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1 Introduction 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared to comply with 
Sections 15089 and 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  As noted in §15089 (b) 
of the Guidelines, the review of an FEIR should focus on responses to comments on 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Accordingly, this document 
incorporates the Claremont Colleges East Campus DEIR, Volumes I through III 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2010021040) by reference, in its entirety.  The DEIR is 
available for review at the offices of the City of Upland, Development Services 
Department, 460 North Euclid Avenue, Upland, California 91786, and on the City’s 

web site (http://www.uplandpl.lib.ca.us/asp/Site/ComDev/Intro/index.asp).  The 
contents of this FEIR include the Recirculated DEIR as incorporated and the 

following: 

Section 1:  Introduction 

Section 2:  Responses to Comments   

The City published a Notice of Availability and circulated a Draft EIR for public 
review and comment, for the period of October 31, 2011 through December 14, 

2011.  A total of fourteen different pieces of correspondence were submitted to the 
City during the review period. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, 

the Draft EIR has been recirculated as a result of changes to the conceptual site 
plan. The comments received during the period of October 31, 2011 through 

December 14, 2011 have been addressed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
The City published a Notice of Availability (NOA) and circulated a Recirculated Draft 

EIR for public review and comment, for the period of November 2, 2015 through 
December 17, 2015. The NOA and Recirculated Draft EIR were re-sent and the 

comment period was extended to January 15, 2016 for four agencies due to 
undeliverable notices. A total of nine different pieces of correspondence were 
submitted to the City of Upland during the review period.  This section includes a 

list of all correspondence submitted to the City of Upland, each identified by a letter 
for later reference, together with the authors and the dates the letters were issued.  

Following this list, all of the letters are presented, with numbered brackets to 
highlight specific comments that are responded to in the next section.   

Review of Environmental Documents 

Section 15204 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance to the public in 
reviewing CEQA documents.  This section is designed not to limit the scope of 

comments that can be submitted by the public but to focus comments on issues 
that are substantive to the environmental analysis.  Commenting entities should 
focus on the adequacy of the document in identifying and analyzing impacts to the 

environment and identify any areas they believe to be inadequate.  The guidance 
indicates that comments should be submitted in a manner that: 

 
 Identifies a specific environmental effect 
 Supports the effect and its significance with substantial evidence 
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Comments should include alternatives or mitigation measures to avoid or reduce 
identified, specific environmental effects.  This section reiterates that the lead 

agency is bound by “reasonableness” and “good faith” in its analysis and that the 
lead agency is not required to respond to comments that do not identify significant 

environmental issues. 
 
Each response provided herein is coded to correspond to the individual 

comment/author and each of the bracketed comments in that letter.  A summary 
table is included with each response to identify if the response introduces “new 

significant information” under any of the four categories identified in Section 15088 
et seq of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Evaluation of Comments 

Section 15088 et seq of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on the 
evaluation and response to comments received during circulation of the DEIR.  To 

summarize: 
 

 The lead agency must evaluate all comments received during the public 

review period and prepare a written response 
 The lead agency must provide the response to the commenting entity at least 

ten days prior to certification of the EIR 
 The response must: 

o Identify any significant environmental issues raised in the comment 
o Explain, if necessary, why any recommendations provided in the 

comment were not accepted 

o Be supported by reasoned analysis 
 Responses may be provided as direct revisions to the DEIR or as a separate 

section of the FEIR with marginal notes in the DEIR text indicated that it was 
subsequently revised 

 

A lead agency is required to recirculate the DEIR if “significant new information” is 
introduced during the public comment period. “Significant new information” 

includes: 
 

1. New significant impacts 

2. Substantial increases in the severity of impacts 
3. Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts 

4. Identification of inadequacies in the analysis 
 
Recirculation is not required when new information is not significant, this includes: 

 
 Revisions that clarify or amplify an adequate analysis 

 Insignificant modifications (such as spelling and grammar corrections) 
 
Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on one of 

two ways to evaluate and respond to comments on a Recirculated Draft EIR. The 
following is the method in which this document addresses comments received on 

the Recirculated DEIR. Only responses to new comments received on the 
Recirculated DEIR have been provided. 
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When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire 
document is recirculated, the lead agency may require 

reviewers to submit new comments and, in such cases, need 
not respond to those comments received during the earlier 

circulation period. The lead agency shall advise reviewers, 
either in the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to 
the revised EIR, that although part of the administrative 

record, the previous comments do not require a written 
response in the final EIR, and that new comments must be 

submitted for the revised EIR. The lead agency need only 
respond to those comments submitted in response to the 
recirculated revised EIR. 

 

Section 3:  Errata 

This section identifies revisions to the Recirculated DEIR to incorporate clarifications 
developed in response to comments on the Recirculated DEIR.  Additions to the text 

are underlined and deletions have been stricken through. Pursuant to Section 
15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must be recirculated when 
“significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 

availability of the draft EIR for public review”. No significant new information has 
been added to the Recirculated DEIR after public notice was given of the 

document’s availability for public review. Therefore, further recirculation of the 
document is not required pursuant to CEQA. 

Section 4:  Notices and Distributions 

This consists of notices concerning the release of the Recirculated Draft EIR for 
public review and comment, and the list of agencies, groups and individuals who 

were sent notices and/or a copy of the Draft EIR. 

Section 5:  Findings of Fact 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081, required findings and facts are 
included in this section with summaries identifying the substantial evidence 

presented in the EIR supporting each determination. 

Section 6:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

This has been prepared to comply with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources 

Code, to specify the required timing of measures to avoid or reduce potentially 
significant impacts, along with City staff monitoring responsibilities that will ensure 

successful implementation of all mitigation measures included in this Final EIR. 
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2 Responses to Comments 
The Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) was circulated for a 
45-day public review and comment period, beginning November 2, 2015 and 
ending December 17, 2015.  Correspondence was received from several agencies 

and the public during this time period, as listed below.  
 

The correspondence listed in Table 1 (RDEIR Comments) was submitted to the City 
of Upland concerning the Recirculated DEIR.  Written responses to each comment 
are provided in this section. The following responses to comments identify if the 

response will introduce “new significant information” under any of the four 
categories identified in Section 15088 et seq of the State CEQA Guidelines. If a 

response will introduce “new significant information”, recirculation of the RDEIR will 
be required pursuant to Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The 
responses to comments also identify if it does not (None) introduce “new significant 

information”. The four general categories for “new significant information” are: 
 

1. New significant impacts 
2. Substantial increases in the severity of impacts 
3. Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts 

4. Identification of inadequacies in the analysis 
 

Table 1 
Recirculated DEIR Comments 

ID Commenting Agency Date 

A Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians 11/2/2015 

B San Antonio Liquidation Trust 11/4/2015 

C County of Los Angeles Public Health Department 12/11/2015 

D California State Clearinghouse 12/15/2015 

E County of Los Angeles Fire Department 11/16/2015 

F Rutan & Tucker, LLP 12/16/2015 

G CA Department of Transportation, District 8 12/17/2015 

H San Bernardino Department of Public Works 12/17/2015 

I Southern California Rail Authority 12/17/2015 
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Comment A – Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians 

 

A-1 
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Response A – Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

A-1 

The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians requests that one 

of their certified Native American Monitors be on site during 
any and all ground disturbing activities to protect any 

cultural resources.  
 
According to letters received from the Native American 

Heritage Commission dated February 18, 2010 and 
November 1, 2011 and the Historical/Archaeological 

Resources Survey Report prepared for the proposed project 
in 2007, Native American Cultural resources were not 

identified within the project area. In addition, the project 
site has been significantly disturbed from past aggregate 
extraction and construction of the project will not result in 

excavation into native surface materials. Therefore, no 
impacts to cultural and archaeological resources were 

anticipated and monitoring during ground disturbing 
activities have not been required (See Appendix B of the 
Draft EIR). As recommended by the Historical/ 

Archaeological Resources Survey Report, in the unlikely 
event that buried cultural materials are discovered during 

earth-moving activities, all work will be halted or diverted 
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and 
significance of the finds. The comment does not provide 

substantial evidence that letters received from the Native 
American Heritage Commission and the findings of the 

Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report 
inaccurately characterize the sensitivity of the area, 
warranting the presence of a tribal monitor. 

 
Because the Notice of Preparation for the Project was 

circulated in the year 2010 and prior to the effective date 
of July 1, 2015, set forth in  AB 52 (Tribal Cultural 
Resources), AB 52 consultation was not required for the 

Project and will not be conducted. 
 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts 
(3) Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 

Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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Comment B – San Antonio Liquidation Trust 

B-1 
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Response B – San Antonio Liquidation Trust 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

B-1 

The comment states that the San Antonio Liquidation Trust 

has been dissolved and will no longer need to receive 
environmental impact reports. The comment does not raise 

environmental issues related to the RDEIR and therefore no 
further response is required.  
 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 
Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 

Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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Comment C – County of Los Angeles Public Health 

 

C-1 

C-2 
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Response C – County of Los Angeles Public Health 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

C-1 

The commenter requests that a Clean Closure Letter from 

the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) for any contaminated soils within Los Angeles 

County’s jurisdiction be provided. The commenter also 
requests that a letter from the RWQCB approving removal 
of contaminated soils be provided.   

 
To the extent that it refers to contaminated soils that may 

have existed in the past, we note the following.  Beginning 
on Page 4 of the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 
included as Appendix I for the Draft EIR, is an 

environmental summary of site conditions. As noted in the 
Phase II, orange soil was observed during the 2004 and 

2008 site reconnaissance and stained soil consisting of 
darker-colored soil was observed during the 2008 site 
reconnaissance. Both were recommended for removal.  

 
 

The 2014 site reconnaissance located the orange soil, 
which was covered by various fill materials. The soil was 
removed by American Integrated Services, Inc. of Long 

Beach. As discussed on Page 12 of the report, the soil was 
removed by AIS under hazardous waste manifest on June 

10, 2014, and transported to the US Ecology Inc. disposal 
facility in Beatty, Nevada for disposal. A confirmation soil 
sample was collected and no elevated concentrates 

remained. Copies of the Hazardous Waste Manifest for 
Orange Soil Removal and soil sampling results are included 

as attachments to the Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessment in Appendix I for the Draft EIR.  

 
In 2014, site reconnaissance did not observe the dark-
colored stain soil and concluded that the staining was likely 

the result of an oil leak from moving equipment, very 
limited in depth, and likely to degrade over time. Because 

there is no sampling demonstrating that the soils were, in 
fact, contaminated and the contaminated soils could not be 
located, no additional actions were recommended and this 

does not constitute a significant impact.  As noted above, 
any findings of contaminated soil that are detected in the 

future that trigger any environmental reporting obligation 
will be reported to the appropriate regulatory agency and 
any legally required removal or closure approvals will be 

obtained from the appropriate regulatory agency.   
 

None 
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Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

Page 4 of the report indicates that results of quarterly 
groundwater monitoring at the site required by LARWQCB 
indicates that no adverse impacts on groundwater have 

resulted from previous activities at the site. Subsequent 
groundwater sampling in 2010 and 2014 also indicate that 

groundwater has not been affected. Considering that 
groundwater has not been affected and that the removal of 
stained soils was conducted in accordance with AIS’s 

hazardous removal license, there is no significant impact 
and there was no requirement to contact or seek the 

approval of the LARWCB.   
 

C-2 

The comment requests an estimate for the amount and 
types of construction waste and the amount of waste 
generated during project operation. 

 
The project site will balance and no import or export of soil 

will be required during construction. In addition, no 
structures are currently on site and no demolition waste 
will require disposal. The California Green Building 

Standards Code (CALGreen) sets targets for the diversion 
of construction waste to landfills.  CALGreen requires that 

construction and demolition projects recycle and/or salvage 
for reuse a minimum of 50 percent of the nonhazardous 
construction and demolition debris generated during the 

project. Enforcing agencies (Cities of Upland and 
Claremont) can require the development and maintenance 

of a waste management plan and/or utilize a waste 
management company that certifies a minimum 50 percent 

waste diversion.1 If a local jurisdiction does not have an 

ordinance or policy regarding construction and demolition 
waste diversion, CALGreen requirements apply. The City of 

Upland, pursuant to Section 13.28.620 of the Upland 
Municipal Code, requires the preparation of a Waste 

Management Plan demonstrating the salvage, reuse, or 
recycle of at least 50 percent of construction and 
demolition debris generated by the project. The City of 

Claremont Municipal Code currently does not include 
requirements for waste diversion. 

