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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO FINAL PEIR 

This Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) assesses the potentially significant 
environmental effects of the Orange Coast College’s Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan 
(Facilities Master Plan or proposed project).  

As described in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, Orange Coast College (OCC) is proposing to 
implement the proposed project to more effectively meet the space needs of the projected on-
campus enrollment through the year 2020 and beyond while constructing and renovating 
facilities in order to meet the Coast Community College District’s (District’s) instructional 
needs. OCC is the District’s oldest campus, with facilities dating back to the early 1950s. The 
original campus concept supported a total student enrollment of 1,500 students with smaller 
buildings, which are outdated for today’s instructional and student support needs. The intent is to 
replace the buildings in the inner core of campus with buildings that will support current 
academic subjects and programs. These buildings would alleviate the shortage of instructional 
space, partially due to student growth, while providing organization of campus facilities into 
common academic disciplines. Existing facilities would also be renovated in order to correct 
deficiencies and meet current academic needs.  

As described in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, 
public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant 
environmental effects, with consideration of other conditions, including economic, social, 
technological, legal, and other benefits. As required by CEQA, this Final PEIR assesses the 
potentially significant direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed project, as well 
as the potentially significant cumulative impacts that could occur from implementation of the 
proposed project. This Final PEIR is an informational document only, the purpose of which is to 
identify the potentially significant effects of the proposed project on the environment and to 
indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be avoided or significantly lessened, 
including feasible mitigation measures; to identify any significant and unavoidable adverse 
impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a less-than-significant level; and to identify reasonable 
and feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant adverse environmental effects associated with the proposed project and achieve the 
fundamental objectives of the proposed project.  

The PEIR itself does not control the way in which a project can be developed or constructed; rather, 
the governmental agency must respond to the information contained in the PEIR by one or more of 
the seven methods outlined in Section 15002(h) of the CEQA Guidelines, which include: 

1. Changing a proposed project. 

2. Imposing conditions on the approval of the project. 
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3. Adopting plans or ordinances to control a broader class of projects to avoid the 
adverse changes. 

4. Choosing an alternative way to meet the same need. 

5. Disapproving the project. 

6. Finding that changing or altering the project is not feasible. 

7. Finding that the unavoidable significant environmental damage is acceptable as provided 
in Section 15093. 

The Final PEIR will be used by the District as an informational document for the proposed 
project. The Final PEIR, in compliance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, is 
organized as follows. 

Chapter 1, Introduction to Final PEIR. This chapter provides general information on, and the 
procedural compliance of, the proposed project and the Final PEIR. 

Chapter 2, Responses to Comments Received. This chapter includes a list of those that 
provided comments on the Recirculated Draft PEIR during the public review period. This 
chapter also includes the comments received on environmental issues raised during the public 
review process for the Recirculated Draft PEIR, as well as the District’s responses to these 
comments. Each comment is assigned a comment number, which corresponds to a response 
number and response that appear on the same page.  

Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft PEIR. This chapter contains a summary of changes made to the 
document since publication of the Draft PEIR as a result of comments received. Revisions were 
made to clarify information presented in the Draft PEIR and only minor technical changes or 
additions have been made. These changes and additions to the PEIR do not raise important new 
issues related to significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is 
used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. This chapter describes changes that were made 
and presents textual changes made since public review signified by strikeout (i.e., strikeout) where 
text is removed, and by underlined text (i.e., underline) where text is added for clarification. 

Chapter 4, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter of the Final 
PEIR provides the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) for the proposed 
project. The MMRP is presented in table format and identifies mitigation measures for the 
proposed project, the party responsible for implementing the mitigation measures, the timing 
of implementing the mitigation measures, and the monitoring and reporting procedures for 
each mitigation measure. 



 1 – INTRODUCTION TO FINAL PEIR 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015  1-3 

1.1 Level of Analysis 

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft PEIR, the various components of the 
Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan were analyzed at either a program or 
project level of detail, depending upon the amount of information that was available at the time of 
preparation of the Draft PEIR. Components analyzed at a project level were those projects where site 
plan information and project specific details like building size and layout were known. For example, 
the Recycling Center expansion was analyzed at a project level because site plans were available, and 
project ingress and egress and building layouts were known. The OCC Village/Mixed Use 
Development, located in the southeast corner of campus, is yet to be further refined and considering 
such details were not known and a specific development plan has not yet been proposed, this 
component was analyzed at a program level. For the Draft PEIR, assumptions about potential land 
uses within the OCC Village were made so that the analysis could be conducted, but at the time that a 
specific development plan is proposed, subsequent CEQA analysis will be required which takes into 
account such factors as the design of the buildings, the layout, the height, and the specific land uses 
to be contained within the OCC Village.  

A program EIR approach (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15168) may be particularly useful when 
there are a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either: 

1. Geographically; 

2. As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions; 

3. In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern 
the conduct of a continuing program; 

4. As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways. 

Use of a program EIR can be advantageous because it can: 

1. Provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than 
would be practical in an EIR on an individual action, 

2. Ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis,  

3. Avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations, 

4. Allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and programwide 
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with 
basic problems or cumulative impacts, and 

5. Allow a reduction in paperwork. 
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Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR to 
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.  

1. If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial 
Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a Negative Declaration. 

2. If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new 
mitigation measures would be required, the 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. 

3. An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in 
the program EIR into subsequent actions in the program. 

4. Where the subsequent activities involve site-specific operations, the agency should use a 
written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to 
determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were covered in the program EIR. 

5. A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if it deals with 
the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as possible. With a good 
and detailed analysis of the program, many subsequent activities could be found to be 
within the scope of the project described in the program EIR, and no further 
environmental documents would be required.  

A program EIR can be used to simplify the task of preparing environmental documents on later 
parts of the program. The program EIR can: 

1. Provide the basis in the Initial Study for determining whether the later activity may have 
any significant effects. 

2. Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative 
impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole. 

3. Focus an EIR on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects which 
had not been considered before.  

1.2 Public Outreach 

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated 
November 8, 2013, was circulated to interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. The 
NOP was also sent to the State Clearinghouse at the California Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research. The State Clearinghouse assigned a state identification number (SCH No. 
2013111026) to this PEIR.  
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A public scoping meeting was held on the OCC campus on November 21, 2013, to gather 
additional public input on the scope of the environmental document. Approximately 15 persons 
attended the scoping meeting. The 30-day public scoping period ended on December 7, 2013. All 
comments received during the NOP public notice period and scoping meeting were considered 
during the preparation of this PEIR. Copies of the comment letters are included in Appendix A 
of the Draft PEIR and are summarized in Table 2-1 of the Draft PEIR. 

The original Draft PEIR was made available to the public for review and comment for a 45-
day period. The review and comment period began on June 16, 2014, and concluded on July 
30, 2015. A copy of the Draft PEIR was available for public review at the Mesa Verde 
Branch Library (2969 Mesa Verde Drive, Costa Mesa, California 92626). The Draft PEIR 
was also available for review on the District website: http://www.cccd.edu/news/  
publications.aspx. Two public meetings were held during the 45-day comment period. The 
first public meeting was held on June 30, 2014, at the OCC campus’ Administration 
Building, which approximately 50 people attended. A court reporter recorded and transcribed 
the meeting. A second public meeting was held on July 15, 2014, at the OCC campus library, 
which approximately 100 people attended. A court reporter recorded and transcribed the 
meeting. Due to public controversy regarding the proposed shared parking structure with the 
OC Fair & Event Center, the proposed OCC Village, and the historic structures identified on 
campus, the District decided to modify the project and alternatives, and recirculate the Draft 
PEIR. The District made changes to the Master Plan based on the public comment , and an 
amended Master Plan was approved by the Board of Trustees on July 15, 2015. 

The Recirculated Draft PEIR is a full recirculation of the original Draft PEIR released on June 
16, 2014, by the District, and was available to the public for review and comment for a 45-day 
period. The public review period started on August 20, 2015, and concluded on October 5, 2015. 
The distribution of the PEIR included state agencies through the State Clearinghouse, local 
agencies through a posting at the County Clerk’s office, and a direct mail distribution by the 
District to property owners and business owners in a 1-mile radius around the campus. Four 
agencies, 1 organization, and 21 individuals commented. 

Similar to the original Draft PEIR, a copy of the Recirculated Draft PEIR was available for 
public review at the Mesa Verde Branch Library (2969 Mesa Verde Drive, Costa Mesa, 
California 92626). The Recirculated Draft PEIR was also available for review on the District 
website: http://www.cccd.edu/news/publications.aspx. One public meeting was held at 6:00 p.m. 
on September 9, 2015, at the OCC campus in the Library Classroom 112 to gather comments on 
the Recirculated Draft PEIR. Approximately 60 people attended this meeting.  

In addition to the CEQA distribution lists to state and local agencies, the District distributed the 
Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Draft PEIR and notice of the September 9, 2015, 
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meeting to a 1-mile radius of residential and property owners around OCC, which included 
approximately 9,000 recipients. The distribution list is included in Appendix A of this Final 
PEIR. A court reporter recorded and transcribed individual comments from 10 commenters. 
These comments are included in Chapter 2, Response to Comments, as part of the individuals’ 
comments made on the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The Response to Comments document was 
mailed out to the four public agencies that commented 10 days prior to the Board hearing on the 
project, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.  

Outside of the CEQA process, the District held public meetings on the following dates with the 
public on the following topics: 

 February 19, 2015, Meeting on the Revised Project, at the OCC Campus,  
Administration Building 

 April 27, 2015, Meeting on the OCC Village with local residents 

 May 21, 2015, Meeting on student housing 

September 9, 2015, Final Presentation of Plan/Community Meeting at the OCC Library 

The District also held Facilities Committee Meetings which are open to the public, to discuss the 
Master Plan on the following dates: 

 February 5, 2015 

 March 5 and 19, 2015 

 April 16, 2015 

 May 7 and 21, 2015 

 June 6, 2015 

Because the PEIR was substantially revised and recirculated, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(f)(1), the District required interested agencies, organizations, and persons to 
submit new comments regarding the Recirculated Draft PEIR. The District will not respond to or 
include comments received during the earlier circulation period in Chapter 2, Responses to 
Comments Received, of this Final PEIR; although part of the administrative record, the previous 
comments do not require a written response. All comment letters received in response to the 
Recirculated Draft PEIR were reviewed and are included in Chapter 2, Responses to Comments 
Received, of this Final PEIR, along with written responses to each of the comments. 
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CHAPTER 2 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

This chapter of the Final PEIR includes a copy of all comment letters that were submitted during 
the 45-day public review period for the Draft PEIR, along with responses to comments in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15088. 
The 45-day public review period for the Draft PEIR began on August 20, 2015, and ended on 
October 5, 2015.  

All written comments received on the Draft PEIR have been coded to facilitate identification and 
tracking. Each of the comment letters received during the public review period were assigned an 
identification letter, provided in Table 2-1. These letters were reviewed and divided into 
individual comments, with each comment containing a single theme, issue, or concern. 
Individual comments and the responses to them were assigned corresponding numbers. Each 
lettered and numbered comment document is the submittal of a single individual, agency, or 
organization. To aid the readers and commenters, comments have been reproduced in this 
document together with corresponding responses. The transcript for the public hearing held on 
September 9, 2015, is also included as individual comments. The following interested parties 
submitted letters during the public review period for the Draft PEIR. 

Table 2-1 
Comments Received on the Draft PEIR 

Comment Letter 
Designation Commenter Date 

Agencies 

A1 Mesa Water District September 21, 2015 

A2 City of Irvine September 24, 2015 

A3 Sempra September 28, 2015 

A4 California Department of Transportation September 30, 2015 

Organizations 

O1 Docomomo October 5, 2015 

Individuals 

I1 Nina Smith September 8, 2015 

I2 Linda Sohl-Ellison September 17, 2015 

I3 OCC Student September 9, 2015 

14 Beth Retares September 9, 2015 

I5 Mr. and Mrs. Drain September 9, 2015 

I6 Jerome Fang September 9, 2015 

I7 Riley Alexander September 9, 2015 

I8 Rose Anne Kings September 9, 2015 

I9 Steve Tamanaha September 9, 2015 

I10 John W. Linnert September 30, 2015 

I11 Barbara Bullard September 9, 2015 

I12 Rachelle Favis September 9, 2015 
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Table 2-1 
Comments Received on the Draft PEIR 

Comment Letter 
Designation Commenter Date 

Individuals 

113 Christopher Boyle September 9, 2015 

I14 Dennis Kelly September 9, 2015 

I15 Dottie Duddridge September 9, 2015 

I16 Julie Duddridge September 9, 2015 

I17 Daniel N. Shrader September 9, 2015 

I18 Geno Mulcahy September 9, 2015 

I19 Khuong Le September 9, 2015 

I20 Basant Elghayati September 9, 2015 

I21 Alan Hess October 4, 2015 

 

To finalize the PEIR for the Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan, the 
following responses have been prepared to comments that were received during the public 
review period. These responses will be distributed to the commenters and the Coast Community 
College District (District) as the lead agency. 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Mesa Water District 
September 21, 2015 

A1-1 The information provided in the Draft PEIR was based on information provided in 
Mesa Water’s (formerly Mesa Consolidated Water District) Final 2010 Urban Water 

Management Plan. The District notes that the water supply capacity of the of Mesa 
Water is 64.8 million gallons per day and that the total water supply capacity consists 
of 14.1 million gallons per day from clear groundwater pumping, 8.6 million gallons 
per day from the Mesa Water Reliability Facility, and 42.1 million gallons per day 
from imported water. These revisions have been made in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR, 
Changes to Draft PEIR. These revisions do not change the analysis in the Draft PEIR. 

