility study is to determine what the target student markets 
will bear in terms of rental rates and to evaluate whether the units can be built and maintained 
cost-effectively within that rate structure.  Because private or public partnerships will be building 
the properties and actual costs will have to be covered, the units will all be market rate and none 
will be “low cost or subsidized” in a Section 8 sort of arrangement.  To be eligible for the LLRC, 
a tenant must be over 55 and teach, be enrolled as a student, mentor, or coach for a pre-
determined number of hours or credit units (see the response to Comment B1-71).  It is not true 
“that all you need to be eligible for Senior Housing may be to only participate in your own 
private activity”.    

 

Response to Comment C5-18 

Comment noted.  The description of the Bella Vista project in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR has 
been revised.  Please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for the revised text. 

 

Response to Comment C5-19 

Comment noted.  Also see the Los Angeles Department of Transportation’s comments on 
mitigation measures (Comment Letter A2) and the responses to those comments. 

 

Response to Comment C5-20 

Comment noted.  The conversion of open space/agricultural lands for the development of a new 
Equestrian Education Center and Child Development Center is acknowledged to be an 
unavoidable significant adverse impact of the Master Plan.  Tree removal will be mitigated by 
planting of new trees and landscaping in accordance with a Landscape-Specific Master Plan.  
Implementation of the Landscape-Specific Master Plan would improve the overall visual 
appearance of the campus. 

 

Response to Comment C5-21 

New facilities and associated lighting would be generally located far from sensitive residential 
uses that border the campus.  In addition, light fixtures would be used that direct light onto the 
individual project sites to minimize spillover impacts on adjacent uses. 

 

Response to Comment C5-22 

Comment noted.  Also see the response to Comment B1-83. 
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Response to Comment C5-23 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-6 and B1-44. 

 

Response to Comment C5-24 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR (p. 2-13), the Central Manure Disposal Collection 
facility would be screened on all sides and would be managed to control odors, spillage, and 
flies.  It should also be noted that the proposed location of the facility is approximately 2,400 feet 
from the closest residents to the south of the campus and approximately 900 feet from the 
residences to the north across Victory Boulevard.  The manure collected at the facility would be 
disposed of at least once a week by using a mulch spreader to spread the manure on the existing 
agricultural fields on the campus.  This is consistent with current organic animal waste disposal 
practices on the campus.  The new Equestrian Education Center could accommodate 
approximately 130 horses.  Currently, approximately 5 horses are stabled in the Red Barn, 23 
horses (packhorses) are kept in pasture, and several privately owned horses are kept in pens on 
the campus.  For those infrequent occasions when a large amount of animal waste would be 
generated due to a special event at the Equestrian Education Center, the College will haul the 
excess waste either to a local landfill or to the Los Angeles Equestrian Center, where it would be 
processed, packaged, and sold to the public by a private contractor.  Given theses measures, the 
distance of the facility from the closest residences, and the fact that manure is generated by 
existing farm animals on the campus, new significant air quality or odor impacts are not 
anticipated.  

It should also be noted that the greatest air quality impacts would occur as a result of the 
estimated 7,570 daily motor vehicle trips generated by the additional College students and 
employees on the campus that are projected under the Master Plan.  A special event held at the 
Equestrian Education Center, which would be held on a Friday evening or weekend, would 
generate less traffic than would be generated by students and employees traveling to the campus 
on a typical weekday school day.  According to the analysis in the Draft EIR, the 7,750 
additional daily trips would result in emissions of carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, 
and nitrogen oxides that would exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.  To reduce vehicle 
trips and associated pollutant emissions, additional Transportation Demand Management 
measures are proposed (See Section 3-16.3 of the Draft EIR) 

 

Response to Comment C5-25 

Comment noted.  Implementation of the air quality mitigation measures will be monitored by 
Pierce College staff or their designees. 
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Response to Comment C5-26 

The following text is from an August 7, 2002 letter from the Los Angeles County Department of 
Health Services to Dr. Rocky Young, President of Pierce College regarding Valley Fever and 
Coccidioides immitis. 

Coccidioides immitis (cocci) is a fungus which is endemic to desert areas of the 
southwestern United States.  It is said that wherever the creosote bush grows, 
Coccidioides immitis will be found in the soil.  In California, the San Joaquin 
Valley accounts for most of the human cases of coccidioidomycosis reported.  
The soil in the Bakersfield area is most heavy laden with spores of this fungus of 
all areas in California.  Whenever wind conditions in Bakersfield stir up dust 
storms, outbreaks of coccidioidomycosis follow. 