 
According to CalEEMod default estimates for Arena and 
General Office uses, provided as Appendix C of the 

Recirculated Draft EIR, the project will generate a net 
amount of approximately 28.55 tons of solid waste per year 

upon completion of all phases. The Cities of Claremont and 

None 

                                       
1
  CalRecycle. Construction and Demolition (C&D) Diversion Informational Guide. 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Library/canddmodel/ [February 2016] 
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Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

Upland are subject to the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act (IWMA) of 1989, requiring the diversion of 
at least 50 percent of solid waste from County landfills. The 

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
(CalRecycle) oversees and provides assistance to local 

governments as they develop and implement plans to meet 
the mandates of the IWMA and subsequent legislation. 
Counties are required to prepare and submit to CalRecycle 

an integrated waste management plan (IWMP) that 
summarizes waste management problems and an overview 

of actions that will be taken to meet waste diversion 
requirements. In addition, a progress report on their 
achievement in meeting the diversion requirements is 

required. The Counties of Los Angeles and San Bernardino 
will continue to show compliance with the IWMA and 

subsequent legislation.  
 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 
Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 
Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 

identified 
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Comment D – California State Clearinghouse 

 

D-1 
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Response D – California State Clearinghouse 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

D-1 

The comment states that the State Clearinghouse has 

submitted the Draft EIR to selected agencies for review and 
that no state agencies have submitted comments to them 

by closure of the review period, December 14, 2015. No 
response is required. 
 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 
Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 

Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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Comment E – County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

E-1 
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E-1 

E-2 

E-3 

E-4 

E-5 

E-6 

E-7 

E-8 
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E-9 

E-10 

E-11 

E-12 
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E-12 

E-13 

E-14 

E-15 

E-16 

E-17 

E-18 
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E-19 

E-20 
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Response E – County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

E-1 

The comment provides a correction to the service goal for 

Fire Station 101 of the Claremont Fire Protection Services. 
This correction has been made and is included in the Errata 

section of this document. This correction provides 
clarification on the Claremont Fire Protection Services 
service goals. The significance determination as discussed 

in Section 4.10 of the RDEIR will remain less than 
significant. Therefore, this clarification does not constitute 

significant new information.  
 

None 

E-2 

This comment relates to regular and emergency access to 
the site.  Primary and secondary access points for the 
project site are included on Claremont Boulevard and Arrow 

Route.  Three driveways are located on Claremont 
Boulevard to provide primary access to the western parking 

area.  The driveway located on Arrow Route provides 
primary access to the eastern/southern parking area 
directly.  The two parking areas are connected via internal 

drive aisles to provide secondary egress points in the case 
of emergency.  If Parcels 1 through 3 are developed in the 

future, access would likely be provided from Foothill 
Boulevard, or from the eastern/southern parking area 
which is accessed from Arrow Route.  The specific design of 

the width and length of driveways and paths will be 
reviewed by County of Los Angeles Fire Department upon 

submittal of construction plans pursuant to Upland and 
Claremont standard review procedures. Therefore, the 
project provides multiple ingress/egress access points as 

requested by the commenter.  
 

None 

E-3 

This comment relates applicable codes and ordinances.  
The proposed project will be reviewed by County of Los 

Angeles Fire Department for compliance with all applicable 
code and ordinance requirements upon submittal of 
construction plans pursuant to Claremont’s standard 

entitlement review procedures. Fire review for development 
within the City of Upland will be handled by the City of 

Upland Fire Department as a standard condition of 
approval.  
 

None 

E-4 

This comment relates to the project’s location in a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. As discussed on page 23 of 

the Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix B of 
the RDEIR), the Upland and Claremont General Plans do 

not identify risk of wildfires as a concern within the area of 
the project site. Although the site is designated as a Very 

None 
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Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHRHSZ) by maps 
prepared by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection, the project site has a low risk of being exposed 

to wildland fires because the site is located over three miles 
from the San Gabriel mountains and is located in a long-

established urban area. Furthermore, development will 
consist primarily of irrigated sports fields that do not 
constitute vegetation or conditions that are conducive to 

wildfires.  
 

All applicable fire code and ordinance requirements for 
construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, 
brush clearance, and fuel modification plans will be 

determined during processing of building construction plans 
to be reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles 

Fire Department and the City of Upland Fire Department.  
 

E-5 

This comment relates to fire and life safety requirements.  
The proposed project will be reviewed by City of Upland 
Fire Department and County of Los Angeles Fire 

Department for fire and life safety requirements upon 
submittal of construction plans pursuant to Upland and 

Claremont standard review procedures. The City 
understands that the fire department may require 
additional fire and life safety items during building fire plan 

check.   
 

None 

E-6 

This comment relates to the accessibility of Fire 
Department apparatus.  The project proposes one primary 

building with various maintenance and equipment buildings 
across the site.  The master plan/site plan is conceptual 
and subject to future design review approvals for each 

component of the master plan.  Construction standards 
applicable to building locations, driveway locations, 

emergency access, and improvement requirements will be 
applied at that time, subject to review by the City of Upland 
and County of Los Angeles Fire Departments depending 

upon which jurisdiction the building will be located. 
 

None 

E-7 

This comment states that the Department’s requirements 
for access, fire flow, and hydrants will be addressed during 

the building permit stage. This comment does not raise 
specific issues with the environmental analysis in the EIR 
and therefore no further response is required. This 

comment does not raise environmental concerns with 
respect to the analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no further 

response is required. 

None 
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Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

 

E-8 

This comment relates to fire sprinkling.  Fire sprinkler 

requirements will be determined during processing of 
building construction plans to be reviewed and approved by 
the City of Upland Fire Department or County of Los 

Angeles Fire Department, and the system will comply with 
then-existing Los Angeles County Fire Code. This comment 

does not raise environmental concerns with respect to the 
analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no further response is 
required. 

 

None 

E-9 

This comment relates to fire flow.  Required fire flow will be 

determined upon review and approval of the proposed 
subdivision maps, and fire flow will comply with then-

existing Los Angeles County Fire Code. This comment does 
not raise environmental concerns with respect to the 
analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no further response is 

required. 
 

None 

E-10 

This comment relates to hydrant spacing.  Required 
hydrant spacing will be determined upon review and 

approval of the street improvement plans and onsite 
improvement plans for the proposed subdivision maps, and 
will comply with then-existing Los Angeles County Fire 

Code. This comment does not raise environmental concerns 
with respect to the analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no 

further response is required. 
 

None 

E-11 

This comment relates to hydrant spacing.  Required 
hydrant spacing will be determined upon review and 
approval of the street improvement plans and onsite 

improvement for the proposed subdivision maps, and will 
comply with then-existing Los Angeles Fire Code. This 

comment does not raise environmental concerns with 
respect to the analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no further 
response is required. 

 

None 

E-12 

This comment relates to clearance, location, and 

positioning of driveways.  Requirements for driveway 
clearances, widths, distances to buildings, and positioning 

will be applied during processing of future design review, 
subject to review and approval by the City of Upland and/or 
the City of Claremont review processes which include 

transmittal to and review by the appropriate Fire authority, 
and will comply with then-existing laws. This comment 

does not raise environmental concerns with respect to the 
analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no further response is 

None 



2 Responses to Comments 

26 Claremont Colleges East Campus 

Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

required. 
    
 

E-13 

This comment relates to turning radii for drive aisles.  
Requirements for turning radii will be applied during 

individual project review and submission of construction 
plans, subject to review and approval by the City of Upland 

and/or the City of Claremont review processes which 
include transmittal to and review by the appropriate Fire 
authority, and will comply with then-existing laws. This 

comment does not raise environmental concerns with 
respect to the analysis in the EIR, and therefore, no further 

response is required. 
     
 

None 

E-14 

This comment relates to the width and unobstructed 
vertical clearance for vehicular access. Requirements for 

width and unobstructed vertical clearance will be applied 
during individual project review and submission of 

construction plans, subject to review and approval by the 
City of Upland and/or the City of Claremont review 
processes which include transmittal to and review by the 

appropriate Fire authority, and will comply with then-
existing laws. This comment does not raise environmental 

concerns with respect to the analysis in the EIR, and 
therefore, no further response is required. 
      

 

None 

E-15 

This comment states that specific fire and life safety 

requirements will be addressed at the building and fire plan 
check phase. This comment does not raise environmental 

concerns with respect to the analysis in the EIR, and 
therefore, no further response is required. 
 

 

None 

E-16 

This comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to 

comment. This comment does not raise environmental 
concerns with respect to the analysis in the EIR, and 

therefore, no further response is required. 
 
 

None 

E-17 

This comment notes County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department, Land Development Unit’s responsibilities in 

the development review process.  The final design of 
project access devices and/or gates will comply with all 

applicable codes and regulations. This comment does not 
raise environmental concerns with respect to the analysis in 

None 
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Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

the EIR, and therefore, no further response is required. 
 
 

E-18 

This comment provides contact information should any 
questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or 

access.  This comment does not raise environmental 
concerns with respect to the analysis in the EIR, and 

therefore, no further response is required. 
 

None 

E-19 

This comment notes County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department, Forest Division statutory responsibilities. 
Erosion control, watershed management, wildland fire 

hazards, and archaeological and cultural resources have 
been discussed in the Initial Study (Appendix B of the 

RDEIR). Impacts related to rare and endangered species 
are discussed in Section 4.3 of the RDEIR. The final design 
of project access devices and/or gates will comply with all 

applicable codes and regulations.   
 

None 

E-20 
This comment states that the Health and Hazardous 
Materials Division has no objection to the project. 

 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 

Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 
Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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F-1 

The analysis of pedestrian circulation, connectivity and 

safety in the RDEIR is complete and adequate. As more 
fully explained below, design features of the Project will 

enhance pedestrian connectivity and safety for on-foot 
movements between the Project site and the other 
campuses of The Claremont Colleges located west of 

Claremont Boulevard. These features will also facilitate 
pedestrian and transit connectivity for other travel 

orientations to the west, north, south, and east.  
 

The Project will install sidewalks continuously along its 
entire frontage on Foothill Boulevard, Monte Vista Avenue, 
Sixth Street/Arrow Route, and Claremont Boulevard 

thereby providing for safe pedestrian movements within the 
public right of way along the Project’s entire perimeter. 

Pedestrian features within the Project plan will provide 
direct connectivity to those sidewalks along the Project 
street frontages. On-site pedestrian features will include a 

network of walkways extending from the Project site 
perimeter to and past the site’s parking areas that adjoin 

Claremont Boulevard, and continuing directly to individual 
sports field venues. Additionally, sidewalks will be provided 
along the site’s circulation road that will extend eastward 

from the southern-most Project driveway on Claremont 
Boulevard, through an on-site intersection with the site’s 

roadway connection to Arrow Route, continuing eastward, 
then northward to the Project parking area north of the 
football field/track and east of the baseball field.  

 
Looking to vehicular access and pedestrian circulation at 

the Project perimeter and beyond, Section 2.1 of the 
Project traffic impact analysis report (EIR Appendix L) 
provides additional discussion regarding Site Access and 

Parking Provisions. That discussion presents Figure 2-3 
which further details five existing signalized intersections 

that adjoin the site, all with pedestrian crosswalk markings 
and control equipment (noting further that the existing 
intersection in the Project’s mid-block frontage along Arrow 

Route will be modified to create a Project entry). The 
Project will install a traffic signal with pedestrian provisions 

at the Claremont Blvd @ Ninth Street intersection. This 
signal, combined with the other features discussed above, 
will create a more centralized pedestrian corridor for 

crossings of Claremont Boulevard between other campuses 
of The Claremont Colleges on the west, and the heart of 

None 
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the Project site on the east.  As a result of the network of 
internal Project walkways in combination with external 
sidewalks, crosswalks, markings, control equipment and 

other features described above, it was determined that 
there will be no significant impact on pedestrian safety. 

 
West of Claremont Boulevard, the CMC Master Plan (March 
2011) and its Final Environmental Impact Report (certified 

by the Claremont City Council on July 10, 2012) anticipated 
and provided for this pedestrian connectivity. Appendix F of 

the CMC Master Plan EIR presented the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report for the Claremont McKenna College Master 
Plan (prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers 

and dated September 21, 2011). Section 15.0 of that 
impact study presented detailing on parking (Figures 15-1, 

15-2 and 15-3), and pedestrian circulation (Figure 15-4). 
That detailing aligns with the pedestrian connectivity and 
provisions now featured in the East Campus Project 

analysis, and demonstrates that the pedestrian features 
provided within the East Campus plan have an adopted 

master planning counterpart off-site and to the west. These 
master plans, individually and in combination, will provide a 
safe and comprehensive pedestrian network. 

 

F-2 

See Response F-1. The EIR traffic study focuses on four 

Project traffic generation and pedestrian crossing scenarios 
(see EIR Tables 4.11.5 and 4.11.17, respectively). In order 

of increasing trip generation and pedestrian crossing 
potential, they range from a weekday practice, weekday 
game, spring weekend game, and fall weekend game, with 

the latter being the single largest spectator, traffic and 
pedestrian crossing event. The 689 Project vehicles 

referenced in the comment represent the largest single-
hour volume forecast expected to be directed to or from 

the East Campus. This forecast corresponds to the fall 
weekend game scenario, and is representative of a design-
level Saturday afternoon or evening peak attendance (full-

house) football game. Even at peak attendance, Project 
traffic and pedestrian levels do not pose a significant 

impact to pedestrian safety for many reasons, including the 
following.    
 

As described in Response F-1, the pedestrian crossings will 
occur at signalized intersections with full pedestrian 

equipment and features. Those pedestrian provisions will 
be a component of an overall network that includes a fully 
developed off-street pedestrian circulation element and 

originates on-site, extends along the perimeter of the 

None 
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Project site, and further extends across adjoining arterials. 
Additionally, peak hour conditions related to a fall football 
game peak event were evaluated in Table 7-3 of the 

project traffic study (EIR Appendix L). Those conditions 
were evaluated at six key intersections surrounding the 

site, and included the key crossing locations for the 
pedestrian movements referenced in the comment. Table 
7-3 includes Level of Service (LOS) calculations that fully 

account for the pedestrian crossing timing needs within the 
operation of each signal cycle, and concluded LOS values of 

B or C at all locations based on both vehicular traffic 
movements and pedestrian crossing provisions at each of 
the key intersections. LOS B and LOS C are well within 

adopted intersection performance criteria of the City of 
Upland and the City of Claremont.  