A1-2 As discussed in Chapter 4.13, of the Draft PEIR, a water service agreement, and if 
required, payment of impact fees to the Mesa Water District would be required prior to 
initiating new water connections. As part of the water service agreement, the District 
would prepare a hydraulic model analysis and through the plan check process, the 
residential, business, irrigation, and fire sprinkler demands will be used to model the 
effects of the additional demands on the system to determine if upgrades are required. As 
part of the plan check process, when floor plans are prepared, Mesa Water Standard 
Specifications shall be used and disclosed within the hydraulic model analysis.  

A1-3 As discussed in Section 4.13, of the Draft PEIR, pages 4.13-15 and 4.13-16, the proposed 
project would not require the construction of new water treatment facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities. However, the District acknowledges that the proposed 
project does have the potential to require modified hydrants, meters, vaults, and valves, as 
well as off-site improvements, in order to provide water services to the project, and the 
District would be required to pay impacts fees associated with these modifications. The 
hydraulic model analysis will consider the total water demand for the site and not just 
the incremental increase. The District will consult with water district staff on this 
hydraulic evaluation. 

A1-4 The District acknowledges that dedicated irrigation metering landscaped areas greater 
than 2,500 square feet is required and shall comply accordingly. Orange Coast 
College (OCC), as a state agency, must comply with State Division of Architect 
requirements, and is not required to comply with local ordinances, but will make 
efforts to do so. Irrigation fixtures would be of the drip-irrigation type and shall be a 
Water-Sense-certified irrigation controller.  
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A1-5 The District acknowledges that they shall be responsible for providing the necessary 
pressure increase beyond the meter above the minimum required of 40 pounds per 
square inch (psi), where required to ensure the proper functioning of fixture units and 
fire protection systems and shall comply accordingly. The District would be required 
to pay impact fees associated with these modifications.  

A1-6 The District notes that gates are prohibited where Mesa Water facilities are blocked 
from access and shall comply accordingly.  

A1-7 The District shall comply with Mesa Water Rules and Regulations for Water Service 
and Mesa Water Standard Specification and Standard Drawings.  
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Response to Comment Letter A2 

City of Irvine 
September 24, 2015 

A2-1 Thank you for your comment that the City of Irvine has no comments at this time. 
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Response to Comment A3 

Sempra 
September 28, 2015 

A3-1 Thank you for your comment requesting plans to the SoCal Transmission and 
Distribution departments of all work to be conducted. The District will send plans to 
Sempra with sufficient time for Sempra to respond. 
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Response to Comment A4 

California Department of Transportation 
September 30, 2015 

A4-1 As requested, the Existing Plus Project and Year 2024 Plus Project level of service 
(LOS) calculations for the state-controlled study intersections of Newport 
Boulevard/State Route 55 (SR-55) Southbound (SB) Ramps at Fair Drive and 
Newport Boulevard/SR-55 Northbound (NB) Ramps at Fair Drive/Del Mar 
Avenue were updated utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010 
signalized methodology. 

Table 2-2 summarizes the Existing Plus Project peak hour HCM LOS results at the 
state-controlled study intersections of Newport Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair 
Drive and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 NB Ramps at Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue 
utilizing the HCM 2010 methodology. Review of columns 2 and 3 of Table 2-2 
indicates that traffic associated with the proposed Project will not significantly impact 
the two state-controlled study intersections. The state-controlled study intersections of 
Newport Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 
NB Ramps at Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue are forecast to continue to operate at 
acceptable LOS C with the addition of Project-generated traffic to existing traffic. 
The findings for this supplemental traffic analysis are consistent with the findings 
contained within Appendix G, Traffic Impact Analysis, of the Draft PEIR. 

Table 2-2 
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans 

Key Intersection 

Time 

Period 

(1) 

Existing 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 

Existing 

Plus Project 

Traffic Conditions 

(3) 

Significant 

Impact 

HCM LOS HCM LOS Yes/No 

33.  Newport Blvd/SR-55 SB Ramps at 

Fair Drive 

AM 

PM 

27.4 s/v C 27.6 s/v C No 

23.4 s/v C 24.0 s/v C No 

34.  Newport Blvd/SR-55 NB Ramps at 

Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue 

AM 

PM 

28.3 s/v C 30.8 s/v C No 

25.1 s/v C 25.5 s/v C No 

Note: s/v = seconds per vehicle 

Table 2-3 summarizes the Year 2024 Plus Project peak hour HCM LOS results at the 
state-controlled study intersections of Newport Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair 
Drive and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 NB Ramps at Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue 
utilizing the HCM 2010 methodology.  Review of columns 2 and 3 of Table 2-3 
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indicates that traffic associated with the proposed Project will not significantly impact 
the two state-controlled study intersections. The state-controlled study intersections of 
Newport Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 
NB Ramps at Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue are forecast to continue to operate at 
acceptable LOS D or better with the addition of Project-generated traffic in the Year 
2024. The findings for this supplemental traffic analysis are consistent with the 
findings contained within Appendix G, Traffic Impact Analysis, of the Draft PEIR. 

Table 2-3 
Year 2024 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans 

Key Intersection 

Time 

Period 

(1) 

Year 2024 Cumulative 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 

Year 2024 

Cumulative Plus Project 

Traffic Conditions 

(3) 

Significant 

Impact 

HCM LOS HCM LOS Yes/No 

33.  Newport Blvd/SR-55 SB Ramps at 

Fair Drive 

AM 

PM 

28.7 s/v C 29.0 s/v C No 

25.3 s/v C 25.9 s/v C No 

34.  Newport Blvd/SR-55 NB Ramps at 

Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue 

AM 

PM 

35.3 s/v D 35.8 s/v D No 

25.8 s/v C 26.3 s/v C No 

Note: s/v = seconds per vehicle 

In response to Caltrans’ staff concerns, stacking/storage requirements for the on-
ramps and off-ramps at the state-controlled study intersections of Newport 
Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive (i.e., southbound movements and 
westbound left-turn movements) and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 NB Ramps at Fair 
Drive/Del Mar Avenue (i.e., northbound movements and eastbound left-turn 
movements) were evaluated for Existing Plus Project traffic conditions and Year 
2024 Plus Project traffic conditions.  Tables 2-4 and 2-5 identify the minimum 
required stacking/storage lengths for the on-ramps and off-ramps at the state-
controlled study intersections of Newport Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive 
and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 NB Ramps at Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue for Existing 
Plus Project traffic conditions and Year 2024 Plus Project traffic conditions, 
respectively.  The queuing evaluation utilizes the average queue and the 95th 
percentile queue and was based on the HCM 2010 signalized methodology.  

Review of Tables 2-4 and 2-5 indicates that adequate storage is provided for the on-
ramps and off-ramps at the state-controlled study intersections of Newport 
Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 NB Ramps 
at Fair Drive/Del Mar Avenue to satisfy the average queue under Existing Plus 
Project traffic conditions and Year 2024 Plus Project traffic conditions. Further 
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review of Tables 2-4 and 2-5 indicates that the 95th percentile queue is also satisfied 
under Existing Plus Project traffic conditions and Year 2024 Plus Project traffic 
conditions, except for the westbound left-turn lane at the state-controlled study 
intersection of Newport Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive. Although the 95th 
percentile queue exceeds the available storage at this location, it should be noted that 
the queue is the same without and with the proposed Project.  Therefore, the proposed 
Project does not add to the existing queue, and that queue is not impacted by the 
proposed Project. As a result, no modifications to the freeway on-ramps and off-
ramps are required under Existing Plus Project traffic conditions and Year 2024 Plus 
Project traffic conditions. 

Table 2-4 
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Freeway On-Ramp and Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis 
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33 
Newport Blvd/SR-
55 SB Ramps at 
Fair Dr 

          

 
 (Southbound 

Left-Turn 
Lane) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 65 Yes 87 Yes 1,215 [a] 65 Yes 93 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 108 Yes 153 Yes 1,215 [a] 108 Yes 153 Yes 

 
 (Southbound 

Through 
Lanes) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 64 Yes 165 Yes 1,215 [a] 64 Yes 176 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 85 Yes 226 Yes 1,215 [a] 85 Yes 226 Yes 

 
 (Southbound 

Right-Turn 
Lane) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 22 Yes 22 Yes 1,215 [a] 22 Yes 22 Yes 
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Table 2-4 
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Freeway On-Ramp and Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis 
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  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 22 Yes 164 Yes 1,215 [a] 22 Yes 209 Yes 

 
 (Westbound 

Left-Turn 
Lane) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

150 66 Yes 81 Yes 150 66 Yes 81 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

150 122 Yes 192 No 150 122 Yes 192 No [b] 

34 

Newport Blvd/SR-
55 NB Ramps at 

Fair Dr/Del Mar 
Ave 

          

 
 (Northbound 

Left-Through-
Right Lanes) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1630 373 Yes 135 Yes 1630 373 Yes 143 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1630 448 Yes 206 Yes 1630 448 Yes 217 Yes 

 
 (Eastbound 

Dual Left-Turn 
Lanes) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

610 [c] 234 Yes 143 Yes 610 [a] 237 Yes 153 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

610 [c] 347 Yes 185 Yes 610 [a] 353 Yes 193 Yes 

Notes: 
[a] = The storage provided for this location is conservatively measured between Fair Drive and Mesa Drive/Fairgrounds Gate 10. 
[b] = Although the queue exceeds the available storage, it should be noted that the queue is the same without and with the proposed Project.  
Therefore, the proposed Project does not add to the existing queue, and that queue is not impacted by the proposed Project.   
[c] = The storage provided for this location consists of 320 feet for the dedicated 55 Freeway NB-only lanes on Fair Drive located west of 
Newport Boulevard, plus the 290 feet allocated for the dual left-turn lanes on the bridge overcrossing.  
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Table 2-5 
Year 2024 Plus Project Peak Hour Freeway On-Ramp and Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis 
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33
. 

Newport Blvd/SR-
55 SB Ramps at 
Fair Dr 

     
     

 
 (Southbound 

Left-Turn 
Lane) 

      
 

 
 

 

  Average 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 72 Yes 103 Yes 1,215 [a] 72 Yes 106 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 117 Yes 169 Yes 1,215 [a] 117 Yes 169 Yes 

 
 (Southbound 

Through 
Lanes) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 70 Yes 199 Yes 1,215 [a] 70 Yes 205 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 93 Yes 256 Yes 1,215 [a] 93 Yes 256 Yes 

 
 (Southbound 

Right-Turn 
Lane) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 22 Yes 72 Yes 1,215 [a] 22 Yes 116 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1,215 [a] 22 Yes 330 Yes 1,215 [a] 22 Yes 373 Yes 

 
 (Westbound 

Left-Turn 
Lane) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

150 72 Yes 96 Yes 150 72 Yes 96 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

150 142 Yes 212 No 150 142 Yes 212 No [b] 
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Table 2-5 
Year 2024 Plus Project Peak Hour Freeway On-Ramp and Off-Ramp Queuing Analysis 
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Year 2024 Cumulative Plus Project Traffic 
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34
. 

Newport Blvd/SR-
55 NB Ramps at 

Fair Dr/Del Mar 
Ave 

          

 
 (Northbound 

Left-Through-
Right Lanes) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

1630 434 Yes 159 Yes 1630 443 Yes 169 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

1630 568 Yes 236 Yes 1630 580 Yes 242 Yes 

 
 (Eastbound 

Dual Left-Turn 
Lanes) 

          

  Average 
Queue 

610 [a] 268 Yes 156 Yes 610 [c] 283 Yes 165 Yes 

  95th Percentile 
Queue 

610 [a] 396 Yes 198 Yes 610 [c] 401 Yes 211 Yes 

Notes: 
[a] = The storage provided for this location is conservatively measured between Fair Drive and Mesa Drive/Fairgrounds Gate 10. 
[b] = Although the queue exceeds the available storage, it should be noted that the queue is the same without and with the proposed Project.  
Therefore, the proposed Project does not add to the existing queue, and that queue is not impacted by the proposed Project.   
[c] = The storage provided for this location consists of 320 feet for the dedicated 55 Freeway NB-only lanes on Fair Drive located west of 
Newport Boulevard plus the 290 feet allocated for the dual left-turn lanes on the bridge overcrossing.  