In Los Angeles County, the most highly cocci endemic areas are the North and 
West ends of the San Fernando Valley.  Granada Hills and Woodland Hills are 
both endemic areas.  Because there is no way to eliminate the fungus from the 
soil, persons who live in endemic areas must use dust control measures to 
decrease exposure as much as possible.  Since the fungus is found predominantly 
in the first four inches of topsoil, it is this layer which must be controlled with 
dust mitigation efforts.  For instance, when excavating in the area, the soil must 
be wetted down so that dust inhalation is minimized or prevented.  Planting grass 
is another mitigation measure which prevents excessive dust in the vicinity of 
homes.  Asphalt covering for parking lots and playground areas or oiling down 
unpaved areas where dust is a problem are potential mitigation measures to 
decrease the risk of cocci infection.  Use of masks is also recommended when 
digging in dusty environments in endemic areas. 

Persons who live in cocci endemic areas generally develop lifelong immunity to 
the fungus with a first infection.  Because most people who live in cocci endemic 
areas become immune within the first four to five years of residence, the 
newcomer is most at risk of acquiring an infection. 

Most infections are asymptomatic.  However, a first infection may be like a 
prolonged cold, with cough, chills, fever, and chest congestion lasting one or 
more weeks.  The vast majority of people do not progress farther than this.  In 
about 1:1000 cases a more severe form called disseminated coccidioidomycosis 
will occur.  This is more common among African Americans, Filipinos, and other 
Asian cultures.  Disseminated coccidioidomycosis can cause severe and 
prolonged illness, leading to death.  There is an antibiotic therapy available for 
disseminated cocci infections, but pulmonary infections are usually self limited, 
not requiring specific treatment. 

Animals of all kinds are also susceptible to infection with Coccidioides immitis.  
Dust control in horse paddocks is recommended. 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-127 

To minimize potential Valley Fever health hazards posed by construction activities, additional 
mitigation measures have been added to the Air Quality section of the EIR (see Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIR).   

 

Response to Comment C5-27 

Comment noted.  Also, please see the response to Comment B1-21. 

 

Response to Comment C5-28 

Comment noted.  Please see the responses to Comment B1-23 and C5-20. 

 

Response to Comment C5-29 

Please see the response to Comment B1-23. 

 

Response to Comment C5-30 

An onsite archaeological monitor will be present during construction in areas of archaeological 
sensitivity such as locations in the vicinity of the historic water sources on the campus or in the 
Chalk Hills. 

 

Response to Comment C5-31 

A paleontological monitor will be present to monitor excavation in areas identified as likely to 
contain paleontologic resources. 

 

Response to Comment C5-32 

As stated on page S-27 of the Draft EIR, geotechnical investigations will be performed by 
qualified licensed professionals before final design of any structures, and recommendations 
provided in these reports shall be implemented as appropriate.  During construction, onsite safety 
inspectors and project engineers will ensure adherence to the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration standards required for excavation and shoring and compliance with the 
recommendations in the geotechnical reports. 
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Response to Comment C5-33 

Geotechnical Consultants, Inc., the consultant responsible for preparing the 
Geology/Soils/Seismicity section of the Draft EIR , checked several sources, including an expert 
in the field, and have found no information on the Kelvin fault identified in the comment. 

 

Response to Comment C5-34 

Section 3-10 of the Draft EIR identifies all known locations contaminated by hazardous 
materials that could affect or be affected by projects proposed under the Master Plan.  These 
hazardous materials sites and sources of potential contamination were identified by reviewing 
public records, conducting a site reconnaissance, and interviewing Pierce College employees.  
Implementation of the mitigation measures in the EIR would ensure that the health of the public 
and workers is protected to the maximum extent feasible in the event of construction in the 
vicinity of a known or previously unidentified hazardous materials site. 

 

Response to Comment C5-35 

A “not reported” status means that the responsible agency has not received any further 
information or the information was not reported by the responsible party.  Also see the response 
to Comment C5-34 above. 

 

Response to Comment C5-36 

Environmental consultants, who are prequalified by the Program Manager, will provide 
hazardous material testing. 

 

Response to Comment C5-37 

The proposed development of the new Equestrian Education Center would result in an additional  
11 to 12 acres of impervious surfaces (also see the response to Comment C17-6).  The proposed 
new Sciences Partnership Building and associated parking would be located on a portion of the 
campus where there are existing buildings and paved parking, so it is anticipated that the increase 
in impervious surfaces would be minimal, perhaps 2 to 3 acres.  This increase in impervious 
surfaces on the western portion of the campus would not have a significant impact on 
groundwater recharge given the fact that more than half of the 384 acres within the campus 
boundaries do not contain structures, pavement, or other impervious surfaces.  In addition, 
drainage improvements will include new detention ponds or similar measures to capture 
rainwater runoff and allow it to percolate back into the ground. 
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Response to Comment C5-38 

All proper precautions will be taken to ensure existing utilities, including storm drains, are not 
damaged or disrupted during construction.  Additionally, it should be noted that drainage 
improvements, including new drainage channels and storm drains, will be implemented to 
accommodate new development.   