 
The football stadium within East Campus will replace the 
home field of CMC-Mudd-Scripps (CMS) Athletics, and 

provide seating for up to 3,500 spectators. That existing 
home field is now located a short distance west of 

Claremont Boulevard, immediately north of and adjacent to 
Sixth Street. Review of prior CMS football schedules 
indicates four or five home games per year with games 

starting at 1 PM or 7 PM on a Saturday. Within that 
recurring schedule, the game with the greatest historical 

attendance levels (1,500-2,000 spectators) is the Pomona-
Pitzer versus CMS contest. Attendance levels for that game 
can be attributed to both teams being local. Games with 

other opponents involve visiting teams that are more 
distant from the Claremont area, and attendance has 

typically been less to much less than that for Pomona-
Pitzer versus CMS, and on the order 1,000 total attendees 

(to include spectators, competitors, and support staff). 
Table 2-1 within Appendix L of the EIR presents further 
detailing.  

 
Based on the recurring schedule of four or five home 

football games per season, the referenced volume of 689 
vehicles generated by the Project (as well as corresponding 
pedestrian activity) before and after a football game would 

occur no more than five times per year and only on a 
weekend, when other vehicular traffic is typically lighter 

than on commuter weekdays. Referring again to Table 7-3 
of the Project traffic study (Appendix L), very good Levels 
of Service (LOS) are forecast for Fall Weekend Game Day 

conditions at key intersections surrounding the Project site. 
These results reflect both vehicular traffic volumes and 

pedestrian crossing needs at each intersection. The more 
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common and recurring Project condition would be on a 
commuter weekday. Commuter hour Project traffic volumes 
are forecast at 91 vehicles on non-game weekdays 

(representative of four days per week), and up to 207 
vehicles on game days (representative of an assumed full-

house 500-spectator event on a single day within a spring 
week). These values (and corresponding pedestrian activity 
ranging from 50 to 265 crossing in a single hour) are 

significantly less than those associated with the 689-vehicle 
fall weekend football game day traffic cited in the 

comment. Project traffic volumes and forecast Claremont 
Boulevard pedestrian crossing volumes are detailed in EIR 
Tables 4.11.5 and 4.11.17 respectively, and related EIR 

text.  
 

In all scenarios, pedestrian crossings of Claremont 
Boulevard interfacing with other campuses of The 
Claremont Colleges would make up the greatest proportion 

of pedestrian traffic to and from the East Campus. This is 
because the East Campus would contain only athletic fields, 

parking, and related support elements of The Claremont 
Colleges. All other Claremont Colleges facilities, including 
academic buildings, administration building, other 

programming, and student residential buildings would be 
on the main campuses of The Claremont Colleges, all of 

which are west of Claremont Boulevard. The crossings 
would be focused to and distributed among the three 
signalized intersections of Claremont Boulevard adjoining 

the Project: at Foothill Boulevard, at Ninth Street/Project 
Driveway No. 3-, and at Sixth Street. The Ninth Street/ 

Project Driveway No. 3 intersection is expected to be the 
primary Claremont Boulevard crossing location because of 

the on-site as well as off-site pedestrian network created 
by the East Campus Master Plan in combination with the 
Claremont McKenna College Master Plan. These multiple 

pedestrian crossing opportunity locations would lessen the 
effect at any one particular location. Additionally, Project 

vehicles would be entering and exiting the site via four 
different driveways (two of which would be signalized), 
hence reducing the concentration of both vehicles and 

pedestrians at any one particular intersection. 
 

F-3 

The discussion of potential pedestrian safety impacts 
discussed in the RDEIR is complete and adequate. The 

proposed Project does not present a significant impact to 
pedestrian safety, as previously stated in Response F-1.  
 

Moreover, the traffic study does not make an assumption 

None 
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that the only pedestrian traffic to be generated by the 
Project will be between the Project and the existing 
Claremont Colleges. Instead, as a worst case analysis of 

conditions along Claremont Boulevard, it focuses the 
pedestrian forecasting to the interaction between those 

elements on both sides of Claremont Boulevard because 
the Project site will only contain supporting sports facilities 
(and some parking facilities) for The Claremont Colleges. 

Virtually all other elements of The Claremont Colleges are 
located west of Claremont Boulevard, to include academic 

buildings, administrative buildings, student life facilities, 
residential buildings (noting further that approximately 
97% of enrolled CMC students live in on-campus student 

housing), and existing parking facilities.  In short, the 
student populations of the Claremont Colleges are now 

focused west of Claremont Boulevard because that is where 
they learn, live and even park their vehicle, if they have 
one. The staffing populations are focused west of 

Claremont Boulevard because that is where they work and 
park their vehicle, if they commute to campus by car. The 

location of the East Campus would cause both groups to 
cross Claremont Boulevard to get to its added facilities. 
Other pedestrian movements would occur but would be 

much less common, and are certainly provided for by the 
total pedestrian network. As described in Response F-1, the 

Project will install sidewalks continuously along its entire 
frontage on Foothill Boulevard, Monte Vista Avenue, Sixth 
Street/Arrow Route, and Claremont Boulevard thereby 

providing for safe pedestrian movements within the public 
right of way along the Project’s entire perimeter. Pedestrian 

features within the Project plan will provide direct 
connectivity to those sidewalks along the Project street 

frontages. On-site pedestrian features will include a 
network of walkways extending from the Project site 
perimeter to and past the site’s parking areas that adjoin 

Claremont Boulevard, and continuing directly to individual 
sports field venues. Additionally, sidewalks will be provided 

along the site’s circulation road that will extend eastward 
from the southern-most Project driveway on Claremont 
Boulevard, through an on-site intersection with the site’s 

roadway connection to Arrow Route, continuing eastward, 
then northward to the Project parking area north of the 

football field/track and east of the baseball field.  
 
The greatest proportion of the pedestrian traffic created by 

the Project will be between the East Campus Project site 
and the other campuses of The Claremont Colleges to the 

west. The signalized Ninth Street/Project Driveway No. 3 
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intersection is expected to serve as the primary crossing 
location because it will be a centralized crossing 
opportunity for on-foot movements between the Claremont 

Colleges and the East Campus. The signal will be 
constructed with enhanced pedestrian features (connecting 

sidewalks and pedestrian waiting areas at each corner, ADA 
ramps, crosswalks, pedestrian call buttons, and pedestrian 
signal head indications). The EIR (within the Impact 4.11.C 

discussion) appropriately concludes that the mitigation 
measures designed to control traffic and to facilitate 

pedestrian crossings of Claremont Boulevard with a traffic 
signal and related improvements will reduce traffic and 
pedestrian impacts to less than significant. Further, the EIR 

states that the first phase of construction for the Project 
includes installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of 

Claremont Boulevard at Ninth Street/Project Driveway No. 
3. This signal would include crosswalks and pedestrian 
signals to provide additional pedestrian access to the 

Project site from the main campuses of The Claremont 
Colleges and vice-versa early in the development process. 

This would improve safety for persons crossing Claremont 
Boulevard between The Claremont Colleges and the Project 
site. 

 
While the dominant pedestrian crossing movement will be 

at Claremont Boulevard, the analysis further recognized 
that Project pedestrian features in combination with 
existing features in the public right-of-way (sidewalks, 

crosswalks, and signals with pedestrian hardware) will also 
facilitate pedestrian movements to the north, south and 

east. Thus, despite commenter’s characterization of the 
analysis as “very short”, it is complete, robust, and 

germane to the potential impacts that would result from 
the project. 
 

F-4 

The information provided in the EIR is sufficient since 
crossings of adjoining arterial streets, to access the Project 

on-foot, would be available at signalized locations (with 
crosswalks and pedestrian features) at all four corners of 

the Project site as well as at the added Ninth Street/Project 
Driveway No. 3 signal on Claremont Boulevard, and the 
existing mid-block signal on Arrow Route that will be 

modified to include a fourth (north) leg for Project access 
via Project Driveway No. 5. While the comment refers to a 

significant amount of housing within walking distance to the 
south and east of the East Campus site, most Claremont 
College students live on their own campus, as further 

illustrated by Response 1-3 indicating that 97% of enrolled 

None 
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CMC students do live on that campus. Even so, the 
pedestrian circulation provisions cited in Response F-1 will 
safely provide for spectators walking to and from housing 

opportunities south and east of the East Campus site.  
 

The East Campus Master Plan elements will focus off-site 
pedestrian crossing movements to signalized intersections 
with pedestrian provisions. Proposed fencing and 

landscaping along the site perimeter would discourage 
pedestrians from illegally crossing Project-adjacent 

segments of Claremont Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, 
Monte Vista Avenue, and/or Arrow Route at other than 
signalized locations. The Project includes off-site 

improvements to surrounding streets (Foothill Boulevard, 
Monte Vista Avenue, Sixth Street/Arrow Route, and 

Claremont Boulevard) including sidewalks, landscaping, 
utilities undergrounding and street lights along the Project’s 
frontage. Because a Project site entry point is not planned 

along Monte Vista Avenue, no further pedestrian 
improvements beyond the Project’s Monte Vista frontage 

are considered necessary. Pedestrian improvements on 
Monte Vista will only be necessary if a project entry point is 
proposed along Monte Vista.  Moreover, a sidewalk does 

exist on the west side of Monte Vista Avenue, south of 
Arrow Route, which could be utilized by pedestrians 

traveling between the Project and destinations to the south 
and east, including the Montclair Transit Center vicinity.  
The undergraduate colleges of The Claremont Colleges, 

whose students will use the Project, are all residential 
campuses in which, overall, more than 90% of the students 

are required to live on the campuses, all of which are all 
located west of the Project. Therefore, there is no reason to 

expect that a significant number of spectators and students 
are likely to walk to the Project from the east and south, 
but as described above, pedestrian facilities are now or will 

be in place for those that do. 
 

F-5 

Depending on the venue destination within the Project, 
walking distances to the Project from the Montclair Transit 

Center and the Claremont Transit Station are very similar. 
Given the Claremont station’s closer proximity to other 
elements of The Claremont Colleges, the Claremont station 

could offer some advantage to Project visitors. However, as 
described above (Response F-4), walking options from 

either station would provide safe and direct access to the 
Project site and the other campuses of The Claremont 
Colleges, with the walking routes consisting of sidewalks, 

crosswalks and pedestrian crossings at signalized 

None 
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intersections that provide pedestrian features.  
 
Additionally, it should be noted that even though the 

Project will generate 25 daily weekday transit trips, it is 
incorrect to conclude that a majority of these transit users 

would board and alight a bus at only the transit centers. 
There are numerous bus stops located in closer proximity 
to the Project site that can be safely accessed. The Foothill 

Transit bus routes (and destinations served) listed below 
have bus stops located along Claremont Boulevard, Foothill 

Boulevard, First Street, and Sixth Street/Arrow Route in 
reasonable proximity to the Project site: 
 

 187: Montclair – Claremont – Glendora - Pasadena 
 197: Pomona – Claremont 

 292: Claremont – Pomona 
 480: Montclair – Pomona – West Covina via Mission Blvd 
 492: Montclair – Arcadia – El Monte via Arrow Hwy 

 690: Montclair – Pasadena via 210 Freeway Corridor 
 855: Pomona TransCenter – Claremont 

 
Finally, it should be noted that once disembarking at the 
bus stops located along Claremont Boulevard, Foothill 

Boulevard, First Street and Sixth Street/Arrow Route, the 
bus patrons can easily access the Project site using the 

sidewalks, crosswalks and pedestrian crossings at 
signalized intersections located along the route. Therefore, 
the RDEIR’s analysis of pedestrian impacts was complete 

and accurate.  
 

F-6 

There is no reason to assume that patrons who drive to the 
Project will park in the surrounding areas, such as along 

Arrow Route, south and east of the Project, because 
adequate parking is and will continue to be provided within 

the Claremont Colleges. According to The Claremont 
Colleges 2015 Parking Inventory, the Colleges provide a 
total of 5,627 parking spaces with a total daytime surplus 

of 894 spaces and a total nighttime surplus of 1,972 
spaces. More importantly, existing Claremont Colleges 

parking provisions will be augmented by 790 added spaces 
on the Project site. The added East Campus parking spaces 
will provide the most convenient parking opportunities for 

East Campus users and spectators, and once parked, those 
users and spectators will have no need to cross adjoining 

arterial roadways on-foot.   
 
Looking to the future condition, the CMC elements of the 

Project were included in the Claremont McKenna College 

None 
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(CMC) Master Plan. That Master Plan was previously 
approved, and its EIR certified by the City of Claremont 
(see Response F-1). In those approvals, the parking supply 

expected to be provided by existing, modified, and/or 
expanded parking provisions on the Main Campus of CMC, 

in combination with added parking on the Project site, were 
found to assure an on-going parking surplus through 
Master Plan completion. This is discussed in more detail in 

response F-9, below. 
 