Appendix B contains the Existing Plus Project and Year 2024 plus Project HCM 2010 level of 
service calculation worksheets for the state-controlled study intersections of Newport 
Boulevard/SR-55 SB Ramps at Fair Drive and Newport Boulevard/SR-55 NB Ramps at Fair 
Drive/Del Mar Avenue, inclusive of the queuing information. 
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Response to Comment Letter O1 

Docomomo 
U.S., Southern California Chapter 

O1-1 Docomomo/U.S., Southern California Chapter comments that they have serious 
concerns about the proposed 2020 Facilities Master Plan because under the proposed 
project a number of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings would be replaced. 
Furthermore, the commenter states that the Page & Turnbull Historic Structures 
Report indicates that the buildings can be adaptively reused, and the objectives of the 
Master Plan can be achieved. OCC staff and faculty do not believe that the objectives 
of the Master Plan can be achieved by an alternative that preserves a significant 
number of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings because these buildings cannot 
be adaptively reused for current academic department space needs like the 
Planetarium, Dance, Language Arts and Social Sciences, a Student Union, Physical 
Education, or Chemistry. Each of these academic buildings has particular space 
requirements that cannot be met without significantly altering the Neutra/Alexander-
designed buildings. However, a Full Preservation Alternative was included in the 
PEIR by the District as it is the only alternative that avoids a significant impact to 
historic resources under CEQA. The other three alternatives were also included 
because they would lessen the impact to historic resources while at varying costs to 
the District and with varying levels of success in meeting the educational goals and 
objectives of the Master Plan. 

In sum, the Full Preservation, Maximum Reuse, Majority Reuse, and Significant 
Reuse Alternatives fail to accomplish the project objectives in the District ’s 
vision including: 

 They are inconsistent with Measure C and Measure M communications to 
constituents that bond monies would be used for modernization and new 
construction, and instead uses those monies for preservation and adaptive reuse of 
existing buildings; 

 They do not provide the District or College with long-term flexibility in 
instructional space to meet the academic needs and mission of the college because 
the Neutra-designed buildings would have to be significantly modified, in some 
cases beyond recognition, to meet space and instructional requirements; 

 They do not provide the College with modern teaching and learning facilities; 

 They do not increase navigability or wayfinding on campus because the Neutra-
designed buildings impede lines of sight across the campus; 
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 They negatively impact the District’s capacity-load ratios which jeopardizes the 
College’s eligibility for State Capital Outlay Bond Funds.  If adaptively reused, 
the repurposed square footage would count toward the total allowable square 
footage for lecture, laboratory, office, library, technology or other service space. 
This reduces the College’s ability to build new space which better meets the 
institutional needs; 

 They do not meet the needs of the Dance program which cannot be instructionally 
supported by adaptively reusing the Neutra-designed buildings; 

 They do not promote safety and security on campus as the Neutra-design 
buildings have wing walls, niches and other spaces conducive to hiding, the 
buildings impede visibility across campus, the building layout and clearances 
limit access for emergency response vehicles, and the significant number of 
manually-locked exterior doors are inconsistent with current access control 
standards and result in operational inefficiency as doors must be manually locked 
by security personnel;  

 They do not allow for the creation of campus zones which is a fundamental 
objective of the facilities master plan; 

 They do not increase student and employee engagement by providing a hierarchy 
of exterior socialization spaces, nor do they create a defined and sustainable 
campus quad because configuration of the Neutra-designed buildings makes this 
impossible; and  

 The projected cost to rehabilitate and adaptively reuse the Neutra-designed buildings 
in the campus core is $42 million dollars (Page & Turnbull Historic Structures Report 
2015, Coast Community College District Alternatives Cost Summary, 4/12/2015), as 
compared to $24 million dollars for the preservation cost for the proposed project, 
diverting significant capital away from the District’s educational mission, which 
includes compliance with the Accreditation Commission for Community and Junior 
Colleges (ACCJC) standards specified below.  

With the alternatives, the College is not in compliance with the accreditation 
standards applicable to community colleges set forth by the Accreditation 
Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC). Specifically, the 
alternatives do not meet the following standards: 

 ACCJC Standard III-B(1), which requires the College to have “sufficient physical 
resources to assure access, safety, security, and a healthful learning and working 
environment.” The record contains comments from College faculty explaining 
that the current environment is not sufficient for learning and working; 
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 ACCJC Standard III-B(2), which requires the College to update and replace its 
physical resources; and  

 ACCJC Standard III-B(3), which requires the College to plan and evaluate 
“physical resources to support institutional programs and services.” Rather the 
alternatives propose that college programs and services be adapted to fit existing 
physical resources. 

Table 3-4 in the Draft PEIR shows the planning criteria objectives and ranking that 
the District developed and vetted through a months-long planning process at OCC 
with 77 staff and faculty involved in the process. Planning criteria objectives were 
organized into six categories: community, learning and quality education, access, 
stewardship, student and employee engagement, and other/non-mission critical. The 
District evaluated each of the proposed alternatives (which were developed using the 
Page & Turnbull report as a basis) and the proposed project against these planning 
objectives and developed a scoring system (1=acceptable/meets objective and 
0=deficient/does not meet objective). In addition, the planning criteria were weighted 
based on whether they were a low priority objective (weight of 1), an intermediate 
priority objective (weight of 2), or a highest priority objective (weight of 3). The table 
shows that the proposed project (Strategic Reuse) best meets the planning objectives 
with a score of 53 and that the ability of the alternatives to meet the objectives of the 
educational master plan decrease as the amount of preservation of resources increases 
(from 30.5 to 12). This relationship is directly related to the fact that the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings would need to be adaptively used mostly for 
ancillary uses and support functions, such as student lounges and gathering spaces, 
rather than designed as spaces meeting the academic mission of the campus, because 
the buildings are configured and designed in such a way that they cannot be upgraded 
to meet the current academic mission which requires certain space needs (see Linda 
Sohl-Ellison’s letter I-2 about the dance program) or meet the growth and technology 
needs of a new Planetarium, STEM center, or the sizing requirements of competitive 
athletic facilities (e.g. Olympic-sized pool). In order for the District to keep and 
upgrade and adaptively reuse the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings, it diverts 
public monies from the construction of new buildings and may penalize the District 
from receiving future State Capital Outlay Bond Funds.  

O1-2 The District has complied with CEQA in accurately documenting impacts to historic 
resources by inclusion of two historic reports in the PEIR so that impacts could be 
disclosed to the decision-makers and the public. The District recognizes that the 
campus is eligible for listing on the National Register, as is discussed within the 
Orange Coast College Historic Structures Report (Page & Turnbull 2015).  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-30 

O1-3 The fact that Neutra and Alexander believed that a carefully designed campus could 
create a “landscape of learning” was true for the campus at that time. Today, the 
landscape of learning has changed beyond what Neutra and Alexander could 
anticipate, and the buildings and their configuration no longer meet the needs of a 
twenty-first century learning environment which requires buildings that can be easily 
adapted to new technologies with flexible space to support group learning 
environments, the need to configure the campus more efficiently so that buildings 
housing similar subject areas are close to one another, opportunities to maximize 
energy efficiency and reduce maintenance costs over time, and an opportunity to 
create defensible space and lines of sight between buildings.  

O1-4 The PEIR includes alternatives to the proposed plan which include four different 
preservation/reuse alternatives (e.g., Full Preservation, Maximum Reuse, Majority 
Reuse, and Significant Reuse Alternatives). These alternatives look at 
progressively greater preservation of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings and 
what it would mean for configuration of the campus master plan and how the 
education goals could or would not be met through increasing preservation of 
these resources. The alternatives vary in the extent to which they meet the 
planning criteria objectives (as shown in Table 3-4) and the alternatives will be 
presented to the Board of Trustees who will have to weigh the goals of 
preservation with the educational objectives of the District. What the Sierra Club 

v. Gilroy City Council case tells us is that if there is substantial evidence in the 
record to support the findings and decision to certify the EIR, then the lead agency 
does not have to deny a project because it has significant adverse effects , and it 
does not have to choose the least impacting alternative. As the comment indicates, 
a lead agency should not approve a project with significant adverse effects when 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can lessen the effects.  

O1-5 The Page & Turnbull Historic Structures Report was commissioned by the District, 
and the alternatives developed in the report were used as a basis for the alternatives 
carried forward in the PEIR. The full preservation alternative does not allow the 
district to meet their educational objectives. The Board of Trustees will first and 
foremost consider OCC’s students and their needs, and balance that with the desire of 
a segment of the larger community who would ideally like to see a Full Preservation 
Alternative implemented on campus.  

CEQA defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
social, and technological factors.”  Public Resources Code section 21061.1 (emphasis 
added). For an alternative to be feasible, it must be “successful” at achieving the 
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project’s objectives.  Thus, an alternative may be rejected as infeasible if it “would 
not fully meet the project objectives....” Association of Irritated Residents v. County 

of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1400. 

Here, the Page and Turnbull report did not analyze feasibility within CEQA’s 
meaning. Rather, the Page and Turnbull report considered whether the buildings 
could physically be re-used. The Page and Turnbull report did not analyze whether re-
use would meet the project objectives. As such, the Page and Turnbull report does not 
opine that re-use is feasible within CEQA’s meaning. 

O1-6 Thank you for recognizing the challenge facing the Board of Trustees to meet the 
ever-changing needs of campus facilities and the demands of increasing enrollment 
numbers. There are examples of campuses that have successfully retained and 
rehabilitated campus buildings. The Draft EIR does not ignore the buildings’ 
significance. One of the unique challenges facing OCC is the number of buildings (23 
buildings were identified by Ostashay & Associates and 15 by Page & Turnbull) that 
have been deemed historically significant and their location (all in the central core of 
campus). The number of buildings and their concentration in the core of campus is 
different from other college campuses that have fewer historic buildings or ones that 
are not all set within the campus core. 

O1-7 As part of the Draft EIR preparation process, and with the engagement of Page & 
Turnbull to prepare a Historic Structures Report, plus the involvement of District 
faculty and staff, the District has already explored alternatives to the proposed 
project. Thank you for your interest in this project. 
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Response to Comment Letter I1 

I-1 Nina Smith, Resident of Newport Beach 
September 8, 2015 

I1-1 Thank you submitting a comment letter. The District received your comment letter 
for the original Draft PEIR; however, it should be noted that the previous comment 
letter does not require a written response since the PEIR has been recirculated, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15088.5(f)(1).However, while the District did not 
respond to that letter, it was considered in the revision of the project and the 
development of additional alternatives included in the Recirculated Draft EIR. As part 
of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the District undertook a robust alternative analysis 
that looked at four different preservation alternatives (e.g., Full Preservation, 
Maximum Reuse, Majority Reuse, and Significant Reuse Alternatives). These 
alternatives look at progressively greater preservation options and what it would 
mean for configuration of the campus master plan and how the education goals of the 
college and district could or would not be met through increasing preservation of the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings. These will be the alternatives that will be 
presented to the Board of Trustees. 

I1-2 The District understands that there are some members of the public who believe that 
preservation goals should supersede the goals of OCC. The District has spent a 
significant amount of time (approximately 1 year since the last Draft PEIR was 
circulated) and approximately 4 years since the development of the 2020 Facilities 
Master Plan, reaching out to their stakeholders (faculty, staff, and students) and the 
local community through meetings and presentations to communicate the goals of the 
plan. Furthermore, the District commissioned Page & Turnbull, a well-recognized 
historic preservation architectural and planning firm, to prepare a Historic Structures 
Report which takes a very detailed look at the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings, 
their existing condition, and what it would cost to adaptively reuse them. The Page & 
Turnbull report is publicly available as part of the PEIR and shows that the District is 
openly considering alternatives to the proposed plan. 

I1-3 Thank you for your comment regarding the fact that the District should shift its focus 
to becoming a steward of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings. The PEIR 
Alternatives do look at progressively greater preservation reuse options of the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings in order to give the public and Board of 
Trustees a full spectrum of various preservation possibilities. 
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I1-4 Under the preferred alternative, there are Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings 
that would remain on campus even if the proposed master plan were to be adopted 
by the Board of Trustees. At a minimum, the District would preserve the Business 
Education row buildings and the Robert B. Moore Theater, which some feel are 
the most representative examples of Neutra’s work on the campus. The District is 
trying to balance the desire for preservation with their educational master planning 
goals to better serve their students, faculty, and the community with modern 
teaching and learning facilities.  