 

Response to Comment C5-39 

No takes of species of plants or animals listed under the California Endangered Species Act is 
anticipated.  Therefore, a CESA Permit will not be required. 

 

Response to Comment C5-40 

Please see the responses to Comments A3-1, A3-2, A8-2, and C17-6. 

 

Response to Comment C5-41 

Please see the response to Comments A1-2, A-3, and C51-3 for a discussion of zoning 
consistency, conditional use permits and other entitlements, and the impacts of the height of 
proposed structures on nearby residential neighborhoods.  

 

Response to Comment C5-42 

Police protection for special events and student housing will be provided by the Los Angeles 
County Sheriff’s Department.  There is no evidence to suggest that providing on-campus housing 
or holding special events at the new Equestrian Education Center would substantially increase 
crime or vandalism in nearby neighborhoods.  

 

Response to Comment C5-43 

Fire protection will be addressed in the upcoming campuswide Fire/Life Safety Plan that is to be 
approved by the State Fire Marshall.  In addition, the College will consult and coordinate with 
the City of Los Angeles Fire Department to ensure adequate access is provided for emergency 
vehicles.  The Horticulture area will be accessible to fire fighting equipment as required under 
the plan. 
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Response to Comment C5-44 

Transportation demand management measures can and do work to encourage alternative travel 
modes and reduce vehicular tripmaking below levels that would otherwise be experienced.  
Pierce College currently implements a variety of TDM measures, primarily oriented to faculty 
and staff employees.  The Draft EIR recommends expanding and extending these measures, 
including a greater emphasis on student trip reduction.  As part of the mitigation monitoring 
program, and in accordance with City of Los Angeles requirements (see the response to 
Comment A2-18), surveys will be conducted on a periodic basis to ensure that average vehicle 
ridership (AVR) goals of the TDM program are being met. 

The parking analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that sufficient parking supply would be 
provided on campus to accommodate projected parking needs at buildout of the Facilities Master 
Plan (student growth to 23,252 enrollment/16,423 FTE, plus public/private partnerships). 

 

Response to Comment C5-45 

At locations where implementation of ATSAC/ATCS or ATCS is proposed as mitigation, the 
cost of implementing ATSAC/ATCS is currently $99,400 per intersection, while the cost of 
implementing ATCS is currently $20,000 per intersection (see comments A2-3 and A2-4).  At 
locations where physical improvements are proposed as mitigation, the cost of the improvements 
will be determined at the time of their design.  It will be the responsibility of the Los Angeles 
Community College District and Pierce College to obtain/provide funding for these 
improvements. 

 

Response to Comment C5-46 

Two hundred children and 36 staff members (including staff and student workers) are anticipated 
at the Child Development Center.  Los Angeles County code requirements were used to estimate 
the parking requirement for the Child Development Center based on 30 staff (not including 
student workers) and 200 children.  It is anticipated that appropriate short-term drop-off will be 
provided when the Child Development Center is designed.  Although the facility is open to 
public enrollment, historically children at the Child Development Center have always been 
children of Pierce students, faculty, and/or staff otherwise already on campus.  It is expected that 
many of these parents would park in other on-campus lots and walk their children to the Child 
Development Center (two major campus lots, Lot 7 and the future Equestrian Education Center 
east lot would be within walking distance of the Child Development Center). 
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Responses to Comment C5-47 through C5-50 

Parking requirements for a capacity event at the Equestrian Education Center were estimated in 
the Draft EIR traffic study at 1,123 spaces, including 833 spaces for spectators (2,500 seats, 3 
persons per vehicle) and 290 spaces for event participants and staff (200 automobiles/passenger 
vehicles, 50 recreational vehicles, and 40 horse trailers).  This estimate exceeds the 1,012 spaces 
to be provided at the Equestrian Education Center; however, sold-out peak capacity events at the 
Center are expected on Friday evenings and weekends only, when parking demands on the 
remainder of the campus would be low.  A sold-out event would be able to utilize excess spaces 
elsewhere on campus, including the 400 spaces to be provided at the Sciences Partnership 
Building immediately adjacent to the Equestrian Education Center. 

Additional parking would not be needed for the Special Events Kiosk and Concession Area, as 
these would be support functions serving spectators and participants already present for an event 
would not generate additional parking demand. 