F-7 

As detailed in responses F-1 through F-6 above, Project-
related pedestrian circulation and connectivity was fully 

analyzed and on that basis was determined to not cause 
significant adverse impacts to pedestrians. Pedestrians 
coming from the east of the Project can use existing 

sidewalks along Foothill Boulevard and Richton Street, and 
cross Monte Vista Avenue at its signalized intersections 

with Foothill Boulevard and with Arrow Route to access the 
site. In addition, there are existing sidewalks along the 
west side of Monte Vista Avenue, south of the Project, 

hence a sidewalk is not required along the east side of 
Monte Vista Avenue, south of the Project. The Project’s 

pedestrian provisions in combination with existing off-site 
sidewalks and crossings of public streets at signalized 
intersections with pedestrian features will provide for 

pedestrian safety in the Project area. 
 

None 

F-8 

As detailed in Response F-9, below, the peak parking needs 
of a peak East Campus event (a 3,500-spectator football 

game on a fall Saturday) will balance with the proposed on-
site parking supply within the East Campus Project site. 
Therefore, no significant impact on parking is anticipated.  

See also response F-9 below.  
 

None 

F-9 

First, the statement that the campus is underparked is 
unsupported and incorrect.   Claremont University 

Consortium (CUC), on behalf of all of the Claremont 
Colleges, submits an annual Parking Inventory report to the 
City of Claremont (which has jurisdiction over all of the 

existing campuses). The November 2015 submittal 
determined a total code-related surplus of 894 spaces 

among all of The Claremont Colleges for weekday daytime 
conditions, and 1,972 spaces for weekday nighttime 
conditions. These surpluses do not include any of the 790 

additional parking spaces that will be supplied by the 
Project.   

 

None 
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Included within CUC’s November 2015 submittal was 
detailing for the existing campuses of CMC and Pitzer 
College as follows: 

 
  The CMC on-campus parking supply totaled 1,015 

spaces, and city-required parking for the existing peak 
condition totaled 847 spaces, for a code surplus of 
168 spaces. 

  The Pitzer College on-campus parking supply totaled 
567 spaces, and city-required parking for the existing 

peak condition totaled 450 spaces, for a code surplus 
of 117 spaces. 

 

Therefore, the parking supplies within each of the named 
campuses, as well as within the Claremont Colleges overall, 

are adequate and the commenter’s assertion is incorrect 
and not supported. Looking to the detailing of the East 
Campus Project, Claremont McKenna College (CMC) and 

Pitzer College are the closest campuses of The Claremont 
Colleges to the East Campus site. As part of the East 

Campus Project, both CMC and Pitzer College will construct 
parking within the East Campus. The added parking areas 
within the CMC and Pitzer College portions of the site will 

support play fields there as well as replace spaces expected 
to be lost on their respective main campuses due to new 

construction, as well as increase the parking supply 
available to each of those two campuses. Taken together 
with spaces on the CUC portion, spaces added at East 

Campus by CMC and Pitzer College will result in an East 
Campus parking supply of 790 spaces, as shown on the 

Project’s conceptual site plan. 
 

The proposed CMC elements of the Project (football 
field/track, baseball, and softball) are expected to be the 
primary traffic and parking generators on the Project site. 

These elements and the entirety of the CMC footprint within 
the Project site were included in the Claremont McKenna 

College (CMC) Master Plan as previously approved by the 
City of Claremont. Appendix F of the CMC Master Plan EIR 
presented the Claremont McKenna College Master Plan 

Traffic Impact Analysis Report, dated September 21, 2011, 
which included a parking analysis. 

 
The CMC Master Plan parking analysis determined the 
primary parking needs of the CMC Main Campus, in 

combination with those of the East Campus facilities. Those 
combined peak needs are driven by weekday daytime 

parking demands largely related to instruction, faculty, 
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staff, administration, and on-site student housing. Parking 
support for the weekday evening and weekend needs of 
sports venues, largely related to spectators, would be 

provided by parking at the Project site, and may be 
combined with “after hours” use of otherwise empty spaces 

on the Main CMC Campus. Key findings of that CMC Master 
Plan analysis are as follows: 
 

  An actual on-site existing parking supply throughout 
the Main CMC Campus of 1,007 spaces (November 

2010 reporting). 
  An expected loss of some on-campus spaces due to 

Master Plan implementation. 

  Addition of parking to offset those parking losses and 
increase supply to meet and exceed the total future 

needs of the CMC Main Campus and its East Campus 
facilities. These additions specifically included 214 
spaces on the CMC portion of East Campus adjoining 

Claremont Boulevard, and 154 spaces adjoining (and 
directly east of) the Project’s baseball field, for a total 

CMC added supply at East Campus of 368 spaces. 
These spaces would be built by implementation of the 
East Campus Master Plan. 

  Taken together with a menu of Main Campus parking 
provisions and additions that would meet or exceed 

the City of Claremont code requirements throughout 
the implementation of the CMC Master Plan, the 
overall CMC parking supply (Main Campus and East 

Campus) would be increased to a future  Master Plan 
buildout supply of as many as 1,652 spaces, 

representing an increase of up to 645 spaces over the 
2010 baseline (it should be noted that the Claremont 

Colleges submit an annual report documenting actual 
parking supply, City of Claremont code-required 
parking, and any indicated surpluses or shortfalls, as 

discussed below; that annual submittal assures that 
the parking provided at CMC will be tied to an on-

going series of annual parking code calculations to 
assure that the City of Claremont code requirements 
are met or exceeded on an on-going basis)  

  The East Campus site plan and Project description as 
presented in the EIR and carried over to the traffic 

study presented in Appendix L of the EIR calls for the 
provision of 790 on-site parking spaces, made up of 
the following: 

  368 spaces on the CMC portion (consistent with the 
CMC Master Plan discussion, above), 

  390 spaces on the Pitzer College portion, and  
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  32 spaces on the CUC portion (adjoining the all-
purpose fields)  

 

The commenter cited a post-game traffic volume of 689 
vehicles. This value includes all site-related traffic entering 

and leaving the East Campus in the hour immediately 
following the end of the football game. Exiting football 
traffic is forecast to total 640 vehicles within the 689-trip 

Project traffic volume in the post-game hour and 
corresponds to the design-like full-house football capacity 

of 3,500 spectators within the proposed football stadium 
during the game. Other elements of the 689-trip forecast 
account for simultaneous use of the Pitzer field and its 

facilities as well as the CUC fields at East Campus during 
the football game. Table 5-1 of the traffic study (EIR 

Appendix L) indicates that the post-game volume in the 
hour immediately following the end of the game includes 
684 exiting vehicles (640 of those are football related), and 

an incidental inbound volume of 5 vehicles to another 
venue in East Campus, with these directional volumes 

summing to the 689 vehicles cited in the comment. 
This post-game-hour traffic volume of 689 outbound-plus-
inbound Project trips has been translated directly and 

conservatively to the total parking demand at East Campus 
during a peak-spectator-capacity football game. The 

conversion is one space per Project trip generation vehicle 
(regardless of inbound or outbound directionality) during 
the post-game exit period. As such, the 689 vehicle trip 

forecast of the post-game hour corresponds directly to a 
parking demand during the game of 689 parked vehicles, 

and thus the need for 689 spaces to support a 3,500-
spectator event as well as the use of other fields at east 

campus during that football game. The proposed East 
Campus parking supply of 790 spaces exceeds this value by 
101 spaces, meaning that even a peak event at the East 

Campus would have an on-site parking balance (defined as 
a parking supply equal to or greater than expected peak 

demand) within East Campus.  In addition, the CMC and 
Pitzer campuses offer a total daytime surplus of 285 
parking spaces at current demand as outlined in the 2015 

parking study submittal. During sporting events that occur 
when students and faculty are not on campus (nighttime 

and weekends), a greater number of the 1,015 and 567 
spaces on the CMC and Pitzer campuses, respectively, will 
be available to accommodate any additional needs at the 

East Campus. Current parking demand other than what is 
provided in the 2015 parking supply is not available. 

Proposed project parking is not based on a specific parking 
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standard but provided parking for both the project site and 
the Colleges to the west pursuant to an extensive analysis 
by the traffic consultant. There is sufficient parking to serve 

the project. 
 

With respect to the parking of buses in the College Park 
retail center, from the above discussion, it can be 
concluded that The Claremont Colleges, and CMC as well as 

Pitzer College specifically, have adequate parking spaces 
and parking lot footprints within and adjoining their existing 

campuses to accommodate buses.     
 
While for the existing setting, bus parking capabilities in 

otherwise unused parking footprints could be made clearer 
to buses visiting the campuses via instructions to drivers 

directing them to parking areas designated, updated, and 
managed for visiting buses, because there are adequate 
parking capabilities for buses nearer to The Claremont 

Colleges than the College Park retail center, there is no 
reason to assume that buses use the nearby Center for 

parking because of the lack of parking on or adjoining the 
campuses of The Claremont Colleges. In an effort to 
address the concern regarding bus parking, the Conceptual 

Site Plan has been revised and included at the conclusion of 
this response to include parking for up to eight buses along 

the east side of the lower parking lot. As discussed in the 
RDEIR, as many as six to eight charter buses will be at the 
project site at the same time. The revised Conceptual Site 

Plan shows that these buses can be accommodated on site. 
Visiting buses will be directed to park on site at provided 

spaces. Should the drivers of those buses choose to visit 
the retail center to patronize the tenants, buses parking at 

the retail center will not be there because of lack of parking 
on the East Campus. Therefore, the Project will not result in 
the need for buses to park at the College Park retail center 

due to lack of bus parking.  
 

In conjunction with preparing this response, the College 
Park retail center was visited and spot checked in January 
2016. That spot check did observe parking by delivery 

trucks and a Foothill Transit vehicle in the described areas, 
but not specifically colleges-related buses. Those large 

vehicles that were observed appeared to be on a lunch or 
similar break and patronizing tenants of the center. 
College-related buses may have the same interests in 

visiting the center, and the College does not have authority 
to prevent buses from using the nearby Center.  Should the 

property owner choose to, signs prohibiting bus parking in 
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Significant 
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the retail center may be posted. However, because drivers 
of large vehicles and buses were observed patronizing 
tenants of the center, it may not be in the retail center’s 

best interest to disallow bus parking. 
 

Nevertheless, as a part of the Project, final detailing and 
construction plans for the East Campus will integrate 
specific bus parking areas into the conceptual site plan 

presented in the Project EIR. Buses serving the Project will 
be required to park on site or in other legal parking areas. 

Further, the commenter’s concern regarding existing 
conditions will be forwarded to the decision and policy 
makers of The Claremont Colleges for their review and 

consideration. 
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F-10 
See Responses F-8 and F-9. 
 

None 

F-11 

See Response F-9. In addition, pursuant to Section of 
16.069.090 of the City of Claremont Municipal Code 
requires that the Claremont Colleges prepare and submit 

Parking Management Plans annually. These plans address 
how the parking requirements of Municipal Code Section 

16.069.90 are met, how impacts to adjacent 
neighborhoods will be minimized, and what enforcement 
tools will be used to prevent spill-over parking into 

adjacent neighborhoods. Each college is responsible for 
implementing, monitoring, and enforcing their parking 

management plans, and for submittal to the City of 
Claremont annual evaluations of their plans to ensure 
compliance with the provisions of the plan and Chapter 

16.069 of the Municipal Code. In accordance with existing 
regulation, such evaluation shall be submitted to the City 

each year prior to the last day of November. These annual 
evaluations are separate from The Claremont Colleges 
Annual Parking Inventory Report that is submitted 

annually by CUC. 
 

None 

F-12 

As detailed above Response F-9 and documented in the 
approved Claremont McKenna College (CMC) Master Plan, 

there is adequate existing parking, as well as adequate 
proposed future parking to serve current college uses. 
Pedestrian circulation, connectivity and safety, as well as 

the parking discussion in the context of the EIR with the 
above amplification, are adequate.  

 
Additionally, beyond parking supply and needs 
calculations, the CMC Master Plan document (which 

included CMC facilities within the East Campus Project) 
articulates the elements of the CMC Parking Management 

Plan to include: 
 

 Adoption of a parking policy that generally  
requires faculty and staff members to park in CMC-
designated lots as their primary parking location. 

The primary purpose of this policy is to direct faculty 
and staff members in the west academic precinct to 

park in the Bauer East lot or in other CMC-provided 
parking if parking is not available on the west 
campus,  

 Adoption of a policy that generally prohibits 
freshmen students from bringing an automobile to 

campus, 
 providing parking spaces in compliance with code 

requirements (which are documented annually in the 

Claremont Colleges Parking Inventory submittal by 

None 
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CUC, as described in Response F-9), 

 adopting parking management strategies that 
encourage alternative transportation choices, 

 providing, when economically feasible and warranted 

by demand, structured parking spaces in conjunction 
with other facilities, 

 adopting parking management strategies that 
minimize parking and traffic impacts on surrounding 
campuses and communities, 

 preserving a pedestrian-centered campus 
environment, 

 creating and maintaining automobile, pedestrian, 
bicycle, skateboard and other flow patterns through 
and around the campus, and 

 managing parking needs and traffic patterns during 
campus construction to minimize disruption and 

inconvenience for the campus and surrounding 
communities. 