I1-5 In addition to trying to balance the desire for preservation with its educational master 
planning goals, the District must consider other objectives, including the total cost of 
updating, maintaining, and operating older buildings that may still not meet the 
educational needs of OCC, as well as the fact that the District has to maintain certain 
capacity load ratios in how educational space is allocated in order to remain 
competitive for state capital dollars. These decisions factor into the District’s ability 
to preserve and repurpose all the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings. Linda Sohl-
Ellison’s letter (Letter I-2) to the Board of Trustees about the OCC Dance 
Department’s plight for new dance facility for 25 years is a poignant example of the 
type of problem that the District needs to solve and has the opportunity to solve with 
implementation of the 2020 Facilities Master Plan. 
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Response to Comment Letter I2 

Linda Sohl-Ellison 
OCC Dance Department Faculty 

I2-1 The commenter states that she is in full support of the proposed 2020 Facilities 
Master Plan because it locates the OCC Dance Facility near the Robert B. Moore 
Theater and the OCC Music Building, completing an arts-themed focus for that 
part of campus. 

I2-2 The commenter explains in great detail why repurposing a Neutra/Alexander-
designed building would not meet the specific needs of the dance program. This 
explanation is very important for the pro-preservation public to understand because it 
shows that the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings cannot easily be repurposed to 
fit the specific educational needs of this campus. 

I2-3 The commenter goes on to explain that one of the biggest issues with reusing an 
existing building is that it still does not provide enough space for the needs of the 
dance program and it is not possible to gain enough space unless significant 
modifications were made (tearing down part of the building and attaching a two-story 
wing) so that the proper dimensions for dance classes can be maintained. Given the 
amount of modification that would be required for a Neutra/Alexander-designed 
building to house the dance program, it is not guaranteed that the historical integrity 
of the building could be maintained. 

I2-4 According to the commenter, the dance students have been “making do” with a less-
than-adequate situation for performing and learning for many years, resulting in 
safety issues and disturbance to other users of the theater and music buildings. 

I2-5 The proposed location for the dance facility on the 2020 Facilities Master Plan allows 
the dance program to better serve the students and campus community. 

I2-6 This attachment presents the history of the OCC Dance Department, their space 
issues and their request for more space for more than 25 years. Dance is the only 
OCC program that uses facilities scattered across campus, which is inefficient for 
students and faculty and does not support a unified approach to education. The 2020 
Facilities Master Plan could remedy this problem and provide a tremendous 
opportunity for the students and the community. 
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Response to Comment Letter I3 

OCC Student 

I3-1 Thank you for your support of the Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan. 
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Response to Comment Letter I4 

Beth Retares 
Resident of Costa Mesa 

I4-1 The commenter thanks the District for moving the location of the proposed parking 
structure with the OC Fair and Event Center to a location on campus. 

I4-2 The commenter is looking forward to using the expanded Recycling Center. 
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Response to Comment Letter I5 

Mr. and Mrs. Drain 
Residents of the College Park neighborhood 

I5-1 The commenter thanks the District for moving the location of the proposed parking 
structure with the OC Fair and Event Center to a location on campus. 

I5-2 The commenter is also very pleased that the OCC Village with a hotel is not being 
pursued at this time because it is too close to the College Park neighborhood. The 
commenter is open to the concept if there were some sizable setbacks proposed 
between the OCC Village and the residential neighborhood. As the District stated in 
the PEIR, this project component would be subject to future CEQA review when a 
specific development proposal is put forward. 

I5-3 The commenter thanks the District for proposing the improvement and expansion 
of the Recycling Center and states that it is very much needed since the city has 
closed recycling centers. 

I5-4 The District Transportation Center was constructed in 2004 with Measure C funds. At 
the time the District operated buses and vehicles and a central building for 
transportation maintenance operations. The Center was part of a larger $4.5 million 
project which also included parking lot improvements (gaining the college 500 
spaces) and electrical and stormwater infrastructure improvements, which will 
remain. The building itself cost $2.8 million. As a result of staffing attrition and the 
increasing cost to maintain an aging vehicle fleet, the District has made the strategic 
decision to no longer operate an internal Transportation Center. The use of external 
transportation resources will allow for greater flexibility and efficiency in serving 
instructional and operational needs. Furthermore, the college’s Vision 2020 
Educational Master Plan identifies a need to provide on-campus student housing.  
Based on feedback from community forums, the college has identified this site as 
providing the ideal setting to satisfy this educational planning goal while taking into 
consideration the impact on the surrounding community.  

I5-5 The commenter supports full preservation of the Neutra/Alexander-designed 
buildings on campus. The District, in preparing the Recirculated Draft PEIR, has 
examined a number of options with regard to the Neutra/Alexander-designed 
buildings. The District undertook a robust alternatives analysis that looked at four 
different preservation alternatives (e.g., Full Preservation, Maximum Reuse, Majority 
Reuse, and Significant Reuse Alternatives). These alternatives look at progressively 
greater preservation and what it would mean for configuration of the campus master 
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plan and how the education goals could or would not be met through increasing 
preservation. Along with the proposed Facilities Master Plan, these alternatives will 
be presented to the Board of Trustees. 

I5-6 The commenter believes all the buildings should be repurposed as student lounges, as 
a museum, art display, or for student projects, particularly the original Planetarium. In 
addition to trying to balance the desire for preservation with its educational master 
planning goals, the District must consider other objectives including the total cost of 
updating, maintaining, and operating older buildings that may still not meet the 
educational needs of OCC, as well as the fact that the District has to maintain certain 
capacity load ratios in how educational space is allocated in order to remain 
competitive for state capital dollars. These decisions factor into the District’s ability 
to preserve and repurpose all the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings. 
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Response to Comment I6 

Jerome Fang 
OCC Faculty 

I6-1 Thank you for your support of the 2020 Facilities Master Plan and particularly the 
new Planetarium. 
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Response to Comment I7 

Riley Alexander 
OCC Student 

I7-1 Thank you for your support of the 2020 Facilities Master Plan. 
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Response to Comment I8 

Rose Anne Kings 
Architect and OCC Professor of Architecture 

I8-1 Your comment about controlled lighting around the new Planetarium for the purposes 
of night star gazing is noted. 

I8-2 The commenter supports adoption of the Significant Reuse Alternative, but 
understands that keeping historic resources can sometimes hinder the mission of the 
community of campus users. 

I8-3 The configuration of the historic buildings creates safety issues through hidden areas 
and odd spaces that are difficult to light and limit visibility. One of the goals of the 
2020 Facilities Master Plan is to create defensible space to foster a sense of safety 
among campus users.  

I8-4 The commenter states that as the campus grows in height and density, the central 
older buildings are causing a peripheral development pattern that will eventually 
make the center obsolete if it cannot be developed in keeping with the new buildings. 
The District agrees that the desire of pro-preservationists to keep the campus in a 
museum-like state as a legacy to the past is not realistic for a constantly evolving 
campus with a diverse set of needs and user groups. 

I8-5 The commenter believes that the Significant Reuse Alternative strikes the balance 
between preserving the pattern of mid-century modern campus development to 
respect our history, roots, and architectural significance, but would not hold the 
campus back physically and financially. 

I8-6 The commenter argues that rather than trying to maintain a whole set of 
underperforming historic buildings and instead preserving and protecting a smaller, 
select number of buildings gives the campus a chance to focus limited resources onto 
a more achievable goal of protecting part of the cultural legacy and story of OCC. 
The District thanks you for your insightful comments.  
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Response to Comment Letter I9 

Steve Tamanaha 
Costa Mesa Resident 

I9-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Facilities 
Master Plan. 
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Response to Comment Letter I10 

John W. Linnert 
Architect 

I10-1 The commenter suggests that the significant adverse impact to historic resources has not 
been documented by the PEIR, which it has. The Ostashay & Associates’ Historic 
Resources Technical Report and the Page & Turnbull Historic Structures Report (both 
contained in Appendix D of the Draft PEIR) both assess and document a significant 
adverse impact should the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings on the campus, which 
were also identified as part of a potential historic district, be demolished. 

Furthermore, the PEIR includes alternatives to the proposed project which include 
four different preservation alternatives (e.g., Full Preservation, Maximum Reuse, 
Majority Reuse, and Significant Reuse Alternatives). These alternatives look at 
progressively greater preservation options of the Neutra/Alexander-designed 
buildings and what it would mean for configuration of the campus master plan and 
how the education goals of the college and district could or would not be met through 
increasing preservation. In addition to the proposed project, these will be the 
alternatives presented to the Board of Trustees.  

I10-2 The District has documented the significant adverse CEQA impact that would result 
from demolition of the identified historic structures (see Chapter 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, and Appendix D of the PEIR). The significance of the Neutra/Alexander-
designed buildings has not been in question; how many to retain and repurpose them 
has been the question. 

I10-3 The District has received letters, included as part of this Final PEIR, that represent 
alternative viewpoints to the one presented in this comment that Full Preservation is 
the only option and everyone in the United States unanimously supports preservation 
of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings on the OCC campus. This is why, as part 
of the CEQA process, the District has explored and presented a range of alternatives 
for preservation of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings for consideration by the 
Board of Trustees in light of the multiple objectives that the District aims to achieve 
through its campus master plan. 

I10-4 The Ostashay and Associates Historic Resources Technical Report, the Page & 
Turnbull Historic Structures Report, and the Draft PEIR Cultural Resources chapter 
fully inform the public about the historic resources on campus and the impacts of the 
Project. The Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings are outdated for the current 
campus’ needs. Through the CEQA process, the debate about the fate of the 
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Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings on the OCC campus has become quite public, 
and as evidenced by the letters received on the Draft Recirculated PEIR, the opinion 
about what to do with these buildings on the OCC campus varies. If there is a 
commonality amongst the letters it is that most commenters agree with preserving 
select Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings to honor our architectural heritage and 
the history of the OCC campus. Saying that the public has been misled into thinking 
they can be demolished without much concern suggests that there has not been any 
public comment or sophisticated discussion or study about the reuse possibilities of 
these buildings, which is contrary to the record. 

I10-5 This objective of public disclosure is already served through the District’s compliance 
with CEQA, not by a reissuance of Measure M. Through CEQA, the District is 
required to disclose its proposed actions and must consider alternatives to the 
proposed project, which it has done through consideration of four different 
preservation alternatives and two No Project alternatives. Above and beyond the 
requirements of CEQA, the District has held monthly facility committee meetings to 
which the public is invited and at which the fate of the Neutra/Alexander-designed 
buildings was discussed in great detail. Furthermore, OCC has engaged in outreach to 
the local community for the past 2 years regarding the 2020 Facilities Master Plan. 

I10-6 The Page & Turnbull Historic Structures Report shows that the Neutra/Alexander-
designed buildings can be renovated but not without significant cost and the uses 
proposed for these buildings are not the primary uses that the college so desperately 
needs space for such as a Student Union, Chemistry Building or Language Arts 
building. Renovating a structure is more economically viable than building a new 
structure only if there is a use that can work in the structure, and it makes economic 
sense over the long-term. The District must consider other objectives including the 
total cost of updating, maintaining, and operating older buildings that still may not 
meet the educational needs of OCC, as well as the fact that the District has to 
maintain certain capacity load ratios in how educational space is allocated in order to 
remain competitive for state capital dollars. These decisions factor into the District’s 
ability to preserve and repurpose all of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings. 
Linda Sohl-Ellison’s letter (Letter I-2) to the Board of Trustees about the OCC Dance 
Department’s plight for a new dance facility for 25 years is a relevant example of the 
type of problem that the District needs to solve and has the opportunity to solve with 
implementation of the 2020 Facilities Master Plan. It is a problem that cannot be 
solved by just repurposing the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings on campus. 

CEQA defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
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social, and technological factors.”  Public Resources Code section 21061.1 (emphasis 
added).  For an alternative to be feasible, it must be “successful” at achieving the 
project’s objectives.  Thus, an alternative may be rejected as infeasible if it “would 
not fully meet the project objective....” Association of Irritated Residents v. County of 

Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1400. 

Here, the Page and Turnbull report did not analyze feasibility within CEQA’s 
meaning.  Rather, the Page and Turnbull report considered whether the buildings 
could physically be re-used.  The Page and Turnbull report did not analyze whether 
re-use would meet the project objectives. As such, the Page and Turnbull report does 
not opine that re-use is feasible within CEQA’s meaning. 

I10-7 Repurposing the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings is an additional cost to taxpayers 
(which is supported by the Page & Turnbull report findings on cost), because the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings would mostly have to be repurposed for ancillary 
uses as the buildings cannot be adapted to meet the District’s current needs for a larger 
Planetarium that can seat a large audience and with current technology, or the space needs 
for a new one-stop Student Services Center, or the space needs of the Dance Program, or 
on-campus student housing, to name just a few examples.  

I10-8 The provenance of the buildings is exactly what the District seeks to change because 
the location and setting of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings as a whole 
creates the following issues: safety issues for users with blocked lines of sight and 
lots of hidden spaces that cannot be well lit; wayfinding issues as it is difficult to 
navigate easily across campus, and the fact that the spaces between the buildings 
require updating to accommodate increased student needs for food service and 
informal gathering and study spaces. 