The horseman fundamentals academic program would utilize the Equestrian Education Center 
facilities but would operate during weekday daytime academic hours.  As such, it would not 
generate parking demands at the same time as public events at the Equestrian Education Center.  
Daytime academic use of the Equestrian Education Center would be readily accommodated in 
the proposed facility parking lots. 

Capacity for 250 persons may also be available in terraced seating.  The terraced seating would 
generate a demand for up to 117 parking spaces (at 3 persons per vehicle).  The terraced seating 
would not typically be used at the same time as the permanent seats.  However, even if it were, 
the additional demand could be accommodated within the unused on-campus parking supply on 
Friday evenings and weekends. 

 

Response to Comment C5-51 

Agriculture Education Experiences and Programs (AEEP) visitation is expected to primarily be 
school fieldtrips, generating up to two buses and four accompanying private vehicles at one time.  
Parking for the AEEP buses and cars would be shared parking provided in the west Equestrian 
Education Center Parking lot.  Parking requirements for the 5,000-square-foot produce stand 
were estimated using the Los Angeles City code requirement of four spaces per 1,000 square feet 
for retail uses, yielding an estimated requirement for 20 spaces.  These 20 spaces would be 
provided immediately adjacent to the stand itself.  These spaces would be more than sufficient to 
accommodate the projected needs. 

 

Response to Comment C5-52 

Although the partner is not known at present, parking for the Sciences Partnership Building 
should be more than sufficient regardless of the ultimate partner.  Four-hundred spaces are 
proposed for the 100,000-square-foot facility, a ratio of 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet.  The City 
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of Los Angeles code requirement is only 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet for office or research and 
development uses, whereas the Urban Land Institute (ULI) estimates office parking demands at 3 
spaces per 1,000 square feet.  The proposed 400 spaces would exceed the number of spaces 
needed to satisfy either ratio.  Also, to the extent that some of the future employees or interns at 
the Science Partnership are Pierce College staff or students already on campus, net parking 
requirements for the Sciences Partnership Building would be reduced proportionally. 

 

Response to Comment C5-53 

The Horticulture area would include a venue for hosting significant College and community 
events such as weddings, bar mitzvahs, and reunions.  These events would be held on Friday 
evenings, weekends, or summer days when campus academic parking demands are low, and 
event attendees would therefore be able to use the on-campus parking supply.  The amphitheater, 
referenced in the comment, is a preliminary proposal only. 

 

Response to Comment C5-54 

Although a separate dedicated parking area would not be provided for the student housing 
partnership, sufficient parking for student residents would be available in the campus general 
student parking supply.  The student parking lots would be within walking distance of the 
campus academic uses and the student housing.  Student residents, by the very nature of the fact 
that they will be present on campus at all hours, will often be able to find spaces closest to the 
housing.  The student parking lots could also be used for any conference use of the student 
housing. 

The location of service/delivery vehicle parking for the cafeteria would be determined when the 
cafeteria is designed. 

 

Response to Comment C5-55 

Parking requirements estimated in the Draft EIR for the Life-Long Learning Residences 
Complex were developed based on City of Los Angeles code requirements, not information from 
San Diego.  Residents owning campers or motor homes would be required to park them in off-
campus public storage facilities. 

 

Response to Comment C5-56 

Parking requirements were estimated for the various components of the Pierce College Facilities 
Master Plan (e.g., academic growth, the equestrian center, and the various public/private 
partnership projects) based on a combination of empirical data, projections of activity levels, and 
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Los Angeles code requirements, as appropriate to the specific use.  Based on this analysis, the 
Draft EIR concluded that the future campus parking supply at buildout of the Master Plan would 
be more than sufficient to accommodate projected demands, and parking is not expected to be a 
significant unmitigated impact. 

 

Response to Comment C5-57 

The College will be responsible for the cost of any onsite improvements to the utility 
infrastructure system that are necessary to accommodate new Pierce College development.  

 

Response to Comment C5-58 

The main campus sewers have adequate capacity to accommodate the projected increase in the 
student and employee populations, though some smaller on-campus sewer lines may have to be 
upgraded or replaced or new sewer lines constructed.  The campus sewer lines drain into a 15-
inch main sewer line in Victory Boulevard.  This sewer line has adequate capacity to 
accommodate existing and future campus wastewater flows under the Master Plan (see page 3-
233 of the Draft EIR).  

In addition it should be noted that a water reclamation facility is under consideration.  This 
facility would help reduce the amount of wastewater the campus contributes to city sewer lines.  
Also, the Master Plan would follow green, energy efficient, sustainable design guidelines as set 
forth in the Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) Guidelines.  Pierce College 
has already started implementing these guidelines in existing buildings and will continue to 
apply these design elements throughout the Master Plan process.  High efficiency wastewater 
fixtures will be installed in new and renovated facilities on the campus.  These fixtures will help 
to decrease the amount of sewage generated on the campus.   