 

In combination, the above responses address the mobility, 
traffic and parking needs of CMC on its main campus and 

within its East Campus component as the Master Plans of 
each component are developed and achieve buildout.  The 
included parking management practices will be on-going, 

will assure a balance between parking needs and parking 
supply, and will be reinforced by the annual reporting 

requirements of the City of Claremont. Lastly, as explained 
above in response F-9, the proposed project final detailing 

and construction plans will include specific bus and van 
parking areas within the proposed parking fields, without 
reducing the total number of parking spaces for commuter 

vehicles.  
 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 
Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 

Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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Comment G – CA Department of Transportation, District 8 

 

G-1 

G-2 

G-3 
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G-4 

G-5 

G-6 

G-7 

G-8 

G-9 

G-10 
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G-11 



2 Responses to Comments 

52 Claremont Colleges East Campus 

 

Response G – CA Department of Transportation, District 8 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

G-1 

The forecasts of future horizon year conditions addressed 

in the study are consistent with well-accepted forecasting 
and analysis methodologies commonly used in the study 

area when the East Campus Master Plan EIR Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was issued on February 10, 2010. These 
methodologies have also been used in other studies since 

that time. Specifically, the Harvey Mudd College Master 
Plan Amendment (approved an Addendum to Mitigated 

Negative Declaration adopted by the City of Claremont on 
February 1, 2011), Claremont McKenna College Master 

Plan (approved and EIR certified by the City of Claremont 
on July 10, 2012), and Pomona College Master Plan and 
EIR (pending with the City of Claremont) all used the near-

term Project buildout and long-term area-wide buildout 
horizons and analysis methodologies that were also used in 

the East Campus traffic analysis as presented in Appendix 
L of the Project EIR.  
 

While the comment makes reference to a 2035 horizon 
year as being used in the study, the Project buildout 

analysis used year 2020 as the horizon when the Project 
Master Plan would be completed, and the longer-term 
analysis for area-wide full buildout conditions was 

extracted from the City of Claremont Circulation Element 
Transportation study (prepared by Meyer, Mohaddes 

Associates). Consistent with the naming convention used in 
other area studies, including those described in the 
previous paragraph, this horizon was termed “2030”. While 

referred to as “2030” to be consistent with other area 
studies at the time of the NOP, this long-term background 

volume condition was based on area General Plan Buildout 
land use policies (regardless of horizon year) in 
combination with the SCAG regional traffic and growth 

models. The Project analysis used the City of Claremont 
General Plan forecasting basis because it appeared most 

conservative when compared to other available forecasting 
methodologies, and because most of the Project access, 
distributed/ assigned traffic volumes, and key intersections 

are located in the City of Claremont.    
 

Based on Caltrans District 8’s request, a supplemental 
analysis was conducted at the Caltrans’ SR-210 
Interchange ramps intersection with Baseline Road. The 

analysis is for a forecast Year 2040, and addressed the 
Cumulative Plus Project (Weekday: Game Day) scenario 

None 
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Information?* 

for the I-210 Ramps @ Baseline Road. It should be noted 
that while Caltrans has requested a 2040 horizon year, 
county-wide traffic modelling with which to prepare a 2040 

analysis has not yet produced forecasts with which to do 
an analysis in that horizon year. On that basis, and to 

address the Caltrans request, the buildout (Year 2030) 
volume forecasts presented in the Project EIR have been 
expanded at the annual growth rate of 1% as is commonly 

used in impact studies throughout the region and is 
referenced in the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion 

Management Program (CMP).  The project supplemental 
analysis uses Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010 
methodologies, rather than the HCM 2000 methodologies 

used in the EIR traffic study, because Caltrans guidelines 
updated since the time of the NOP now request the HCM 

2010 analysis methodology. 
The results are presented in the table below (LOS 
worksheets supporting the results are attached to this 

response), with the upper component of the summary 
representative of an unmitigated Plus- Project condition, 

and the lower portion of the summary corresponding to the 
mitigated Plus-Project condition (the latter using the same 
mitigation measures identified in the EIR.) From the 

tabular summary, it can be seen that the supplemental 
LOS analysis (requested 2040 Horizon and HCM 2010 

Methodology) is consistent with the Project EIR traffic 
study and actually indicates better future operating 
conditions than presented in the RDEIR (indicated by 

reduced average delay values for the 2040 analysis versus 
those published in the RDEIR). Since the Year 2040 LOS 

values (based on the HCM 2010 methodology) are actually 
improved over the RDEIR’s Year 2030 LOS, the analysis in 

the Traffic Impact Analysis Report for the Claremont 
Colleges East Campus, Claremont, prepared by LLG dated 
January 8, 2015 remains valid. Further, it should be noted 

that the Year 2030 recommended improvements in the 
RDEIR traffic analysis will also mitigate the impacts of the 

Year 2040 traffic conditions, and no additional mitigation 
measures beyond those identified in the RDEIR are 
required. 

  

Delay (s/v) Level of Service Delay (s/v) Level of Service

SR-210 Ramps at AM 298.7 F 109.0 F

Baseline Road PM 186.9 F 106.3 F
20

Key Intersection

Time 

Period

Year 2030 Plus Project Year 2040 Plus Project

HCM 2000 Methodology HCM 2010 Methodology
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Delay (s/v) Level of Service Delay (s/v) Level of Service

SR-210 Ramps at AM 74.2 E 34.7 C

Baseline Road PM 55.3 E 28.1 C

Key Intersection

Time 

Period

Year 2030 Plus Project Mitigation Year 2040 Plus Project Mitigation

HCM 2000 Methodology HCM 2010 Methodology

20
 

 

G-2 

The RDEIR traffic analysis determined that the Project does 

not contribute over 100 weekday peak hour trips to either 
the SR-210 or I-10 Freeways. The Project, at most, 
assigns 21 two-way trips (sum of both the eastbound and 

the westbound travel directions) to   the SR-210 Freeway, 
both east and west of the Project area, during the weekday 

commuter PM peak hour. Similarly, the Project is also 
forecast to add only 21 commuter peak hour trips (sum of 
eastbound and westbound travel directions) to the I-10 

Freeway both east and west of the Project area.   On that 
basis, the freeway mainline segment analysis and 

merge/diverge analysis are not required. 
 

None 

G-3 

There are no set guidelines that require queuing analysis. 
It is generally at the jurisdiction’s discretion if they require 
it or not. The I-210 interchange at Baseline Road (as 

discussed in Response G-1, above) is the I-210 Caltrans 
ramp intersection nearest the project, and the Project 

Game Day peak hour forecasts oriented to I-210 are all 
assigned to that interchange. The added volumes are 
relatively small on a Game Day with a very dominant 

outbound direction (34 trips among the two on-ramps, and 
only one trip exiting the freeway on either off-ramp). This 

one-Project-trip characteristic would result in very little, if 
any Project traffic queuing on the off ramps. Project trips 

totals oriented to I-10 are similar to those expected to be 
added to I-210 but would be split between the Indian Hill 
and Monte Vista interchanges, so that the volume 

conditions at either interchange would be only a portion of 
the volume scenario described above. On that basis, it was 

concluded that off-ramp traffic generated by the Project 
would be negligible, and a queuing and storage analysis at 
either location is unnecessary and was not requested 

during the traffic study scoping process with the Cities of 
Claremont and Upland. 

 

None 

G-4 

See Response G-1. A supplemental analysis was conducted 

using the HCM 2010 methodology at the Caltrans ramp key 
intersection, and indicates better (reduced) delay values 
when compared to those presented in the Draft EIR for 

either the unmitigated or mitigated post-Project condition. 
During the time of project scoping and distribution of the 

None 
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NOP in February of 2010, HCM 2010 methodology was not 
available. Therefore, HCM 2000 methodology was the most 
current and most appropriate methodology.  

 

G-5 

The traffic impact analysis was initiated with intersection 

turning movement counts current as of the date of the 
NOP issuance in 2010, Supplemental counts and other key 

intersection locations were added in the preparation of the 
impact study with some of those counts occurring as 
recently as 2013. For the purposes of the study 

preparation, a 2014 baseline of “existing” traffic volumes 
was established by expanding the count data at an annual 

rate of 1% per year to bring all key intersections to a 2014 
condition. This is a common practice in the preparation of 
traffic impact analyses, and its application to this study 

used a typical growth rate valid in the Project area. All 
analysis references to “existing” in the RDEIR reflect this 

2014 Baseline. Baseline traffic data, together with 37 
cumulative projects with meaningful/measureable additive 
trip generation, was then utilized to project future traffic 

volumes.  
 

None 

G-6 

The forecasting and analysis methodologies used in the 
Draft EIR and the above responses did not rely on 

simulation that might otherwise drop unbalanced volumes 
for the impact analysis.   
 

None 

G-7 

It should be noted that Foothill Boulevard has been 
relinquished by Caltrans and now falls under the 

jurisdictions of the Cities of Claremont and Upland. 
Further, the Cities of Claremont and Upland did not have 

any comments on the truck percentages at the 
intersections located within their jurisdictions. Additionally, 
since the area within the Project vicinity is not truck 

intensive and the Project is not truck intensive, truck 
classification counts were concluded to be unnecessary for 

the purposes of the impact analysis. 
 

None 

G-8 

The Project proposes to provide a Class II Bike Lane along 
the north side of Arrow Route, as required by the City of 
Upland. 

 

None 

G-9 

This comment does not identify any new significant 

environmental issues. Nevertheless, the recommendation 
will be forwarded to the decision and policy makers for 

their review and consideration.  The project will provide 
pedestrian count-down signal indications at the new 9th 

None 
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Street/Claremont Boulevard signal and will be sufficient to 
ensure pedestrian safety at this location, which is 
anticipated to experience frequent use. Impacts related to 

pedestrian safety, as discussed in Section 4.11 of the 
RDEIR, are less than significant and therefore the 

commenter’s recommendations are not required. 
 

G-10 

As discussed in Section 4.11 of the RDEIR, impacts to 
transit services are less than significant and mitigation is 
not required. This comment does not identify any new 

significant environmental issues.  Nevertheless, the 
recommendation will be forwarded to the decision and 

policy makers for their review and consideration.  Secure 
bicycle parking will be provided at the Project site. 
 

None 

G-11 

As discussed in Section 4.11 of the RDEIR, impacts to 
transit services are less than significant and mitigation is 

not required. Dedicated bicycle lanes are located along 
Claremont Boulevard. According to the Claremont General 

Plan, the Citrus Regional Bikeway will incorporate a 
regional bikeway within the right of way of First Street. 
These bikeways will provide access to the Claremont 

Metrolink Station. Sidewalks located along Claremont 
Boulevard and First Street will provide pedestrian access to 

the Claremont Metrolink Station. According to the City of 
Upland Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Master Plan, a 
bicycle route has been designated for Monte Vista Avenue. 

This bikeway will provide access to the Montclair 
Transportation Center. The sidewalk to be constructed as 

part of the Project on the north side of Arrow Route, the 
sidewalks along Monte Vista Avenue will provide pedestrian 
access to the Montclair Transportation Center. The 

inclusion of secure bicycle storage/racks on the project site 
will be subject to review and approval by the City Upland 

and City of Claremont Planning Departments. 
 
This comment does not identify any new significant 

environmental issues.  Nevertheless, the recommendation 
will be forwarded to the decision and policy makers for 

their review and consideration. 
 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 
Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 
Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 

identified 
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H-1 

H-2 
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Response H – San Bernardino County Department of Public 
Works 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

H-1 

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-2 is 

unclear on whether only special status species which are 
nesting are considered in the measure and that all 
construction activities shall comply with the Federal 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1928, the Golden Eagle 
Protection Act, and California Fish and Game Code. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-4, listed on Page 4.3-23 of the 
RDEIR, requires that a nesting bird survey be conducted if 
any phase of the project would require the removal of 

mature trees and/or any native/natural habitat during the 
bird breeding season. The proposed project will comply 

with all applicable regulations. 
 

None 

H-2 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address 
whether burrowing owls have the potential to occur on the 

project site. The Attachment C of the Updated Biological 
Assessment, included as Appendix D of the RDEIR, states 
that the potential occurrence of western burrowing owl is 

low and that the site is not suitable for overwintering or 
nesting (see Appendix D of the RDEIR, Table 2, p. 25). 

 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 

Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 
Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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Comment I – Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

 

I-1 

I-2 
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I-3 

I-4 

I-5 

I-6 
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Response I – Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

Response 
Significant 

New 

Information?* 

I-1 

The comment states that Metrolink operates 38 passenger 

trains and BNSF operates two freight trains daily through 
the area and that trains can run 24 hours per day seven 

days a week. The comment does not raise concerns 
regarding the environmental analysis in the RDEIR and 
therefore no further response is necessary.  

 

None 

I-2 

The comment states that train noise and visual impacts 

should be expected considering the proximity of tracks to 
the Claremont Colleges East Campus. This comment does 

not identify impacts that the proposed project may have. 
Instead, it identifies existing conditions in the vicinity of the 
project. The project would not exacerbate impacts related 

to train noise or aesthetics and therefore no further 
analysis is warranted (CBIA v. BAAQMD (2015) 62 Cal 4th 

369).  
 