I10-9 The District, with its educational mission to serve the local community, has been 
remarkably open during its planning process. In fact, it has an open meeting format 
for its monthly facilities committee meetings so that members of the public, including 
opponents of its proposed plans, may attend and speak at length. In addition, the 
District has held outreach meetings with the local community about the Facilities 
Master Plan, and then subsequent meetings to discuss the proposed OCC Village and 
the proposed student housing components of the project. The District has also 
engaged in the CEQA process, holding a scoping meeting on November 21, 2013, 
two meetings during the circulation of the original PEIR in July and August 2014, a 
Board meeting in July 2015 to consider the amended Facilities Master Plan, and 
another public meeting on September 9, 2015, during the public review period of the 
Recirculated Draft PEIR. Mr. Linnert has been present and has spoken at most, if not 



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-90 

all, of these meetings presenting his case for the “Full Preservation Alternative” of the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings. 

I10-10 The CEQA process is the public’s opportunity to give input on whether the identified 
historic structures on campus should stay or alternatively should be demolished as 
part of the master plan process. 

I10-11 The 1,875-page Page & Turnbull Historic Structures Report was very comprehensive. It 
included preservation alternatives and adaptive use options of the Neutra/Alexander-
designed buildings; costs for building modifications and rehabilitation; a structural 
evaluation; a mechanical, electrical, and plumbing evaluation; fire and life safety 
evaluation; and a hazardous materials visual assessment report. 

I10-12  The District thanks you for your input and support for the “Full Preservation 
Alternative” as the preferred alternative. This will go before the Board of Trustees for 
their consideration when they consider approval of the project. 

I10-13 The District appreciates your desire to continue the public input process, but given the 
fact that the District has been working on this Facilities Master Plan for 4 years and 
has distributed two EIRs for public review on this project, along with holding 
multiple public meetings and hearings, the District would like to move this project 
forward to the Board of Trustees for consideration. 
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Response to Oral Comment I11 

Barbara Bullard 

I11-1 Thank you for providing the perspective of a faculty member who has taught in the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings for 20 years and describing how difficult they 
were to teach in and how they are not a fit for today’s current academic needs. This is 
an important perspective, and it will be considered by the Board when they decide 
whether to approve the proposed project or an alternative. 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-94 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-95 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-96 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-97 

Response to Oral Comment I12 

Rachelle Favis 

I12-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Master 
Facilities Plan. 
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Response to Oral Comment I13 

Christopher Boyle 

I13-1 Thank you for your comment that in order to move the campus forward into the 
future, it is not possible to preserve every Neutra/Alexander-designed building 
and that the campus is first and foremost an operating campus and not a 
museum. The Board of Trustees will have the proposed project and a set of 
alternatives put before them for a decision about what best fits the needs of the 
campus and the overall community. 
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Response to Oral Comment I14 

Dennis Kelly 

I14-1 Thank you for your comment about trying to balance the needs of the campus with 
preservation of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings.  
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Response to Oral Comment I15 

Dottie Duddridge 

I15-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Master Facilities 
Plan and particularly, in support of the location for the dance program facility. 
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Response to Oral Comment I16 

Julie Duddridge 

I16-1 The Page & Turnbull Historic Structures Report shows that the insensitive additions 
to the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings such as the air conditioning units, can be 
removed and the buildings repaired, but it is not without substantial cost to the 
District to do so. Your comment and letter I-2 from Linda Sohl-Ellison indicate that a 
facility for the dance program is very much needed, and the 2020 Facilities Master 
Plan identifies a location in the area near the Robert B. Moore Theater and the OCC 
Music Building for the new dance facility, which has been long awaited by the dance 
faculty and students. 
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Response to Oral Comment I17 

Daniel N. Shrader 

117-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Master 
Facilities Plan. 
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Response to I18 

Geno Mulcahy 

I18-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Master Facilities 
Plan, and particularly the proposed student housing. 

I18-2 Thank you for your comment in support of the proposed new Planetarium. 

118-3 Thank you for your comment in support of the proposed new Student Center. 

I18-4 Thank you for your comment in support of the new adaptive physical education and 
office complex. 
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Response to Oral Comment I19 

Khuong Le 

I19-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Master 
Facilities Plan. 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-128 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-129 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-130 

  



 2 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 2-131 

Response to Oral Comment I20 

Basant Elghayati 

I20-1 Thank you for your comment in support of the adoption of the 2020 Master Facilities 
Plan. Regarding the comment about providing more parking near the Student Center, 
the idea is to create a more walkable campus, where students will park once (or 
maybe not drive to classes at all if they live on campus) and would be able to easily 
navigate the campus with more clearly planned campus zones for student services, 
fine art, science and math, and physical education. With buildings planned next to 
each other that make sense, it will be easier for students to make one stop at each part 
of campus and complete multiple tasks at one time, saving energy and time. The 
reconfiguration of the campus core will also make it easier to achieve lines of sight so 
students will have more clearly defined paths of travel across campus and be able to 
maintain a sense of safety walking and biking through campus. 
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Response to Comment Letter I21 

Alan Hess 
Architect/Historian-Author  

I21-1 The commenter strongly supports preservation and adaptive reuse of the 
Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings at OCC. It is recognized that the 
commenter is a well-known author on mid-century modern architecture. 

121-2 The commenter notes that Neutra’s recognized significance is well established both 
locally and internationally. The initial OCC Board wanted the very best for the new 
campus, and thus, selected Neutra, Alexander, and Eckbo to design the campus. This 
is no different from today’s Board of Trustees, which also wants to select the very 
best design for the new campus and one that meets the needs of current and future 
students, faculty, and staff. 

I21-3 The commenter states that identified historic resources bring a diversity and depth to 
places and that maintaining these cultural assets will benefit OCC and the broader 
Orange County community. In addition to trying to balance the desire for 
preservation, and maintaining cultural assets on campus, with its educational master 
planning goals, the District must consider other objectives, as well. These objectives 
include the total cost of updating, maintaining, and operating older buildings that still 
may not meet the educational needs of the college, as well as the fact that the District 
has to maintain certain capacity load ratios in how educational space is allocated in 
order to remain competitive for state capital dollars. These decisions factor into the 
District’s ability to preserve and repurpose all the Neutra/Alexander-designed 
buildings. Linda Sohl-Ellison’s letter (Letter I-2) to the Board of Trustees about the 
OCC Dance Department’s plight for new dance facility for 25 years is a poignant 
example of the type of problem that the District needs to solve and has the 
opportunity to solve with implementation of the 2020 Facilities Master Plan. 

There are a number of Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings that would remain on 
campus even if the proposed Facilities Master Plan were to be adopted by the 
Board of Trustees. At a minimum, the District would preserve the Business 
Education row buildings and the Robert B. Moore Theater which some feel are the 
most representative examples of Neutra’s work on the campus. The District is 
trying to balance the desire for preservation with their educational master planning 
goals to better serve their students, faculty, and the community with modern 
teaching and learning facilities. 
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I21-4 The District thanks you for your input and support for the “Maximum Reuse” and 
“Full Preservation” alternatives as the preferred alternatives to consider. This will 
go before the Board of Trustees for their consideration when they consider 
approval of the project. 

I21-5 The commenter states that preservation and adaptive reuse of the Neutra/Alexander-
designed buildings would set an example of sustainable design, and the campus 
would act as a model to the community by doing so. The District is proposing to 
preserve and adaptively reuse some of the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings 
which is an example of sustainable design. Notable as well is that fact that Orange 
Coast College was recently awarded the 2015 Energy and Sustainability Award from 
the state. Therefore, preservation of all the Neutra/Alexander-designed buildings is 
not the only way for the District to show that sustainability is important to its mission. 
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CHAPTER 3 
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT PEIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

As provided in Section 15088(c) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, responses to comments may take the form of a revision to a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) or may be a separate section in the Final EIR. This section complies with 
the latter and provides changes to the Draft Program EIR (PEIR) presented in strikethrough text 
(i.e., strikethrough) signifying deletions and underline (i.e., underline) signifying additions. 
These notations are meant to provide clarification, corrections, or minor revisions as needed as a 
result of public comments or because of changes in the proposed project since the release of the 
Draft PEIR as required by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines. None of the corrections and 
additions constitutes significant new information or substantial project changes requiring 
recirculation as defined by Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

3.2 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT PEIR 

Changes to the Draft PEIR are provided in this section. Page numbers correspond to the Draft PEIR.  

The following changes were made in Chapter 1, Executive Summary due to errors in the Draft PEIR. 
Changes were made to Sections 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality and 4.13, Utilities and Service 
Systems in response to Comment Letter A-1, from Mesa Water District. 

Chapter 1, Executive Summary, page I-10, Mitigation Measure(s) column, and Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, page 4.1-18, Mitigation Measures. 

MM-AES-1  Architectural and site design of proposed structures shall consider the existing 
scale of the surrounding community and implement appropriate measures to 
reduce bulk and scale. Measures to be considered shall include the following: 

 Implementation of appropriate setbacks along sides of structures abutting or 
fronting public roadways. Setbacks shall strive to be consistent with setbacks 
displayed by existing development in the area. Building setbacks abutting 
public rights-of-way shall be landscaped (except for walks and driveways that 
provide access from a public right-of-way), and parking areas (including 
structures) shall be developed with perimeter landscaping. 

 Implementation of architectural design strategies to reduce the bulk and scale 
of new buildings abutting or fronting roadways. Strategies to consider include 
may include step-back design for future development above street level to 
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reduce spatial impingement on adjacent roadways and suitably articulated 
architectural facades to provide visual interest.  

 Implementation of landscape plans featuring drought-tolerant planting 
material consisting of canopy trees, shrubs, and groundcover to soften the 
appearance of structure edges and continuous facades and relieve solid, 
unbroken elevations. Landscape plans shall be compatible with the 
architectural characteristics of the proposed structures and be visually 
compatible with the character of adjacent landscaping. Plant materials shall be 
suitable for the given soil and climatic conditions and shall consider species 
currently utilized in Orange Coast College (OCC) campus landscaping.  

 If adequate space is available, incorporation of landscape medians and 
streetscape amenities (or if currently present, enhanced) along segments of 
roadways abutting the future development site. Landscaping shall incorporate 
drought-tolerant planting materials including trees, shrubs, and groundcovers, 
and may consider species identified in the City of Costa Mesa Streetscape and 
Median Development Standards Recommended Street Tree Palette for Adams 
Avenue, Arlington Drive, Fairview Road, and Merrimac Way in order to 
create a consistent landscape theme along perimeter roadways. Landscape 
median development shall display a consistent theme and be visually 
compatible with existing landscaping and land-uses as well as with the 
landscape plan prepared for the proposed development site. Streetscape 
features shall include enhanced sidewalk paving, raised and/or cut-out planters 
suitable for shrubs and street trees, seating, lighting, and other features in a 
cohesive and visually appealing design that establishes a perceptible thematic 
image that visually unifies architecture and exterior streetscape spaces.  

 Future on-campus facilities shall strive to utilize a unifying architectural style 
that contributes to a unified campus appearance and reflects a consistent 
architectural character among existing campus facilities in the immediate area.  

Chapter 1, Executive Summary, page I-10, third row. 

Impact AES-1 was removed from the “visual quality/character degradation” environmental topic 
area. Impact AES-2 was retained and renamed Impact AES-1. Mitigation Measure MM-AES-2 
was removed from the “visual quality/character degradation” environmental topic area, because 
this mitigation measure applies to the “new source of light or glare” environmental topic area.  
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Chapter 1, Executive Summary, page I-13, second row. 

This section was revised to include Impact AES-2 in the “Impacts” column and remove “No 
significant impacts” from the column.  

Impact AES-2: While the OCC campus is located in an urbanized setting containing various 
existing sources of nighttime lighting, the introduction of new lighting sources near an existing 
multi-family residential development could affect nighttime views. Therefore, for purposes of 
this analysis, absent specific detail, impacts associated with new sources of lighting and affects 
to nighttime views are considered potentially significant 

Mitigation measure MM-AES-2 was added in the “Mitigation Measure(s)” column, and the “No 
mitigation required” designation was removed from the same column.  

The “Level of Significance After Mitigation” column has been revised to remove “N/A” and 
include a “Less than Significant” designation.  

Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.8-26, third paragraph. 

At the time the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan was drafted, Ttotal water supplies 
delivered by the MCWD vary from year to year, but included approximately 82% groundwater, 
12% imported water, and 6% recycled water (MCWD 2011). The MCWD (now known as the 
Mesa Water District or Mesa Water) has indicated that the total water supply capacity is 
approximately 64.8 million gallons per day (mgd), consisting of 14.1 mgd from clear well 
groundwater pumping, 8.6 mgd from the Mesa Water Reliability Facility, and 42.1 mgd from 
imported water. The proportion of water to be supplied from groundwater sources is expected to 
increase because one of MCWD’s goals is to eliminate its reliance on imported water (MCWD 
2011). In the 2011–2012 school year, OCC used approximately 170 acre-feet of potable water 
(OCC 2013). According to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan prepared by MCWD 
(2011), the water district has supplied 15,900 acre-feet per year of groundwater to customers, 
making OCC’s usage about 1% of the total groundwater supplied by MCWD (assuming that all 
water is derived from groundwater). Compared to the annual groundwater production within the 
Orange County Groundwater Basin as a whole (i.e., roughly 500,000 acre-feet per year), the 
increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be negligible, and would be far less 
than the variation in demand due to climatic conditions (MCWD 2011). As a point of 
comparison, in 1998, the volume of storage of freshwater within the basin amounted to 
37,700,000 acre-feet (DWR 2004). A water service agreement and, if required, payment of 
impact fees to the water district would be required prior to initiating new water connections.  
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Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-2, second paragraph. 