 

Response to Comment C5-59 

As stated on page 3-143 of the Draft EIR, the increase in solid waste generated by the campus 
would have an incremental, negligible impact on landfill capacity.  Additionally, the College has 
started implementing LEED guidelines and waste diversion practices to reduce the amount of 
waste contributed to local landfills.  However, although the project’s solid waste impacts would 
not be significant; it is acknowledged on page 5-16 of the Draft EIR that due to diminishing 
landfill capacity in the region, the proposed project and other cumulative development in the 
region could have a potentially significant cumulative impact on solid waste facilities. 
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Response to Comment C5-60 

Please see the responses to Comments A3-1, A3-2, A8-2, and C17-6. 

 

Response to Comment C5-61 

Comments noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM ROBERT 
BLESSING (COMMENT LETTER C6) 

 

Response to Comment C6-1 

Please see the responses to Comments A3-1, A3-2, A8-2, and C17-6.  Also, the storm drain 
entering the campus at the north end of Kelvin Avenue has no history of flooding the proposed 
Child Development Center site west of Mason .  The only challenge at the site is the significant 
offsite runoff from the residential area to the south, which uses Pierce’s western campus area as a 
watershed. 

 

Response to Comment C6-2 

Comments noted.  Also please see the response to Comment B1-1. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM YVONNE 
BROOKS (COMMENT LETTER C7) 

 

Response to Comment C7-1 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM ROBERT 
KATHERYN CUASOR (COMMENT LETTER C8) 

 

Response to Comment C8-1 

Comments noted.  Also please note that no parking structures are proposed as part of the Master 
Plan.   
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM NG DO 
(COMMENT LETTER C9) 

 

Response to Comment C9-1 

Comments noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM J.B. DOMINE 
(COMMENT LETTER C10) 

 

Response to Comment C10-1 

The traffic signals along Victory Boulevard are under the control of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT).  Concerns regarding operation of these signals should 
be brought to the attention of the LADOT. 

Mitigation measures are proposed in the Draft EIR for projected project impacts at intersections 
along Victory Boulevard. 

 

Response to Comment C10-2 

One-way traffic flows work best when there is a couplet of parallel roadways in close proximity, 
so that the reverse direction flow can be provided.  The street system in the west San Fernando 
Valley does not provide such roadways, but rather provides a grid system of arterial streets 
generally located at one-half mile spacing.  If Victory Boulevard were to be converted to one-
way flow, a parallel arterial would need to be converted to one-way flow in the opposite 
direction to accommodate the traffic that would be displaced from Victory Boulevard.  Since the 
reverse direction arterial would be at least one-half mile away, motorists (particularly those 
destined to residential and commercial land uses within or near the Victory Boulevard corridor) 
would be forced to travel at least one-half mile out of their way to travel in the reverse direction.  
This would likely lead to increased circuitous travel through nearby collector and local 
residential streets.  

In addition, such a measure would be a substantial change to the circulation system in the west 
San Fernando Valley and would be beyond the purview of Pierce College to implement. 

 

Response to Comment C10-3 

The Draft EIR proposes widening of the westbound U.S. 101 off-ramp at Winnetka Avenue as a 
mitigation measure for the proposed project. 

 

Response to Comment C10-4 

The congestion management program (CMP) analysis of impacts on regional transportation 
facilities in the Draft EIR concluded that the project would not have a significant impact on the 
U.S. 101 freeway mainline.  No project mitigation would therefore be required. 
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It should be noted that the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and Caltrans are 
currently conducting a separate study (not related to the Pierce College EIR) of the U.S. 101 
freeway corridor throughout the San Fernando Valley and to the west.  This study is exploring 
potential alternatives for future transportation system improvements in the corridor.  Further 
information regarding this study can be obtained by contacting MTA or Caltrans. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM S. ENFIELD 
(COMMENT LETTER C11) 

 

Response to Comment C11-1 

Comments noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM MONA FIELD 
(COMMENT LETTER C12) 

 

Response to Comment C12-1 

Comments noted.  The community outreach effort will continue through the Final EIR process 
and as Master Plan projects are implemented. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM MANUIR 
GILLAN (COMMENT LETTER C13) 

 

Response to Comment C13-1 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/9/02 LETTER FROM DONNA HURST (COMMENT LETTER 
C14) 

 

Response to Comment C14-1 

The comment in support of the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex is noted by the District. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/9/02 LETTER FROM JAMES J. KING (COMMENT LETTER 
C15) 

 

Response to Comment C15-1 

The Draft EIR evaluated existing and projected future parking conditions on the Pierce College 
campus with buildout of the Facilities Master Plan.  The Master Plan envisions increasing the on-
campus parking supply by almost 1,100 spaces (over 25 percent), from about 4,120 spaces 
currently to a total of over 5,200.  The Draft EIR projected future parking needs for the various 
elements of the Master Plan, including projected academic growth (total enrollment of 23,252 
students/16,423 FTE students), the Equestrian Education Center, and the public/private 
partnership projects, and concluded that the proposed parking supply would be sufficient to 
accommodate projected needs. 