None 

I-3 

The comment states that the project will be constructed 
along Monte Vista Avenue, which is one block north of the 

existing Pacific Electric Bike trail and future rail alignment 
for the Metro Gold Line extension. The comment does not 
raise concerns regarding the environmental analysis in the 

RDEIR and therefore no further response is necessary. 
 

None 

I-4 

The comment states that Metrolink trains carry commuters 
and are equipped with racks for placement of bicycles. The 

commenter encourages promoting bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity to the Metrolink station in downtown 
Claremont and the Montclair Transportation Center to 

reduce congestion and promote clean air. Dedicated bicycle 
lanes are located along Claremont Boulevard. According to 

the Claremont General Plan, the Citrus Regional Bikeway 
will incorporate a regional bikeway within the right of way 
of First Street. These bikeways will provide access to the 

Claremont Metrolink Station. Sidewalks located along 
Claremont Boulevard and First Street will provide 

pedestrian access to the Claremont Metrolink Station. The 
sidewalk to be constructed as part of the proposed project 
on the north side of Arrow Route, the sidewalks along 

Monte Vista Avenue will provide pedestrian access to the 
Montclair Transportation Center.  In addition, the inclusion 

and location of secure bicycle storage/racks on the project 
site will be subject to review and approval by the City 
Upland and City of Claremont Planning Departments. 

 

None 



 Responses to Comments 2 

Environmental Impact Report 63 

Response 

Significant 

New 
Information?* 

I-5 

The comment states that both stations will be modified in 
the future with the planned extension of the Metro Gold 
Line Foothill Construction light rail. The comment does not 

raise concerns regarding the environmental analysis in the 
RDEIR and therefore no further response is necessary. 

 

None 

I-6 

The comment states that the project could generate more 

pedestrian and vehicular traffic in the area and that this 
additional traffic could impact the safety at the existing at-
grade railroad crossing at Claremont Boulevard, College 

Avenue, and Indian Hill Boulevard. The commenter 
recommends that additional safety enhancements at the 

existing railroad crossings be included as needed. 
 
Railroad crossing signage and gates are located at the at-

grade railroad crossings at Claremont Boulevard, College 
Avenue, and Indian Hill Boulevard and will ensure that 

motorists and pedestrians will be alerted in the event of an 
approaching train. In addition, construction of these 
crossings was required to comply with design and 

engineering requires detailed in the SCRRA Design Criteria 
Manual. 

 

None 

*Note: (1) New significant impact (2) Substantial increase in severity of impacts (3) 

Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts (4) 
Identification of inadequacies in the analysis (None) No significant information 
identified 
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3 Errata 
This section identifies revisions to the RDEIR to incorporate clarifications developed 
in response to comments on the RDEIR or minor errors corrected through 
subsequent review.  It also identifies insignificant corrections to the EIR.  Additions 

to the text are underlined and deletions have been stricken through. 
 

Minor revisions have been made to the Project Description, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, Public Services, and Transportation and Traffic sections of the EIR to 
provide clarification on project approval, thresholds, fire department service goals, 

and proposed Project Driveway construction. 
 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
project was recirculated on November 2, 2015. In light of the City of Upland’s 
September 14, 2015 adoption of the updated Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Plan (2015 ALUP), compatibility of the project with the 2015 ALUP has been 
reviewed and attached (Attachment A). As discussed in Attachment A, the project is 

consistent with the 2015 ALUP Compatibility Zones. Included for reference as 
Attachment B are the exhibits and maps contained in the 2015 ALUP. The 
information contained in the 2015 ALUP does not result in any new significant 

environmental impact or substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact or any new mitigation measure.  
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4 Public Circulation 

Notice of Availability 
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Distribution List 

City of Upland Distribution List 
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City of Claremont Responsible Agencies 
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Agencies with Returned Notices – Resent 
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City of Upland Property Owners and Occupants with 300 Feet 
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City of Claremont – Property Owners within 300 Feet 
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Notice of Completion 
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5 Findings of Fact 

Introduction and Purpose 

The “project” addressed in these Findings of Fact is the Claremont Colleges East 

Campus. 
 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code §§  21000 et 
seq.) Section 21081 requires the Lead Agency (the City of Upland) to issue written 
findings for significant impacts identified in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 

accompanied by a brief rationale for each finding.  Section 15091 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines states that: 

 
(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an 

environmental impact report has been certified which identifies one or 

more significant environmental effects of the project unless the public 
agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant 

effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each 
finding:  The possible findings are: 
 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 
into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the 

significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 
 
(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and 

jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can and 
should be, adopted by that other agency. 

 
(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

considerations, including considerations for the provision of 

employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in 

the environmental impact report. 
 

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding 

under paragraph (3) of subdivision (a), the public agency finds that 
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological or other 

benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the 
environment. 

 
In accordance with Pubic Resources Code Section 21081, whenever significant 
impacts cannot be substantially mitigated and remain unavoidable, the benefits of 

the proposed project must be balanced against the unavoidable environmental 
consequences in determining whether to approve the project.  The Lead Agency 

must make Findings of Fact and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
where the decision of the Lead Agency allows the occurrence of significant effects 
that are identified in the EIR, but are not substantially mitigated.   

 
This document sets forth the City of Upland’s Findings, pursuant to Section 21081 

of the Public Resources Code, as supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
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Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program 

As required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, a program for reporting on 
and monitoring project mitigation is included herein in Section 6 for adoption by the 
Lead Agency. 

Location of Documents 

The RDEIR, FEIR, and administrative record for the Claremont Colleges East 

Campus project are available for review upon request at: 
 

City of Upland 

Development Services Department 
460 North Euclid Avenue 

Upland, California 91786 
(909) 931-4135 

Discussion of Findings 

Where, as a result of the environmental analysis of the project and the 
identification of feasible mitigation measures, potentially significant impacts have 

been determined by the City to be reduced to a level of less than significant, the 
City has found in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1) that “Changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 
effects on the environment.”  Such a finding is referred to herein as Finding 1.  

 
Where the City has determined pursuant to CEQA Section 21081((a)(2) and State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(2) that “Those changes or alterations are within 
the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and have been, or can 

and should be, adopted by that other agency,” the City’s finding is referred to as 
Finding 2.  This finding is not required to be made because all mitigation is under 
the jurisdiction of the Lead and Responsible Agencies. 

 
Where, as a result of the environmental analysis of the project, the City has 

determined that (a) even with the identification of project design features, 
compliance with existing laws, codes and statutes, and/or the identification of 
feasible mitigation measures, potentially significant impacts cannot be reduced to a 

level of less than significant, or (b) no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives 
are available to mitigate the potentially significant impact, the City has found in 

accordance Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15091(a)(3) that “Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including considerations for the provision of employment 

opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.” Such a finding is 

referred to as Finding 3.   
 
References for discussion of environmental impacts within the EIR are noted with 

each finding.  Impact numbers refer to the section number and the threshold letter 
referenced in the RDEIR where the full discussion of impacts is included. 
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Findings on Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

The EIR identified  increases in operational noise as a significant impact of the 
proposed Project that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

 
The City finds, based on the facts set forth in the administrative record, which 
include but are not limited to the facts as set forth below, those facts contained in 

the EIR, and any other facts set forth in materials prepared by the City, or the 
City’s or Project’s proponent’s consultants, that there are no additional, feasible 

mitigation measures, changes, or alternative available to reduce the below-
identified significant and unavoidable impacts identified below, beyond those 
identified in the Mitigation Measures adopted for the Project. 

 
Therefore, as outlined in Public Resource Code Section 21081(b) and State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15093, as the Project will require a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for operational noise impacts, which is included with these Findings. 
As fully described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations (Section 6 herein), 

the City has concluded and hereby finds and declares that, based on substantial 
evidence, that the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts are outweighed by 

the Project’s benefits, including but not limited to the Project’s significant benefits 
to the students and surrounding area.  

Noise 

Impact 4.9.A/4.9.C 

Impacts to surrounding uses and the project site caused by increases in operational 

noise in the project area within the City of Upland would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
Substantial Evidence 
Section 4.9 of the EIR identifies a potentially significant impact related to 

operational noise. Pursuant to the discussion in Section 4.9 of the EIR, even after 
mitigation and consideration of operational guidelines to limit impacts, the Project’s 

impact on the existing noise environment would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
The College Park development, a residential development, is located to the south of 

the project site south Arrow Route. As discussed in Section 4.9 if the EIR, 
anticipated use of the proposed sports facilities would result in an increase in 

ambient noise by more than 3 dB at the College Park development during Spring 
Weekend Game activities. This condition could occur up to 14 times per year. 

 
Mitigation was considered that would require that the project applicant regulate the 
schedule and crowd size at the project site during spring weekend game days. After 

consideration of this mitigation, it was found to be infeasible because there is no 
way for the project proponent to monitor and enforce the scheduling or event 

admittance practices of Claremont-Mudd-Scripps Athletics, particularly at the all-
purpose fields which are for intramural club sports. As discussed in Section 4.9 of 
the EIR, operation of the proposed sports facilities, which includes cheering and 

shouting by spectators and the use of a public address (PA) system, would result in 
significant and unavoidable impact at the residential use to the south of the 

proposed project. 
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Accordingly, based on substantial evidence in the EIR and the administrative 

record, the City finds and declares, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091(a)(3), that specific economic legal, social, technical or other considerations, 

including accomplishing the Project objectives, make infeasible any additional 
mitigation measures or Project alternatives identified in the EIR. Project benefits 
have been identified and listed below.  

 
 Improve Colleges: The Project will allow the relocation of sports facilities 

elsewhere on the various college campuses and make that space available for 
other uses, including student housing, administrative buildings and 
educational buildings, thereby improving the colleges and better enabling 

them to serve their students and the public.     
   

 Public Safety: Public Safety will be enhanced by street/right-of-way 
dedications and improvements on Claremont Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, 
Monte Vista Avenue, and Arrow Route, including road widening, where 

needed; sidewalks; curbs and gutters; street lights; bike lanes; 
undergrounding of utilities; handicapped accessible street crossings; street 

trees; and site fencing.   
 

 Public Safety: Public Safety will also be enhanced by providing a pedestrian 
signal on Claremont Blvd at 9th Street which will make it safer to cross these 
streets at this location.  

  
Public Services: The project will bus stop improvements on Claremont Blvd. 

 
 Aesthetics: The site is currently an unimproved, visually unappealing “mining 

pit”/landfill which is in full public view.  The project will reclaim this area, 

provide an attractive sports complex, and the aesthetics of the site will be 
greatly improved by providing perimeter (and on-site) landscaping; a new 

streetscape including parkway planting and street tree;  replacing  the 
existing chain link fence with more attractive view fencing; and providing 
onsite improvements visible from the public rights-of-way that will provide a 

park-like setting. The benefits of converting an unimproved, visually 
unappealing “mining pit”/landfill with an attractively landscaped attractive 

facility, outweigh the relatively limited adverse impacts which will result from 
increased noise. 

 

Pursuant to Section 4.9 of the EIR, and consistent with Public Resource Code 
Section 21100(b)(2)(A) and the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b), the 

City finds and declares that there are significant and unavoidable impacts involving 
increases in ambient noise due to Project operation, but there are no feasible 
mitigation measure that would lessen the Project’s impact to a less than significant 

level while still allowing the Project to operate and meet its objectives, such as 
providing improved and expanded sports facilities. Pursuant to State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15901(a), changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project which lessen the Project’s impact on operational 
noise, but the Project’s impact would nonetheless still be considered significant and 

unavoidable. The potential significant environmental effect has been substantially 
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lessened by virtue of the following mitigation measures as identified by the EIR and 
incorporated into the Project. 

 
4.9.A-1 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for the baseball field and/or 

the softball field, the project applicant shall obtain a valid permit 
from the City of Upland prior to installing the public address 
systems at the project site. Through the permitting process, the 

type, location, and operation of future proposed public address 
systems will be evaluated and designed to minimize noise at 

surrounding receptors. 
 
4.9.A-2 Scheduled games and practices shall not be permitted the project 

site between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM. All games and 
practices at the project site shall be scheduled to allow sufficient 

time for all participants and spectators to leave the site by 10:00 
PM. Participants and spectators of the scheduled games and 
practices shall not be permitted to be on site prior to 7:00 AM. 

 
4.9.A-3 Site maintenance work shall only be permitted between the hours 

of 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM Monday through Saturday. 
 

Such mitigation is hereby adopted. Even with implementation of all of these 
Mitigation Measures, there are no feasible mitigation measures which can mitigate 
this impact to a level below significant. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15093, therefore, the City has balanced the benefits (listed in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations) of this Project against its unavoidable environmental 

risks and has determined that this impact is acceptable for the reasons stated in 
the City’s Statement of Overriding Considerations included herein. 
 

Finding 
Regarding impacts 4.9.A and 4.9.C, the City hereby makes Finding 3 that no 

feasible mitigation measures or alternatives exist to mitigate the above-discussed 
potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels. 

Findings on Significant but Mitigable Impacts 

Aesthetics 

Impact 4.1.A 

Impacts to day or nighttime views due to the installation of parking lot and sports 

field lighting and potential glare from building materials would be less than 
significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.A-1 through 4.1.A-3 and 
implementation of mandatory zoning regulations. 