At the time the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan was drafted, Tthe MCWD 
currently provideds 82% groundwater, 12% imported water, and 6% recycled water to portions 
of Costa Mesa, including the OCC campus (MCWD 2011). According to the MCWD 2010 
Urban Water Management Plan, for the Year 2015 and beyond water demand is projected to be 
composed of 94% local groundwater and 6% recycled water—no imported water is anticipated 
to be purchased for 2015 through 2035 (MCWD 2011). The MCWD (now known as the Mesa 
Water District or Mesa Water) has indicated that the total water supply capacity is approximately 
64.8 million gallons per day (mgd), consisting of 14.1 mgd from clear well groundwater 
pumping, 8.6 mgd from the Mesa Water Reliability Facility, and 42.1 mgd from imported water. 
Therefore, OCC would rely on groundwater, recycled water, and imported water sources. 
Therefore, OCC would rely solely on groundwater and recycled water sources upon buildout of 
the proposed project.  

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-2, fifth paragraph. 

At the time the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan was drafted, Rrecycled water 
accounteds for 6% of the water supplied by the MCWD, which is used for irrigation and landscape 
purposes for various customers in Costa Mesa, including OCC. This water source, which originates 
as wastewater, receives primary and secondary treatment by the OCSD, is reclaimed by the OCWD, 
and then is distributed by the MCWD (MCWD 2011). The MCWD has indicated that the total 
recycled water supply capacity consists of 8.6 mgd from the Mesa Water Reliability Facility, which 
is approximately 13% of Mesa Water’s total water supply capacity. 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-15, first paragraph. 

The water needs of the proposed project would be met by the MCWD. According to the MCWD 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan, water demand is expected to increase from 19,400 AFY 
for the Year 2010 to 19,700 AFY for the Year 2015 and remain constant at 19,700 AFY through 
2035. Water supply for the Year 2010 was composed of 82% local groundwater, 12% imported 
water, and 6% recycled water sources. According to the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan, Ffor the Year 2015 and beyond, water supply is was projected to be composed of 94% 
local groundwater and 6% recycled water—no imported water is was anticipated to be purchased 
for 2015 through 2035 (MCWD 2011). However, the MCWD has indicated that the total water 
supply capacity would rely on 42.1 mgd of imported water. Therefore, the OCC would rely on 
groundwater, imported water, and recycled water sources upon buildout of the proposed project. 
Therefore, OCC would rely solely on groundwater and recycled water sources upon buildout of 
the proposed project. 
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Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-15, second paragraph. 

The OCWD has been the primary agency managing the groundwater basin since 1933. The 
OCWD works collaboratively with the MWD and other local water districts such as the MCWD to 
implement a comprehensive program to manage the groundwater basin to ensure a safe and 
sustainable supply. The Groundwater Management Plan 2009 Update documents the objectives, 
operations, and programs aimed at accomplishing the MCWD’s mission (MCWD 2011, Appendix 
B). Because the MCWD already serves an estimated 111,166 customers in an area that is largely 
(although not completely) built out, any increase in demand resulting from the proposed project—
when taken in the context of total water deliveries and the active management of the basin by the 
OCWD—would be relatively minor and incremental in nature. Furthermore, the MCWD has 
designed its recently built colored water treatment plant for future expansion. Because the OCWD 
encourages the pumping of groundwater that does not meet drinking water standards in order to 
protect water quality, use of the water from the lower aquifer does not count against its basin 
production percentage goals (this is also known as a Basin Equity Assessment Exemption). 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-15, third paragraph. 

Nevertheless, to the extent the proposed project generates additional water demand, it could also 
result in an increase in the use of groundwater. The most substantial increase in water demand 
resulting from the proposed project will likely occur following occupancy of the student housing 
project. Additional facilities besides the student housing project that are also expected to be 
water intensive include the Adaptive Physical Education, Gymnasium, Pool Facilities, and 
District Office. Other program- and project-level components of the proposed project, while less 
water-demanding, will still entail incremental increases in water demands associated with 
maintenance, landscaping, and restroom facilities necessary to accommodate the anticipated 
increased enrollment of approximately 6,922 students by 2020. The OCWD Mesa Water District 
would require approval of all water utility connections proposed by OCC. 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-15, fourth paragraph. 

In the 2011–2012 school year, OCC used approximately 170 acre-feet of potable water (Goode, 
pers. comm. 2013). According to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan prepared by the 
MCWD (2011), the water district has supplied 15,900 AFY of groundwater 19,400 AFY to 
customers, making OCC’s usage about 1% of the total groundwater supplied by the MCWD 
(assuming that all water all is derived from groundwater). Compared to the annual groundwater 
production within the Orange County Groundwater Basin as a whole (roughly 500,000 AFY), 
Therefore, the increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be negligible, and 
would be far less than the variation in demand due to climatic conditions (MCWD 2011). As a 
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point of comparison, in 1998, the volume of storage of freshwater within the basin amounted to 
37,700,000 acre-feet (DWR 2004). 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-16, third paragraph. 

Considering that the increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be 
negligible compared to the annual groundwater production within the Orange County 
Groundwater Basin as a whole (roughly 500,000 AFY) Mesa Water District’s total water 
supply and the proposed project would be consistent with projections provided in the MCWD 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan, the proposed project would not create potable water 
demand that would necessitate the construction or expansion of new water facilities. In 
addition, implementation of mitigation measure MM-HYD-4 (see Section 4.8.5) would 
ensure that water is not used in a wasteful manner, which would also further ensure that 
impacts relating to the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-17, third paragraph. 

As previously discussed, the water needs of the proposed project would be met by the MCWD. 
The MCWD Urban Water Management Plan, adopted in May 2011, outlines current water 
services as of 2010 and future projections for the service area. The 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan reflects new development projects and assesses ongoing water supply issues, 
such as drought. Based on the analysis presented in the plan, the MCWD has confirmed that it 
will have sufficient water supply to meet overall demands through 2035 (MCWD 2011). At the 
time the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan was drafted, Ffor the year 2015 and 
beyond, water supply is was projected to be composed of 94% local groundwater and 6% 
recycled water—no imported water is was anticipated to be purchased for 2015 through 2035 
(MCWD 2011). Therefore, OCC would rely solely on groundwater and recycled water sources 
upon buildout of the proposed project. The Mesa Water District has indicated that the total water 
supply capacity is approximately 64.8 million gallons per day (mgd), consisting of 14.1 mgd 
from clear well groundwater pumping, 8.6 mgd from the Mesa Water Reliability Facility, and 
42.1 mgd from imported water. Therefore, OCC would rely on groundwater, recycled water, and 
imported water sources. 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-18, first paragraph. 

The OCWD has been the primary agency managing the groundwater basin since 1933. The 
OCWD works collaboratively with the MWD and other local water districts such as the MCWD 
to implement a comprehensive program to manage the groundwater basin to ensure a safe and 
sustainable supply. The Groundwater Management Plan 2009 Update documents the objectives, 
operations, and programs aimed at accomplishing the OCWD’s mission (MCWD 2011, 
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Appendix B). Because the MCWD already serves an estimated 111,166 customers in an area that 
is largely (although not completely) built out, any increase in demand resulting from the 
proposed project—when taken in the context of total water deliveries and the active management 
of the basin by the OCWD—would be relatively minor and incremental in nature.  

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-18, second paragraph. 

Nevertheless, to the extent the proposed project generates additional water demand, it could also 
result in an increase in the use of groundwater. The most substantial increase in water demand 
resulting from the proposed project will likely occur following occupancy of the student housing 
project. Additional facilities besides the student housing project that are also expected to be 
water intensive include the Adaptive Physical Education, Gymnasium, Pool Facilities, and 
District Office. Other program- and project-level components of the proposed project, while less 
water-demanding, will still entail incremental increases in water demands associated with 
maintenance, landscaping, and restroom facilities necessary to accommodate the anticipated 
increased enrollment of approximately 6,922 students by 2020. The OCWD Mesa Water District 
would require approval of all water utility connections proposed by OCC. 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-18, third paragraph. 

As discussed previously, compared to the Mesa Water District’s total water supply 
capacityannual groundwater production within the Orange County Groundwater Basin as a 
whole (roughly 500,000 AFY), the increase in demand as a result of the proposed project 
would be negligible, and would be far less than the variation in demand due to climatic 
conditions (MCWD 2011). A water service agreement and, if required, payment of impact 
fees to the MCWD would be required prior to initiating new water connections. In addition, 
growth associated with the student housing project would be consistent with the MCWD’s 
planning projections. 

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-18, fifth paragraph. 

Considering that the increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be negligible 
compared to Mesa Water District’s total water supply capacity, the annual groundwater 
production within the Orange County Groundwater Basin as a whole and the proposed project 
would be consistent with projections provided in the MCWD 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan, which has confirmed that it will have sufficient water supply to meet overall demands 
through 2035 (MCWD 2011), the proposed project would have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and no new or expanded 
entitlements would be needed. In addition, implementation of MM-HYD-4 would ensure that 
water is not used in a wasteful manner, which would also further ensure that impacts relating to 
water supplies would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.13-25, second paragraph. 

Because of the cumulative nature of potable water and groundwater impacts—meaning that all 
urban growth and development relying on the Orange County Groundwater Basin would demand 
water—the project’s increase in demand on potable water groundwater, even if individually 
minor, could be cumulatively considerable, particularly in the context of climate change, existing 
drought conditions, and the trend toward increased reliance on local supplies. Implementation of 
MM-HYD-4 would ensure that water is not used in a wasteful manner, which would also further 
ensure that the contribution to cumulative impacts on groundwater volume and levels would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 
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CHAPTER 4 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires that, upon certification of an 
environmental impact report (EIR), “the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring 
program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order 
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring program 
shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation” (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). 

This mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) has been developed in compliance 
with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and Section 15097 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and includes the following information: 

 A list of mitigation measures 

 The party responsible for implementing or monitoring the mitigation measures 

 The timing for implementation of the mitigation measures 

 The agency responsible for monitoring the implementation 

 The date of completion of monitoring. 

The Coast Community College District (District) must adopt this MMRP, or an equally 
effective program, if it approves the proposed project with the mitigation measures that were 
adopted or made conditions of project approval. 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Agency Responsible 

for Monitoring Date of Completion  

Aesthetics 

MM-AES-1 Architectural and site design of proposed structures shall consider the existing scale 
of the surrounding community and implement appropriate measures to reduce bulk and scale. 
Measures to be considered shall include the following: 

 Implementation of appropriate setbacks along sides of structures abutting or 
fronting public roadways. Setbacks shall strive to be consistent with setbacks 
displayed by existing development in the area. Building setbacks abutting public 
rights-of-way shall be landscaped (except for walks and driveways that provide 
access from a public right-of-way), and parking areas (including structures) shall be 
developed with perimeter landscaping. 

 Implementation of architectural design strategies to reduce the bulk and scale of new 
buildings abutting or fronting roadways. Strategies to consider may include step-back 
design for future development above street level to reduce spatial impingement on 
adjacent roadways and suitably articulated architectural facades to provide visual 
interest.  

 Implementation of landscape plans featuring drought-tolerant planting material consisting of 
canopy trees, shrubs, and groundcover to soften the appearance of structure edges and 
continuous facades and relieve solid, unbroken elevations. Landscape plans shall be 
compatible with the architectural characteristics of the proposed structures and be visually 
compatible with the character of adjacent landscaping. Plant materials shall be suitable for 
the given soil and climatic conditions and shall consider species currently utilized in Orange 
Coast College (OCC) campus landscaping.  

  If adequate space is available, incorporation of landscape medians and streetscape 
amenities (or if currently present, enhanced) along segments of roadways abutting the 
future development site. Landscaping shall incorporate drought-tolerant planting 
materials including trees, shrubs, and groundcovers, and may consider species 
identified in the City of Costa Mesa Streetscape and Median Development Standards 
Recommended Street Tree Palette for Adams Avenue, Arlington Drive, Fairview Road, 
and Merrimac Way in order to create a consistent landscape theme along perimeter 
roadways. Landscape median development shall display a consistent theme and be 
visually compatible with existing landscaping and land-uses as well as with the 
landscape plan prepared for the proposed development site. Streetscape features shall 

During planning and 
design 

District  
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include enhanced sidewalk paving, raised and/or cut-out planters suitable for shrubs 
and street trees, seating, lighting, and other features in a cohesive and visually 
appealing design that establishes a perceptible thematic image that visually unifies 
architecture and exterior streetscape spaces.  