 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-157 

 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-158 

RESPONSES TO THE LETTER FROM LEO MAGGIO (COMMENT LETTER C16) 

 

Response to Comment C16-1 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment C16-2 

The comment in support of the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex is noted by the District. 
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RESPONSES TO THE 9/9/02 LETTER FROM BARRY B. MARTIN (COMMENT LETTER 
C17) 

 

Response to Comment C17-1 

Comments noted.  Also see the responses to Comments B1-6, B1-11, and B1-70. 

 

Response to Comment C17-2 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-6 and B1-44. 

Additionally, the Sciences Partnership Building would not be constructed on undeveloped open 
space as claimed in the comment.  The proposed facility would be located on the site of the 
existing Plant Facilities and old dairy. 

 

Response to Comment C17-3 

Comment noted.  The College currently has no plans to acquire additional property off campus. 

 

Response to Comment C17-4 

Geese forage on grass and other low growing herbaceous plants such as pasture.  The pasture 
they prefer is being retained and would be enhanced.  The Master Plan is not expected to result 
in a decline in the geese population due to new facilities and activities. 

The College is opposed to the development of a parking structure south of El Rancho Drive, 
which would force geese closer to Victory Boulevard.  The geese have traditionally preferred the 
south pastures, closer to the Nature Center, and away from Victory Boulevard and De Soto 
Avenue.  The Nature Center and pastures provide the best “buffer zone” between the geese and 
human activities. 

Also, please see the response to Comment B1-12 regarding the development of parking 
structures. 

 

Response to Comment C17-5 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR (p. 2-13), the Central Manure Disposal Collection 
facility would be screened on all sides and would be managed to control odors, spillage, and 
flies.  It should also be noted that the proposed location of the facility is approximately 2,400 feet 



Responses to Comments 

 
 
Los Angeles Pierce College Facilities Master Plan Final EIR page 1-163 

from the closest residents to the south of the campus and approximately 900 feet from the 
residences to the north across Victory Boulevard.  The manure collected at the facility would be 
disposed of at least once a week by using a mulch spreader to spread the manure on the existing 
agricultural fields on the campus.  This is consistent with current organic animal waste disposal 
practices on the campus.  It should also be noted that the new Equestrian Education Center could 
accommodate approximately 130 horses.  Currently, approximately 5 horses are stabled in the 
Red Barn, 23 horses (packhorses) are kept in pasture, and several privately owned horses are 
kept in pens on the campus.  For those infrequent occasions when a large amount of animal 
waste would be generated due to a special event at the Equestrian Education Center, the College 
will haul the excess waste either to a local landfill or to the Los Angeles Equestrian Center, 
where it would be processed, packaged, and sold to the public by a private contractor.  

 

Response to Comment C17-6 

The new Equestrian Education Center would include approximately 10 acres of paved parking.  
Project design criteria will specify that all additional runoff be contained on site or in holding 
areas.  In addition new parking lots will include filters or sediment traps to capture contaminants 
in water runoff.  Also see the responses to Comment A3-1 and A3-2. 

 

Response to Comment C17-7 

The drilling of water wells to provide irrigation water, which would require an agreement with 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, will be considered as an alternative.  
The College is also investigating the possibility of constructing an onsite water reclamation 
facility or contributing funds towards the construction of an underground pipeline to transport 
reclaimed water from the Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant to the campus. 

 

Response to Comment C17-8 

Comment noted.  There is a weather station in the Horticulture area that, with faculty and student 
participation, has been recording and reporting Woodland Hills weather data for more than 40 
years.  
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM SHIRLEY 
MILLER (COMMENT LETTER C18) 

 

Response to Comment C18-1 

North/south split phasing was a component of the mitigation measure as proposed in the Draft 
EIR for the Mason Avenue/Victory Boulevard intersection.  However, the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation has determined that the mitigation measure as originally proposed 
should be modified, and the modified mitigation measure does not include implementation of 
north/south split phasing.  See the response to comment A2-4 for more information about the 
original and modified mitigation measure at Mason Avenue/Victory Boulevard. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM MARK PHAN 
(COMMENT LETTER C19) 

 

Response to Comment C19-1 

Comments noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEETS FROM WENDY 
GLADSTONE POTTER (COMMENT LETTER C20) 

 

Response to Comment C20-1 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment C20-2 

Comments noted.  Also see the responses to Comments B1-2, B1-6, and B1-40.  The private 
partner will have no say in “discretionary revenue” spending. 