 
Substantial Evidence 

Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.1.A will be substantially lessened or avoided is provided in Section 4.1 of the EIR.  
Impact 4.1.A identifies potentially significant impacts due to the addition of new 

lighting sources on the project site. Claremont Zoning Code Section 16.154.030 
regulates outdoor lighting and glare and requires that lighting be designed, 
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installed, and maintained in such a manner as to direct light only onto the property 
on which the light source is located. Claremont Zoning Code Section 16.136.050,G 

regulates parking lot lighting. Parking lot illumination levels and limitations on 
fixture types are established and lighting fixtures are limited to a maximum height 

of 15 feet above grade. Claremont Zoning Code Chapter 16.300 requires review 
and approval of new development and redevelopment by the City’s Architectural 
Commission. Criteria for review and approval are based on conformity with 

applicable standards, compatibility of design with the surrounding area, 
architectural treatment, and other factors. Mitigation Measures 4.1.A-2 and 4.1.A-3 

have been incorporated to implement the lighting provisions in the City of Upland 
and to provide consistency of the lighting requirements. Mitigation Measure 4.1.A-1 
will be incorporated to ensure that any future structure proposed on the project site 

is not constructed of materials that could cause glare. Implementation of Claremont 
Zoning Code Section 16.154.030, Section 16.136.050, and Chapter 16.300 and 

Mitigation Measures 4.1.A-2 and 4.1.A-3 will reduce impacts of lighting by ensuring 
that lighting over the entire site is reduced to minimal levels at the project property 
line. Impacts 4.1.A also identifies potential impacts related to glare from reflective 

building surfaces. Implementation of Mitigation 4.1.A-1 will avoid glare impacts by 
prohibiting use of reflective building materials. 

 
Finding 

Regarding Impact 4.1.A, the City hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Air Quality 

Impact 4.2.A 

Short-term construction related air quality impacts would be less than significant 
with implementation of mitigation. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 

4.2.A will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.2 of the EIR as 
supported by the technical report provided as Appendix C. Impact 4.2.A identifies 

potentially significant impacts due to the application of architectural coatings due to 
the construction of on-site structures. Based on the results of the air quality model 
(California Emissions Estimator Model), maximum daily emissions from the 

construction of Phase V will result in excessive emissions of volatile organic 
chemicals (identified as reactive organic gases) associated with interior and exterior 

coating activities. Using the default assumption of 250 grams per liter (g/l) VOC 
content for non-residential interior and exterior surfaces, daily VOC emissions 
would reach 139.23 g/l in 2025. To compensate for excessive VOC emissions from 

coating activities for the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 4.2.A-1 requires a 
maximum of 100 g/l for non-residential interior and exterior surfaces. Use of low-

VOC coatings during construction activities will reduce VOC emissions to 55.80 g/l, 
below the SCAQMD daily threshold of 75 lbs/day. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.2.A-1 during construction, will reduce VOC emissions to below SCAQMD 

daily thresholds. 
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Finding 
Regarding Impact 4.2.A, the City hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 

alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Biological Resources 

Impact 4.3.A 

Direct impacts to special status plant and wildlife species and indirect impacts to 
special status species due to habitat loss would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

 
Substantial Evidence 

Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.3.A will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.3 of the EIR as 
supported by technical reports provided as Appendices D, E, and F.  Impact 4.3.A 

recognizes that the loss of native habitat on the project site could indirectly impact 
special status species and that project construction could directly impact special 

status species.  To address indirect impacts, Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-1 will require 
revegetation of native habitat, focusing on alluvial scrub habitat, in the site hillside 
landscape areas to minimize the loss of native habitat due to construction activities. 

This would ensure that existing on-site alluvial fan scrub habitat options currently 
provided to sensitive species would continue through the life of the project. To 

address direct impacts, Mitigation Measures 4.3.A-2 and 4.3.A-3 require pre-
construction surveys and construction monitoring to identify special status species 
and implement common methods for minimizing impacts such as avoidance, 

relocation, and/or financial compensation. Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-2 establishes 
performance standards to ensure that special status species identified by pre-

construction surveys are not injured or otherwise harmed either through avoidance, 
capture and relocation, or other methods as recommended by the qualified 
surveying biologist.  In some cases, impacts can be minimized through contribution 

to a conservation bank. Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-3 requires a qualified biologist to 
monitor site preparation and grading to identify and ensure that any species that 

may be found on the site during earthmoving activities is appropriately relocated. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-4 requires that a qualified biologist or arborist perform a 

site specific tree survey to minimize impacts to trees.  A nesting bird survey is also 
required if any phase of the project would require the removal of mature trees 
and/or any native/natural habitat during the bird breeding season (February 15 – 

September 15). With mitigation incorporated, future potential impacts to special 
status plant and animal species due to the development of facilities identified in the 

Master Site Plan, Site Plan, and development agreements would be less than 
significant. 
 

Finding 
Regarding Impact 4.3.A, the City hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 

alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 
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Impact 4.3.C 

Impacts related to wildlife migration would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.3.C will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.3 of the EIR as 

supported by technical reports provided as Appendices D, E, and F.  Impact 4.3.C 
identifies potentially significant impacts to migrating species due to loss of native 

habitat and the existing seasonal pond on the project site.  Mitigation Measure 
4.3.A-1, discussed above, requires revegetation of native habitat in hillside 
landscape areas and Mitigation Measure 4.3.C-1 requires revegetation of the 

proposed retention basin with riparian habitat to compensate for the loss of these 
habitats. This would ensure that future landscaping plans identify and treat the 

retention basin as a native riparian area.  Impacts to the migration of resident and 
transient waterfowl would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 

Finding 
Regarding Impact 4.3.C, the City hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 

alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Geology and Soils 

Impact 4.4.A.2/4.4.B 

Impacts to future structures due to settlement and other forms of potential ground 

deformation would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation and 
implementation of existing regulations. 

 
Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 

4.4.A.2/4.4.B will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.4 of the EIR as 
supported by the technical report provided as Appendix G.  Impact 4.4.A.2/4.4.B 

identifies the potential for settlement in areas of the project site due to loose, 
unconsolidated fill. Mitigation would ensure that the recommendations of the 

preliminary geotechnical report are considered and implemented, as appropriate, in 
future development proposals.  These measures would ensure that potential 
settlement impacts to foundations, slabs, pavement, and structures are avoided 

and/or minimized through design parameters to be identified in project-specific 
geotechnical reports prepared by professional geotechnical engineers.  Impacts 

related to future potential development due to differential settlement would be less 
than significant with implementation of the regulations of the CBC and incorporation 
of mitigation. 

 
Finding 

Regarding Impact 4.4.A.2/4.4.B, the City hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 
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Impact 4.4.A.3 

Impacts to people and future structures due to landslides would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporation and implementation of existing regulations. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.4.A.3 will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.4 of the EIR as 

supported by the technical report provided as Appendix G.  Impact 4.4.A.3 
identifies the potential for landslides on the project site.  Implementation of the 

requirements of the California Building Code and Mitigation Measure 4.4.A-6 will 
ensure that slopes are properly designed and graded to minimize landslide 
potential. This measure requires grading and of slopes at a maximum 2:1 

inclination and verification that slope failure risk has been minimized through 
project-specific geotechnical reports prepared by qualified professional geotechnical 

engineers.   
 
Finding 

Regarding Impact 4.4.A.3, the City Council hereby makes Finding 1 that changes 
or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 

mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact 4.6.A 

Impacts to public health and the environment due to the presence of hazardous 
materials on the project site would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated and implementation of existing regulations. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.6.A will be avoided is provided in Section 4.6 of the EIR as supported by technical 

reports provided as Appendix H and I.  Impact 4.6.A identifies the potential for 
persons to be exposed to hazardous materials located on the project site.  

Mitigation Measure 4.6.A-1 requires that contaminated soil be excavated and 
properly disposed of prior to beginning of any earthmoving activities associated 

with potential future development of sports facilities and Mitigation Measure 4.6.A-2 
requires that a Soils Monitoring and Contingency Plan identifying procedures for 
remediating any previously unidentified chemically contaminated soils be prepared.  

This will ensure that the health of construction workers and users of the sports 
facilities would not be impacted because the soil contamination would be removed.  

This will also ensure that the environment is not substantially impacted because 
soils will be treated and disposed of in compliance with applicable regulations (such 
as Cal. Code Regs, tit. 22, Division 4.5, Title 22). Implementation of California Code 

of Regulations Title 22 and Mitigation Measures 4.6.A-1 and 4.6.A-2 will ensure the 
proper collection, transport, and disposal of contaminated soils and thereby avoid 

exposure of persons to hazardous materials.  
 
Finding 



5 Findings of Fact 

100 Claremont Colleges East Campus 

Regarding Impact 4.6.A, the City Council hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 

or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Impact 4.6.B 

Impacts to persons working or residing within the vicinity of Cable Airport due to 
compatibility issues with the proposed subdivision and future sports facilities would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated and implementation of existing 

regulations. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.6.B will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.6 of the EIR as 

supported by the technical report provided as Appendix J.  Impact 4.6.B identifies 
potential compatibility issues between the project and nearby Cable Airport that 

could result in safety hazards for persons in the airport vicinity and for airport 
operations. Mitigation Measure 4.6.B-1 establishes a performance standard for any 
potential future facilities that limit the production of smoke and emission of 

electronic frequencies to levels that would not impact operations at Cable Airport. 
Mitigation Measure 4.6.B-2 requires that Cable Airport Authority be notified of 

special one-day events by the property owner of the property where the event is to 
be held so that a “Notice to Airmen” can be issued to avoid overflight of the event. 

Mitigation Measure 4.6.B-3 requires that the project proponent provide a copy of a 
recorded and deed restricted avigation easement between the property owner and 
Cable Airport establishing a perpetual right and easement for the unobstructed 

flight of aircraft over and in the vicinity of each proposed parcel and the perpetual 
right to cause noise and other impacts inherent in the operation of aircraft of all 

types to the approving jurisdiction. Implementation of Federal Aviation Regulation 
Part 77 and Mitigation Measures 4.6.B-1 through 4.6.B-3 will ensure that the 
project does not obstruct airport operations and that pilots are provided notices to 

avoid overflight during large, special events, thereby minimizing potential safety 
hazards. 

 
Finding 
Regarding Impact 4.6.B, the City Council hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 

alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Noise 

Impact 4.9.D 

Temporary and periodic noise levels related to construction activities in the City of 
Upland and City of Claremont would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated and implementation of existing regulations. 

 
Substantial Evidence 

Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.9.D will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.9 of the EIR as 
supported by the technical report provided as Appendix K.  Impact 4.9.D identifies 

potential noise impacts during construction of the proposed sports facilities at the 
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College Park residential development to the south of Arrow Route.  Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 4.9.D-1 will ensure that project construction will not exceed 

allowable noise levels. Mitigation Measure 4.9.D-1 requires the construction 
contractor to put into effect noise abatement measures to the extent feasible to 

minimize construction noise levels at nearby properties. Implementation of noise 
abatement measures such as temporary sound barriers, mufflers, and proper 
maintenance will ensure that noise from construction activity at the project site will 

be reduced to acceptable levels.  
 

Finding 
Regarding Impact 4.9.D, the City hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 

or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impact 4.11.A 

Impacts on the performance of the local and regional transportation system due to 

increased traffic generation from the proposed sports fields in consideration of 
cumulative traffic increase over the long-term and short-term construction-related 
impacts would be less than significant with implementation of existing regulations 

and mitigation measures. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.11.A will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.11 of the EIR as 

supported by the technical report provided as Appendix L.  Impact 4.11.A identifies 
short-term construction-related impacts and long-term cumulative traffic impacts to 

six intersections.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11.A-1 will result in the 
development of a traffic management plan that will minimize impacts to local 
roadways during construction through various control measures such as delivery 

routing, hauling and transport restrictions, and staging requirements.  
Implementation of Upland Municipal Code Section 3.44.030, Claremont Municipal 

Code Chapter 16.200 and Mitigation Measures 4.11.A-2 and 4.11.A-3 will ensure 
that the project’s contribution to long-term cumulative traffic impacts will be 

compensated for through payment of fees to fund improvements at impacted 
intersections and avoided through a mandatory program to manage exiting vehicles 
from simultaneous sporting events. 

 
Finding 

Regarding Impact 4.11.A, the City Council hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

Impact 4.11.C 

Safety hazards associated with students crossing the street from the existing 

Claremont McKenna and Pitzer Colleges to access the project site would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 

Substantial Evidence 
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Evidence supporting the fact that the environmental effects identified in Impact 
4.11.C will be substantially lessened is provided in Section 4.11 of the EIR as 

supported by the technical report provided as Appendix L.  Impact 4.11.C identifies 
potential traffic safety impacts due to students crossing Claremont Boulevard from 

the main college campuses to the proposed sports facilities.  Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.11.C-1 will encourage students to cross Claremont Boulevard 
at designated cross-walks by requiring perimeter fencing that discourages mid-

block crossing due to the lack of access, minimizing potential injury to students and 
drivers. 

 
Finding 
Regarding Impact 4.11.C, the City Council hereby makes Finding 1 that changes or 

alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

 

Findings of Less than Significant and No Impact 

Based on the analysis of the Project’s impacts in the RDEIR, there is no indication 
that this project could result in substantial adverse effects related to the following 

impact areas. While there would be a variety of temporary adverse effects during 
construction Based on the analysis in the Initial Study and the RDEIR, the City finds 
that there will be less than significant or no direct and indirect impacts to human 

beings. 