 Future on-campus facilities shall strive to utilize a unifying architectural style that 
contributes to a unified campus appearance and reflects a consistent architectural 
character among existing campus facilities in the immediate area. 

MM-AES-2 The Coast Community College District (District) shall prepare lighting and 
signage plans depicting the proposed locations and heights of light poles and signs. The 
District shall incorporate lighting design specifications to ensure safety and security while 
also providing adequate illumination for intended uses. The following measures shall be 
included in all lighting plans: 

 Luminaires shall be designed with cutoff-type fixtures or features that cast low-angle 
illumination to minimize incidental spillover of light onto adjacent off-campus properties. 
Fixtures that shine light upward or horizontally shall not spill any light onto adjacent off-
campus properties. 

 Luminaires shall provide accurate color rendering and natural light qualities. Low-
pressure sodium and high-pressure sodium fixtures that are not color-corrected shall 
not be used, except as part of an approved sign or landscape plan. 

 Luminaire mountings shall be downcast and pole heights minimized to reduce potential 
for back scatter into the nighttime sky and incidental spillover light onto adjacent 
properties. Luminaire mountings shall be treated with non-glare finishes. 

 All exterior lighting within 200 feet of residentially zoned property shall be shielded and 
and/or directed away from residential areas. 

During planning and 
design 

District  

Air Quality 

MM-AQ-1The following measures shall be adhered to during the architectural coating phases of 
project construction to reduce volatile organic compound (VOCs) emissions from activities during 
Phases 2 and 3: 

a) The Coast Community College District (District) shall procure architectural coatings 
from a supplier in compliance with the requirements of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). 

During project 
construction 

SCAQMD  
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b) The architectural coating phase of the student housing Project shall occur over a 35-
day duration, or the coating application rate should be limited to 23,420 square feet a 
day.  

c) The architectural coating phase of the Adaptive Physical Education, Gymnasium, Pool 
Facilities, and Division Office shall occur over a 20-day duration, or the coating 
application rate should be limited to 9,990 square feet a day. The maximum VOC 
content of exterior coatings shall be limited to 100 grams per liter.  

d) The architectural coating phase of the Student Union shall occur over a 30-day 
duration, or the coating application rate should be limited to 12,650 square feet a day. 
The maximum VOC content of exterior coatings shall be limited to 100 grams per liter.  

e) The architectural coating phase of the Language Arts Building shall occur over a 10-day 
duration, or the coating application rate should be limited to 21,550 square feet a day. 
The maximum VOC content of exterior coatings shall be limited to 100 grams per liter.  

f) The architectural coating phase of the Dance Building shall occur over a 10-day 
duration, or the coating application rate should be limited to 6,400 square feet a day. 
The maximum VOC content of exterior coatings shall be limited to 100 grams per liter.  

g) The architectural coating phase of the Chemistry Building shall occur over a 10-day 
duration, or the coating application rate should be limited to 8,780 square feet a day. 
The maximum VOC content of exterior coatings shall be limited to 100 grams per liter. 

MM-AQ-2 Consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403, it is required that fugitive dust generated by 
grading and construction activities be kept to a minimum, with a goal of retaining dust on the site, 
by following the dust control measures listed as follows: 

a) During clearing, grading, earthmoving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill 
materials, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to prevent dust from leaving 
the site and to create a crust after each day’s activities cease. 

b) During construction, water truck or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of 
vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, 
this would include wetting down such areas later in the morning, after work is completed 
for the day, and whenever winds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). 

c) Soil stockpiled for more than 2 days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil 
binders to prevent dust generation. 

d) Speeds on unpaved roads shall be reduced to less than 15 mph. 

During project 
construction 

SCAQMD  
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e) All grading and excavation operations shall be halted when wind speeds exceed 25 
mph. 

f) Dirt and debris spilled onto paved surfaces at the project site and on the adjacent 
roadways shall be swept, vacuumed, and/or washed at the end of each workday. 

g) Should minor import/export of soil materials be required, all trucks hauling dirt, sand, 
soil, or other loose material to and from the construction site shall be tarped and 
maintain a minimum 2 feet of freeboard. 

h) At a minimum, at each vehicle egress from the project site to a paved public road, a pad 
shall be installed consisting of washed gravel (minimum size: 1 inch) maintained in a 
clean condition to a depth of at least 6 inches and extending to a width of at least 30 
feet and a length of at least 50 feet (or as otherwise directed by SCAQMD) to reduce 
trackout and carryout onto public roads. 

i) Review and comply with any additional requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403. 

Biological Resources 

MM-BIO-1 If construction activities are scheduled to take place adjacent to potential bird nesting 
habitat during the general bird breeding season (i.e., February 1 through August 31), a nesting bird 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the presence of nests1 or nesting 
birds within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) (given the level of disturbance associated with the project 
area) of the construction activities. The nesting bird survey shall be completed no more than 72 
hours prior to any construction activities. 

 The survey will focus on special-status species known to use the area as well as other 
nesting birds that are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California 
Fish and Game Code. If an active nest2 (defined by the presence of eggs or young) is 
identified, grading or site disturbance within an appropriate buffer (e.g., 500 feet for raptors 
and 250 feet for other birds) of the nest shall be monitored by a qualified biologist regularly 
until project activities are no longer occurring within the required avoidance buffer of the 

During project 
construction 

District  

                                                 
1  A “nest” is defined as a structure or site under construction or preparation, constructed or prepared, or being used by a bird for the purpose of incubating 

eggs or rearing young. Perching sites and screening vegetation are not part of the nest.  
2  An “active nest” is defined as a structure or site where birds have begun constructing, preparing, or using a nest for egg-laying. A nest is no longer an active 

nest if abandoned by the adult birds or once nestlings or fledglings are no longer dependent on the nest. 
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nest or until fledglings become independent of the nest. All staging and construction 
equipment access routes shall be located away from nesting birds at all times. 

 The monitoring biologist may adjust the buffer radius if he or she determines it is 
necessary. The monitoring biologist shall halt construction activities determined to be 
disturbing nesting activities. The monitor shall make practicable recommendations to 
reduce the noise or disturbance in the vicinity of the nest. This may include 
recommendations such as (1) turning off vehicle engines and other equipment whenever 
possible to reduce noise, (2) working in other areas until the young have fledged, or (3) 
placing noise barriers to maintain the noise at the nest to 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) 
equivalent level (Leq) hourly or less or to the pre-construction ambient noise level if that 
exceeds 60 dBA Leq hourly. The on-site biologist will review and verify compliance with 
these nesting boundaries and will verify that the nesting effort has finished. Construction 
activities restricted by this measure can resume when no other active nests are found 
within the restricted area. 

Cultural Resources 

MM-CUL-1 A Historic Structures Report shall be prepared prior to any alteration, relocation, or 
demolition of any contributing buildings, structures, objects, features, or landscape elements 
located within the identified OCC Historic District. The work shall be completed by a qualified 
historic preservation professional who meets the requirements of the U.S. Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications for history, architectural history, or historic architecture. The 
report shall be prepared in a manner consistent with the recommended approaches outlined in 
the National Park Service Preservation Brief 43: The Preparation and Use of Historic Structures 
Reports. The report shall document the significance and physical condition of all contributing 
buildings, structures, objects, features, and landscape elements with photographs, text narrative, 
and existing drawings. This documentation shall include at a minimum: 

 A written historic and descriptive report completed in narrative format, including an 
architectural data form for each contributing resource. 

 A site plan showing the location of each building. This site plan shall include a photo 
key. 

 A sketch floor plan shall accompany each architectural data form. 

Pre-construction District  
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 Large format (4-inch x 5-inch or larger negative) photographs in accordance with Historic 
American Buildings Survey (HABS) guidelines and standards. Views shall include contextual 
views, all exterior elevations, details views of significant exterior architectural features, and 
interior views of significant historical architectural features or spaces. 

 Field photographs (digital) based on HABS guidelines to ensure full documentation of 
the site. Views should correspond to and augment those in the large format 
photographs. Such photographs shall be logged, tagged, and collected onto a media 
storage device for safe archiving. 

 Available historic photographs and historic and/or current as-built plans of the site and 
its contributing resources shall be reproduced digitally or photographically and included 
in the recordation document. 

One original copy of the documentation as specified above shall be assembled and offered, and 
archived if accepted, to each of the following entities: Southern California Information Center at 
California State University, Fullerton; Los Angeles Conservancy; University of California, Irvine; 
City of Costa Mesa Public Library; The Huntington Library, Art Collections, and Botanical 
Gardens; Neutra Institute for Survival Through Design; Orange County Archives; and the Costa 
Mesa Historical Society. 

MM-CUL-2 Prior to demolition of any contributing resources, including landscape elements, within 
the OCC Historic District, an inventory of significant exterior character-defining features, 
distinctive architectural elements, and materials shall be made by a qualified historic preservation 
professional who satisfies the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications for 
history, architectural history, or historic architecture. Where feasible these features shall be 
itemized, photographed, salvaged, and incorporated into the new design of the campus pursuant 
to the Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan. To the extent salvageable materials exceed on-site 
reuse needs, they may be sold, donated, or exchanged for use elsewhere in the community. 
Unsound, decayed, or toxic materials (e.g., asbestos, etc.) need not be included in the salvage 
process. Some materials shall also be incorporated into an educational interpretive program as 
discussed as part of the following mitigation measure. Salvage efforts shall be documented by 
summarizing all measures taken to encourage receipt of salvaged materials by the public. 

Pre-construction District  

MM-CUL-3 To assist the students, faculty, parents, and other interested parties in understanding 
the early history of OCC, an interpretive multi-media educational program and 3-D public art 

Pre- and during project 
construction 

District  
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display shall be incorporated into the development of the reconfigured campus quad area and/or 
campus library. This interpretive program and public art work shall be developed with the 
assistance of a qualified architectural historian or historic preservation professional who satisfies 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications. Content and design of the interpretive 
program should be specific to OCC, specifically the architecture and historical development of the 
campus. The program/display may include but not be limited to: commemorative signage; 
plaques; enlarged and framed historic photographs; representative statues; salvaged materials; 
models; display of as-built plans and drawings; educational interactive CD software program; 
other relevant displays and exhibits; tours or events; and published information in the form of 
brochures, pamphlets, videos, electronic media, campus website, etc. 
MM-CUL-4 If unexpected, potentially significant archaeological materials are encountered during 
construction, ground-disturbing activities shall be temporarily redirected or suspended until a 
qualified archaeologist is retained to evaluate the significance of the find. Unanticipated 
discoveries of significant cultural features would require handling in accordance with California 
Public Resources Code 5097. 

During project 
construction 

District  

MM-CUL-5 Paleontological monitoring of earthmoving activities below five feet (an arbitrary depth 
below which Holocene age sediments are anticipated) will be conducted on an as-needed basis 
by the paleontological monitors under the supervision of an Orange County Qualified 
Paleontologist (principal investigator) during all earthmoving activities that may expose sensitive 
strata. If fossils are unearthed at a shallower depth, the monitoring program should be adjusted 
accordingly. Earthmoving activities in areas of the project area where previously undisturbed 
strata will be buried but not otherwise disturbed will not be monitored. The Principal Investigator 
or his/her assignee will have the authority to reduce monitoring once he/she determines the 
probability of unearthing fossils is lower than anticipated. If the excavations in undisturbed 
sediments will exceed five feet in depth, a qualified paleontological monitor should be present to 
observe earthmoving activities in these areas. Five feet is the general dividing point in this area 
after which monitoring should be initiated in sediments of high sensitivity, as determined by 
mapping, and in compliance with County of Orange guidelines. In areas of disturbed sediments 
on campus, a paleontological monitor should spot-check construction activities until such a time 
that it becomes possible to determine the depth of undisturbed native sediments or that no 
undisturbed sediments have been or will be impacted. Monitoring during any brushing or 
vegetation removal activities in artificial fill is not recommended. 

During project 
construction 

District  
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MM-CUL-6 If any subsurface fossils are found by construction personnel, activity in the immediate 
area should be suspended and the fossils should be left in place untouched. A qualified 
paleontologist should then evaluate the significance of the discovery and make further 
recommendations. Fossils that are considered unique under CEQA guidelines, Section V(c) of 
Appendix G (CEQA; California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) should be 
collected, prepared, analyzed, reported, and curated. 

During project 
construction 

District  

MM-CUL-7 If a fossil is discovered by a monitor during construction, the monitor must 
immediately notify the equipment operator and the construction manager to stop work, and then 
delineate the discovery area with flagging until it can be fully explored and evaluated. The 
paleontological monitor shall immediately notify the construction manager and the Principal 
Investigator. Construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the project area shall be 
immediately redirected away from the vicinity of the discovery to allow room for the recovery of 
the resources as necessary. Earthmoving will be allowed to proceed within the discovery site 
when the principal investigator determines the fossil discovery has been adequately documented 
and recovered. 