 

Response to Comment C20-3 

Comment noted.  Please see the responses B1-28 and C5-8 regarding past and future student 
enrollment.  Please see the response to C5-7 about adequacy of facilities. 

 

Response to Comment C20-4 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment C20-5 

The comment in support of the proposed Viticulture program is noted by the District. 

 

Response to Comment C20-6 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-6, B1-11, B1-70, and B1-77 concerning the Life-long 
Learning Residences Complex. 

 

Response to Comment C20-7 

The preferred site for the Life-Long Learning Residences Complex is adjacent to the Performing 
Arts Building. 
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Response to Comment C20-8 

Relocation of the Child Development Center (CDC) closer to the core campus provides 
operational and functional advantages (e.g., close proximity to Pierce College faculty, 
employees, and students; buffered from traffic on Victory Boulevard and proposed Bus Rapid 
Transit line in the MTA railroad right-of-way).  The existing CDC site is the proposed location 
of a transit station and park-and-ride lot that would be developed as part of the proposed Bus 
Rapid Transit line in the MTA railroad right-of-way.  The transit station and park-and-ride lot 
project is contingent upon completion of a lease agreement between Pierce College and the 
MTA.  

 

Response to Comment C20-9 

The Los Angeles Equestrian Center arena seats 3,500 spectators and houses 100 horses per acre 
in each of two permanent barns.  The Pierce Equestrian Education Center (EEC) covered arena 
would seat 2,500 and at maximum build-out would accommodate 130 horses in 32.8 acres.  The 
Pierce EEC is a smaller, less densely developed facility.  Each barn would be required to 
maintain 50 percent of its horses as school horses to teach Pierce students who do not own their 
own horses.  All barns except for the Pierce student boarding barn directed by Ron Wechsler, the 
Professor of Equine Science, who teaches the Horsemanship Fundamentals academic program, 
would be operated for educational purposes.  The Community Services classes, which would 
contain 4 to 6 students per class and include horses, tack, and equipment, are projected to cost 
$270. for a 6-week session.  This is within $10 of what Santa Monica College and Pepperdine 
College have been charging for the same program for many years.  Equestrian studies have been 
offered at Pierce for decades and tremendous support for more diversified, advanced programs 
has been expressed by the community. 

Also, please see the response to Comment B1-26.  

 

Response to Comment C20-10 

The new Equestrian Education Center and the Child Development Center, including associated 
parking and the road along the north edge of the Equestrian Center, would result in the 
conversion of 12 to 13 acres of existing open space/agricultural land. 

Also see the response to Comment A4-38.  

 

Response to Comment C20-11 

Comment noted. 
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Please see the responses to Comments A4-11 and B1-26. 

 

Response to Comment C20-12 

Proposed mitigation measures, including enhancement of the remaining agricultural areas on the 
campus along Victory Boulevard and south of El Rancho Drive will minimize impacts to the 
Canadian geese.  The College acknowledges the importance of this sensitive species and will 
implement all feasible measures to ensure that the Pierce College campus continues to provide 
viable foraging and roosting habitat for the geese during the winter months. 

The proposed Central Maintenance and Operations facility would occupy approximately 1 acre 
of land at the bottom of the Chalk Hills, just south of the core campus.  No significant impacts to 
migratory birds would occur as a result of the development of this site. 

Also, see the response to Comment B1-21. 

 

Response to Comment C20-13 

Comment noted.  Also see the response to Comment C20-12 above. 

 

Response to Comment C20-14 

Subsequent to completion of the Draft EIR, additional information was obtained on the size of 
the proposed water reclamation facility.  If constructed, this facility would be no bigger than a 
large sport utility vehicle.  
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM GENE AND 
DOLLY SCHWARTZ (COMMENT LETTER C21) 

 

Response to Comment C21-1 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM CAROL 
SHELDEN (COMMENT LETTER C22) 

 

Response to Comment C22-1 

Please see the responses to Comments A1-6, B1-21, B1-94, and C20-12. 