During project 
construction 

District  

MM-CUL-8 All scientifically significant fossils collected during monitoring and salvage should be 
cleaned, repaired, sorted, and cataloged as part of the mitigation program. Prepared fossils, 
along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos, and maps, should be reposited (as a 
donation) at the John D. Cooper Archaeological and Paleontological Center at California State 
University, Fullerton. Donation of the fossils should be accompanied by financial support for initial 
specimen storage. A final summary report should be completed that outlines the results of the 
mitigation program. This report should include discussions of the methods used, stratigraphic 
section(s) exposed, fossils collected, and significance of recovered fossils. 

Post-construction District  

Geology and Soils 

None required. NA NA NA 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

None required. NA NA NA 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM-HAZ-1 Prior to demolition, a lead-based paint and asbestos survey shall be conducted by a 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration-certified asbestos assessor and 
California Department of Health Services-certified lead-based paint assessor. The survey shall 
determine whether any on-site abatement of lead-based paint or asbestos containing materials is 
necessary. In addition, the survey shall include an abatement work plan prepared in compliance 
with local, state, and federal regulations for any necessary removal of such materials. The work 
plan shall include a monitoring plan to be conducted by a qualified consultant during abatement 
activities to ensure compliance with the work plan requirements and abatement contractor 
specifications. Demolition plans and contract specifications shall incorporate any necessary 
abatement measures for the removal of materials containing lead-based paint and asbestos to 
the satisfaction of the Planning and Building Department. The measures shall be consistent with 
the abatement work plan prepared for the project and conducted by a licensed lead/asbestos 
abatement contractor. If the survey and abatement plans have already been conducted/prepared, 
then these documents need to be reviewed and implemented prior to demolition of any buildings. 

In addition to an asbestos and lead paint survey, a qualified environmental specialist shall inspect 
the site buildings for the presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury, and other 
hazardous building materials prior to demolition. If found, these materials shall be managed in 
accordance with the Metallic Discards Act of 1991 (Public Resources Code, Sections 42160–
42185) and other state and federal guidelines and regulations. Demolition plans and contract 
specifications shall incorporate any necessary abatement measures in compliance with the 
Metallic Discards Act, particularly Section 42175, Materials Requiring Special Handling, for the 
removal of mercury switches, PCB-containing ballasts, and refrigerants. 

 

Pre-construction District  

MM-HAZ-2 In the event that grading, construction, or operation of proposed facilities encounters 
evidence of contamination, Underground Storage Tanks (USTs), or other environmental 
concerns, a hazardous materials contingency plan shall be followed. The plan shall (1) specify 
measures to taken to protect worker and public health and safety and (2) specify measures to be 
taken to manage and remediate wastes. Although there is potential for soil contamination 
elsewhere on the property, the plan should highlight the current and former UST areas as 
potential areas of soil contamination. The plan should include the following: 

Pre-and during 
construction 

District  
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 Identification of the current and former UST locations and identification of the known 
soil contamination left in place near the former UST(s) 

 Procedures for temporary cessation of construction activity and evaluation of the level 
of environmental concern 

 Procedures for limiting access to the contaminated area to properly trained personnel 

 Procedures for notification and reporting, including internal management and local 
agencies (City of Costa Mesa Fire Department, County Environmental Health 
Department, air pollution control district, etc.), as needed 

 A worker health and safety plan for excavation of contaminated soil 

 Procedures for characterizing and managing excavated soils 

 Procedures for certification of completion of remediation. 

In addition to awareness of the contingency plan, grading and excavation staff shall be 
qualified or undergo training on how to identify suspected contaminated soil and USTs. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM-HYD-1 Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs). Prior to the Division of the State 
Architect (DSA) review and approval of building and development plans, the applicant shall 
submit for review and approval a project WQMP that: 

 Discusses regional or watershed programs including the Central Orange County 
Integrated Regional and Coastal Water Management Plan 

 Addresses site-design best management practices (BMPs) (as applicable) such as 
minimizing impervious areas, maximizing permeability, minimizing directly connected 
impervious areas, creating reduced or “zero discharge” areas, and conserving natural 
areas 

 Incorporates the applicable source control BMPs as defined in the Drainage Area 
Management Plan (DAMP) 

 Incorporates treatment control BMPs as defined in the DAMP 

 Generally describes the long-term operation and maintenance requirements for the 
treatment control BMPs 

 Identifies the entity that will be responsible for long-term operation and maintenance of 
the treatment control BMPS 

Pre-construction District  
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 Describes the mechanism for funding the long-term operation and maintenance of the 
treatment control BMPs. 

Prior to grading or building permit close-out and/or the issuance of a certificate of use or a 
certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall: 

 Demonstrate that all structural BMPs described in the project WQMP have been 
constructed and installed in conformance with approved plans and specifications 

 Demonstrate that the applicant is prepared to implement all non-structural BMPs 
described in the project WQMP 

 Demonstrate that an adequate number of copies of the project’s approved final project 
WQMP are available for the future occupiers 

 Submit for review and approval an Operations and Maintenance Plan for all structural BMPs. 

MM-HYD-2 Water Quality Plan for the Recycling Center Expansion. For industrial facilities 
subject to California’s General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial 
Activity as defined by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code (including waste recycling 
facilities), prior to grading or building permit close-out and/or the issuance of a certificate of use or 
a certificate of occupancy, the Coast Community College District (District) shall submit a Notice of 
Intent to the State Water Resources Control Board and/or Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and maintain on file at all times a copy of the notification of the issuance of a 
Waste Discharge Identification Number or other proof of filing. 

Pre-construction District  

MM-HYD-3 Chemical Management Plans. Prior to issuance of certificates of use and occupancy 
or building permits, uses shall be identified and, for specified uses, the applicant shall propose 
plans and measures for chemical management (including, but not limited to, storage, emergency 
response, employee training, spill contingencies, and disposal). The chemical management 
measures shall be incorporated as an element of a project WQMP and shall be subject to the 
approval of the DSA and other specified agencies, such as the Orange County Fire Authority, the 
Orange County Health Care Agency, and sewer agencies (as appropriate), to ensure 
implementation of each agency’s respective requirements. Occupancy certificates or permits may 
be withheld if features needed to properly manage chemicals cannot be incorporated into a 
previously completed building, center, or complex. 

Pre-construction District  
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MM-HYD-4 Water Conservation. Orange Coast College (OCC) Vision 2020 Master Plan 
(proposed project) facilities shall be designed, constructed, and operated in compliance with 
Mesa Consolidated Water District Ordinance 19 and Ordinance 21 (MCWD Water Conservation 
Programs). The OCC Maintenance and Operations Department, as well as commercial tenants of 
leased property, shall be required to become familiar with and enforce, to the extent feasible and 
as applicable, the following restrictions and requirements: 

 Watering or irrigating of lawn, landscape, or other vegetated area with potable water is 
prohibited between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Pacific Standard Time on any 
day. If necessary, and for very short periods of time for the express purpose of 
adjusting or repairing it, one may operate an irrigation system during the otherwise 
restricted period. 

 No person shall cause or allow watering or irrigating of any lawn, landscape, or other 
vegetated area in a manner that causes or allows excessive runoff from the property. 

 Washing down hard or paved surfaces, including but not limited to sidewalks, walkways, 
driveways, parking areas, tennis courts, patios, or alleys, is prohibited except when 
necessary to alleviate safety or sanitary hazards, and then only by use of a hand-held 
bucket or similar container; a hand-held hose equipped with a fully functioning, positive 
self-closing water shut-off device; a low-volume, high-pressure cleaning machine 
equipped to recycle any water used; or a low-volume, high-pressure water broom. 

 Excessive use, loss, or escape of water through breaks, leaks, or other malfunctions in 
the Coast Community College District’s (or a lessee’s) plumbing or distribution system 
for any amount of time after such escape of water should have reasonably been 
discovered and corrected, and in no event more than 7 days after receiving notice from 
the MCWD, is prohibited. 

 Operating a water fountain or other decorative water feature that does not use 
recirculated water shall be prohibited. 

 Using water to wash or clean a vehicle shall be prohibited, except by use of a hand-held 
bucket or similar container or a hand-held hose equipped with a fully functioning, 
positive self-closing water shut-off nozzle or device. 

 Eating or drinking establishments are encouraged not to provide drinking water to any 
person unless expressly requested. 

Post-construction District  



4 – MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Orange Coast College Vision 2020 Facilities Master Plan Final PEIR 7910 

November 2015 4-14 

Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementation 

Timing 
Agency Responsible 

for Monitoring Date of Completion  

 Installation of single-pass cooling systems shall be prohibited in buildings requesting 
new water service. 

 Installation of non-recirculating water systems is prohibited in new commercial conveyor 
car wash and new commercial laundry systems. 

 Food preparation establishments, such as restaurants or cafes, are prohibited from 
using non-water-conserving dish wash spray valves. 

 After the MCWD has provided to the user an analysis demonstrating that recycled water 
is available, cost effective, and safe for the intended use, and the user has been given a 
reasonable time to make the conversion to recycled water, the use of potable water 
shall be prohibited. 

 Prior to the connection of any new commercial, industrial, or multi-residential water service, 
MCWD shall perform an evaluation to determine whether recycled water is available, cost 
effective, and safe for the intended use to supply all or some of the water needed by the new 
user. If available, cost effective, and safe for the intended use, recycled water must be used. 

These provisions shall be included in service contracts, leases, and/or other agreements between 
the Coast Community College District and other entities, as applicable, to ensure their 
implementation. 

Noise 

MM-NOI-1 Prior to initiation of campus construction, the Coast Community College District shall 
approve a construction noise mitigation program including but not limited to the following: 

 Construction equipment shall be properly outfitted and maintained with feasible noise-
reduction devices to minimize construction-generated noise. 

 Stationary noise sources such as generators or pumps shall be located away from 
noise-sensitive land uses if feasible. 

 Laydown and construction vehicle staging areas shall be located away from noise-
sensitive land uses if feasible. 

 Whenever possible, academic, administrative, and residential areas that will be subject to 
construction noise shall be informed a week before the start of each construction project. 

 All construction projects pursuant to the proposed project would be required to 
implement the above measures for control of construction noise. 

Pre-construction District  
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MM-NOI-2 For future noise-sensitive land uses, such as the student housing project that would be 
constructed under the proposed project, building and area layouts shall incorporate noise control 
as a design feature, if feasible. Noise control features could include increased setbacks (minimum 
of 30 feet from the centerline of the near lanes of Adams Avenue and Merrimac Way), 
landscaped berms, and building placement that would shield noise-sensitive exterior areas from 
direct roadway exposure. The campus may also use other noise attenuation measures, such as 
double-paned windows and insulation, in order to achieve an exterior community noise equivalent 
level of 55 A-weighted decibels (55 dBA CNEL). 

Pre-construction District  

Population and Housing 

None required. NA NA NA 

Public Services 

None required. NA NA NA 

Transportation and Traffic 

None required. NA NA NA 

Utilities and Service Systems 

MM-UTL-1 Upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, the Coast Community College 
District (District) will coordinate with the Costa Mesa Sanitary District (CMSD) to determine whether the 
existing sewer lines have the capacity and are in good enough condition to handle the increase in 
wastewater flow. Prior to occupancy of the Orange Coast College (OCC) Vision 2020 Master Plan 
(proposed project) facilities, the District shall pay applicable Costa Mesa Sanitary District sewer 
infrastructure connection fees and applicable fair-share capital facilities fees, to the extent the payment 
of such fees is made necessary by the proposed project facilities. 

During planning and 
design 

District  

MM-UTL-2 Prior to issuance of the final Certificate of Occupancy permit, the Coast Community College 
District (District) shall complete a construction and demolition waste reduction and recycling application 
and submit the application to the County of Orange (County) Waste & Recycling for approval. The 
construction and demolition waste reduction and recycling application will identify and estimate the 
materials to be recycled during construction and demolition activities and will name the County-approved 
facility used to recycle the waste. Compliance with the plan will be a requirement in all construction 
contracts. The County-approved application will be attached to all construction plans and distributed to all 
construction contractors. Once construction is complete, the District will be responsible for preparing a 
tonnage report that demonstrates that the project recycled a minimum of 50% of its construction and 

Pre-construction District  
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demolition waste. The tonnage report must be submitted to and approved by the County prior to issuance 
of the final Certificate of Occupancy permit. Since this proposed project will be developed in phases over 
time, review and approval of the construction and demolition waste reduction and recycling application can 
be submitted by phase or building. However, for each demolition waste reduction and recycling application 
submitted and approved, a corresponding tonnage report should also then be submitted for approval. 
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Distribution Lists 





























































































































































































































































































































































































APPENDIX B 

Caltrans Calculations 
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