 

Response to Comment C22-2 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEETS FROM SHEELA 
SHNEEZAI (COMMENT LETTER C23) 

 

Response to Comment C23-1 

It is unclear whether the comment is referring to cameras for the purpose of taking pictures of 
vehicles running red lights for later issuance of tickets.  If so, it should be noted that the City of 
Los Angeles is currently testing a 3½-year pilot program of such “red light” (or automated photo 
enforcement) cameras at selected intersections throughout the City.  The Los Angeles Police 
Department coordinates the program and, upon completion of the trial period, will report to the 
City Council on its effectiveness.  The commenter is referred to the Los Angeles Police 
Department to obtain further information about the program. 

 

Response to Comment C23-2 

Comments noted. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM CAROL 
WOHLGEMUTH (COMMENT LETTER C24) 

 

Response to Comment C24-1 

The proposed location for the Bus Rapid Transit station and park-and-ride lot is the northwest 
corner of Victory Boulevard and Winnetka Avenue.  Development of the station at this location, 
however, is contingent upon the successful completion of negotiations with MTA for lease of the 
land from the College.  That negotiation process is ongoing. 
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RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENT SHEET FROM NICOLE 
ZUMWALT (COMMENT LETTER C25) 

 

Response to Comment C25-1 

The air quality and transportation effects of the proposed project are addressed in detail in 
Sections 3-4 and 3-16 of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment D-1 

Comments noted.   

For clarification, the new Equestrian Education Center is not one of the public/private projects 
proposed under the Master Plan as suggested in the comment.  The Equestrian Education Center 
would be developed with Proposition A funds and private donations and would be operated by 
the College.  The originally reported number of open terraced seats was incorrect; the corrected 
number is 250 seats (please see Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for revisions to the text of the Draft 
EIR).  The Pierce College Equestrian Events Center is not as large as the Los Angeles Equestrian 
Center.  Please see the response to Comment C20-9. 

 

Response to Comment D-2 

As described on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR, the new Exhibition Center could be used for events 
such as rodeos, horse shows, other live stock events, horticulture programs, cultural events, 
NCAA intercollegiate events, scouting events, dog shows, cat shows, Future Farmers of 
America, 4H, graduation ceremonies, academic classes, exhibits, and conventions.  Events would 
be related to agricultural activities, teaching, and community service events to the greatest extent 
feasible. 

 

Response to Comment D-3 

The Agricultural Education Experiences Program (AEEP) would provide many learning and 
interactive opportunities for school-aged children, including many who have never visited a farm 
or agricultural facility.  Pierce College students would have the opportunity to share their 
knowledge agriculture with elementary school students and collaborate with the AEEP staff in 
providing on-going and seasonal learning experiences and displays.  The AEEP partner has not 
been determined.  The College has no relationship with Pizza Hut, nor has Pizza Hut responded 
to any Pierce College requests for qualifications for this or any other projects. 

 

Response to Comment D-4 

Comments noted. 

 

Response to Comment D-5 

Comments noted. 
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Response to Comment D-6 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment D-7 

Comment noted.  Also see the responses to Comments B1-6 and B1-44. 

 

Response to Comment D-8 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment D-9 

Comments noted. 

 

Response to Comment D-10 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment D-11 

Comments noted.  

 

Response to Comment D-12 

Please see the response to Comment B1-71. 

 

Response to Comment D-13 

Comment noted.  The Draft EIR identifies the loss of 12 to 13 acres of open space due to 
development of the new Equestrian Education Center and Child Development Center to be a 
significant unavoidable adverse visual impact of the project.  However, it should also be noted 
that the improvements to existing facilities and proposed new facilities, new landscaping, and 
other infrastructure improvements would enhance the overall appearance of the campus making 
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it a more attractive and appealing place for College students and employees as well as members 
of the community. 

 

Response to Comment D-14 

Comments noted.  Also see the response to Comment B1-86. 

 

Response to Comment D-15 

Please see the responses to D-13 and D-14 above. 

 

Response to Comment D-16 

The commenter is referred to Section 3-16 of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of the 
additional traffic generated by the increase in students and employees anticipated under the 
Master Plan and by the public/private partnership projects. 

The traffic study conducted as part of the Draft EIR estimated the amount of traffic that would be 
generated by each of the components of the Pierce College Facilities Master Plan at buildout, 
including academic growth, the equestrian center, student housing, and the other public/private 
partnership projects.  This traffic was assigned through 30 study intersections in the vicinity of 
the campus, including intersections along Winnetka Avenue, Mason Avenue, and Victory 
Boulevard.  Potential project impacts were identified and mitigation measures suggested for 
same.  See Section 3-16 of the Draft EIR for a summary of the traffic impact study.  The full 
traffic study, including project trip generation and assignment at study intersections, is included 
in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  Revisions to the traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR are 
provided in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR.  

 

 