Aesthetics 

 Scenic Vistas – No Impact 
 Scenic Resources – No Impact 

 Visual Character – No Impact 
 Light and Glare – Less than Significant 

Agriculture Resources 

 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program – No Impact 
 Agricultural Zoning and Land Use – No Impact 

 Farmland Conversion – No Impact 

Air Quality 

 Violation of Long Term Air Quality Standard – Less than Significant  
 Air Quality Management Plan – No Impact 

 Cumulative Short- and Long-Term Emissions – Less than Significant 
 Sensitive Receptors – Less than Significant 
 Odors – No Impact 

Biological Resources 

 Sensitive Natural Communities – Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 

Incorporated 
 Wetlands – No Impact 

 Wildlife Migration – Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 
 Conservation Planning – No Impact 
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 Conflict with Local Ordinances and Policies – Less than Significant 

Cultural Resources 

 Historical Resources – No Impact 
 Archaeological Resources – No Impact 

 Paleontological Resources – No Impact 
 Human Remains – Less than Significant Impact 

Geology and Soils 

 Strong Seismic Groundshaking – Less than Significant 
 Surface Fault Rupture – Less than Significant Impact 

 Loss of Topsoil – Less than Significant Impact 
 Expansive Soils – Less than Significant Impact 

 Septic Tanks – No Impact 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Less than Significant 
 Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policy, or Regulation – Less than Significant 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials – Less than Significant 
Impact 

 Hazardous Materials Emissions – No Impact 
 Hazardous Materials Sites – No Impact 

 Emergency Planning – No Impact 
 Wildland Fires – Less than Significant Impact 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Water and Wastewater Standards – Less than Significant Impact 
 Water Quality – Less than Significant 

 Groundwater Supplies and Recharge – Less than Significant Impact 
 On- and Off-Site Erosion – Less than Significant Impact 

 On- and Off-Site Flooding – Less than Significant Impact 
 Storm Drain Capacity and Runoff – No Impact 
 100-Year Flooding and Housing – No Impact 

 Impedance or Redirection of 100-Year Flooding – No Impact 
 Dam or Levee Failure – Less than Significant Impact 

 Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow – Less than Significant Impact 
 Stormwater Velocity and Runoff – No Impact 

Land Use and Planning 

 Division of Communities – No Impact 
 Planning Conflicts – Less than Significant Impact  

 Conservation Planning – No Impact 

Mineral Resources 

 Availability of Resources of Value to Region or State – Less than Significant 
 Availability of Locally Impact Resources – Less than Significant 
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Noise 

 Groundborne Vibration – Less than Significant 
 Airport Noise – Less than Significant  

Population and Housing 

 Population Growth – No Impact 
 Displacement of Housing – No Impact 

 Displacement or People – No Impact 

Public Services 

 Fire Protection Service – Less than Significant  
 Police Protection Service – Less than Significant 
 Schools – No Impact 

 Parks – No Impact 
 Other Services – No Impact 

Recreation 

 Deterioration of Facilities – No Impact 

 Expansion of Facilities – No Impact 

Transportation and Traffic 

 Conflict with Congestion Management Program – Less than Significant  
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility and Transit Service – Less than Significant 
 Changes in Air Traffic Patterns – Less than Significant Impact 

 Emergency Access – No Impact 

Utilities and Service Systems 

 Wastewater Treatment Requirements – No Impact 
 Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Less than Significant 
 Storm Water Drainage Facilities – Less than Significant 

 Water Supply – Less than Significant 
 Wastewater Treatment Capacity – Less then Significant 

 Landfill Capacity – Less than Significant  
 Solid Waste Regulations – No Impact 
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6 Statement of Overriding Considerations 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a Lead Agency 
balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental risk in 
determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits outweigh the 

unavoidable adverse effects, those effects may be considered “acceptable” pursuant 
to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a). CEQA requires that a Lead Agency 

support, in writing, the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when 
significant impacts are infeasible to mitigate. Those reasons must be based on 
substantial evidence in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or elsewhere in the 

administrative record pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b). The 
Lead Agency’s written reasons are referred to as a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations. 
 
The City will approve the Claremont Colleges East Campus Project and has 

prepared an EIR that satisfies the requirements of CEQA. The following adverse 
impacts of the Project are considered significant and unavoidable based on the 

analysis in the Recirculated DEIR (RDEIR), Final EIR (FEIR), and the Findings of 
Fact. 
 

Impact 4.9.A: Operational Noise. The Project will expose person to and 
generate noise levels in excess of standards established by the City of Upland 

during Spring weekend game activities when games occur simultaneously. 
Impacts would be significant and unavoidable after consideration of feasible 
mitigation measures. 

 
Impact 4.9.C: Increase in Ambient Noise. The Project will result in 

increase in ambient noise by 3 dB or more at the homes on Arrow Route in 
the City of Upland during Spring weekend game activities. Impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable after consideration of feasible mitigation 

measures. 
 

The City has determined that the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts 
identified above are acceptable because those impacts are outweighed by the 

economic, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project, listed below. 
 

 Improve Colleges: The Project will allow the relocation of sports facilities 

elsewhere on the various college campuses and make that space available for 
other uses, including student housing, administrative buildings and 

educational buildings, thereby improving the colleges and better enabling 
them to serve their students and the public.     

   

 Public Safety: Public Safety will be enhanced by street/right-of-way 
dedications and improvements on Claremont Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, 

Monte Vista Avenue, and Arrow Route, including road widening, where 
needed; sidewalks; curbs and gutters; street lights; bike lanes; 
undergrounding of utilities; handicapped accessible street crossings; street 

trees; and site fencing.   
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 Public Safety: Public Safety will also be enhanced by providing a pedestrian 
signal on Claremont Blvd at 9th Street which will make it safer to cross these 

streets at this location.  
  

Public Services: The project will bus stop improvements on Claremont Blvd. 
 

 Aesthetics: The site is currently an unimproved, visually unappealing “mining 

pit”/landfill which is in full public view.  The project will reclaim this area, 
provide an attractive sports complex, and the aesthetics of the site will be 

greatly improved by providing  perimeter (and on-site) landscaping; a new 
streetscape including parkway planting and street tree;  replacing  the 
existing chain link fence with more attractive view fencing; and providing 

onsite improvements visible from the public rights-of-way that will provide a 
park-like setting. The benefits of converting an unimproved, visually 

unappealing “mining pit”/landfill with an attractively landscaped attractive 
facility, outweigh the relatively limited adverse impacts which will result from 
increased noise. 

 
The City hereby declares that the forgoing benefits provided to the public through 

the approval of the Project outweigh the identified significant adverse 
environmental impacts of the Project that cannot be mitigated. The City finds that 

each of the Project benefits separately and individually outweighs all of the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the EIR and therefore finds 
those impacts to be acceptable. The City hereby finds and declares that no feasible 

alternative exists that both would provide all of the foregoing benefits to the public 
and reduce environmental impacts when compared to the Project. 
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CLAREMONT COLLEGES EAST CAMPUS 

Environmental Impact Report: Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measures 

Monitoring 
Timing/ 

Frequency 

Action 

Indicating 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

Aesthetics Mitigation Measures 

4.1.A-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, any structure 

proposed on the project site shall be reviewed during the 
appropriate jurisdiction’s standard review process to 
ensure that proposed building materials do not create 
glare in a manner that could endanger motorists on 
adjacent roadways, create a nuisance for surrounding 
properties, or otherwise impact the community.  Use of 
reflective materials such as polished metal or glass shall 
be prohibited unless the applicant can provide substantial 
evidence prepared by a qualified professional to the 
appropriate jurisdiction’s Development Services or 
Community Development Director that use of such 
materials shall not cause glare impacts on surrounding 
properties or roadways. 

Prior to Building 
Permits 

Issuance of 
Building Permits 

City of Upland 
Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

City of 

Claremont 
Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

4.1.A-2 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project 

proponent shall submit photometric plans verifying that 
the construction and installation of any future lighting 
complies with the provisions of Section 17.16.210 (Design 
Review – Meetings and Review Procedures) of the Upland 
Zoning Code that prohibits nuisance glare and lighting of 
surrounding properties.  Compliance with Section 
17.16.210 shall be confirmed through the preparation of a 
photometric plan prepared by a qualified professional 
demonstrating that proposed lighting impacts have been 
minimized (e.g. through shielding or other methods) and 
does not exceed 0.5 foot-candles at the property line of 
neighboring properties. 

Prior to Building 
Permits 

Issuance of 
Building Permits 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 
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Environmental Impact Report: Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measures 

Monitoring 
Timing/ 

Frequency 

Action 

Indicating 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

4.1.A-3 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project 

proponent shall submit photometric plans verifying that 
construction and installation of any future lighting 
complies with the provisions of Section 17.22.060.D 
(Design and Improvement of Parking Areas – General, 
Limitations on Lighting) of the Upland Zoning Code 
prohibiting nuisance parking lot lighting.  Compliance shall 
be confirmed through post-construction light level 
analysis performed by a qualified professional confirming 
that lighting impacts have been minimized (e.g. through 
shielding or other methods) and does not exceed 0.5 foot-
candles at the property line of neighboring properties and 
is consistent with applicable regulations and approved 
lighting and photometric plans. 

Prior to Building 
Permits 

Issuance of 
Building Permits 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

Air Quality Mitigation Measures 

4.2.A-1 Before issuance of building permits, the permittee must 
submit, to the satisfaction of the Community Development 
or Community and Economic Development Director, or 
designee of the approving jurisdiction, a Coating 
Restriction Plan (CRP), consistent with South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidelines and a 

letter agreeing to include in any construction contracts 
and/or subcontracts a requirement that the contractors 
adhere to the requirements of the CRP.  The CRP 
measures must be implemented to the satisfaction of the 
Community Development or Community and Economic 
Development Director, or designee.  These measures shall 
include the following: 

 

-  The volatile organic compounds (VOC) of proposed 
architectural coatings cannot exceed 100 grams per liter 
(g/l) for non residential interior and exterior 
applications. 

 

Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), 
this measure shall conform to the performance standard 

that emissions of volatile organic compounds from 
application of interior or exterior coatings shall not exceed 

Prior to Building 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Building Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

City of 
Claremont 

Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 
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Mitigation Measures 

Monitoring 
Timing/ 

Frequency 

Action 

Indicating 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

the daily emissions thresholds established by the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Biological Resources Mitigation Measures 

4.3.A-1 Prior to issuance of on- or off-site landscape permits, the 
approving jurisdiction’s Development Services or 
Community Development Director shall verify that 

landscaping plans reflect planting of locally-indigenous 
native plant species, to include alluvial fan scrub, on all 
disturbed slopes on the project site, selected from the list 
of plants occurring on the project site as identified in the 
project 2007 biological report prepared by Impact 
Sciences.  The plans shall also include a maintenance 
protocol for the native landscaping areas.  College 
landscape maintenance staff shall perform maintenance 
activities in accordance with the following maintenance 
standards: (1) the native landscaping restoration areas 
shall be inspected for invasive plants and adequate 
irrigation shall be provided monthly during the first year 
and quarterly during the second and third years; (2) once 
installed, inspections of vegetation health, density, and 
diversity shall be performed at least twice annually; (3) 
the native vegetative cover (including AFSS) within the 
disturbed slopes shall be maintained at 75 percent within 
three years of initial planting.  If the vegetation on the 
disturbed slopes has more than 50 percent mortality, the 
area shall be immediately replanted to achieve 75 percent 
cover; and (4) vegetation shall be established without the 
use of fertilizers.  Use of herbicides and pesticides shall be 
minimized to the extent feasible. 

Prior to 
Landscape 

Permits 

Issuance of 
Landscape 

Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of 

Claremont 
Planning Division 
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Mitigation Measures 

Monitoring 
Timing/ 

Frequency 

Action 

Indicating 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

4.3.A-2 Prior to commencement of any site clearing or grading 
activities related to construction of any facilities identified 
in the Master Site Plan, Site Plan, or development 

agreements that would disturb existing native scrub 
habitat, the project proponent shall submit a focused 
survey to determine the presence or absence of any 
special-status plants determined to have the potential to 
occur on the site. The focused survey shall follow the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Protocols for Survey and 
Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Species, Native Plant 
Populations, and Natural Communities.  Upon completion 
of the focused survey by a qualified biologist, the report 
results, including survey dates, exact species observed 
and location of species onsite, shall be submitted to the 
approving jurisdiction’s Community Development Director 
or Development Services Director for review and 
approval.  

 

In addition, a pre-construction survey performed by a 
qualified biologist to the approving jurisdiction’s 
Development Services or Community Development 
Director to determine if any special status plant or animal 
species is nesting, foraging, or otherwise present on the 
project site shall be submitted prior to commencement of 
any site clearing or grading activities related to 
construction of any facilities identified in the Master Site 
Plan, Site Plan, or development agreements that would 
disturb existing native scrub habitat.  The pre-
construction survey shall be conducted weekly during the 
prior flowering season and within 30 days prior to the 
commencement of any site clearing activities related to 
construction of any facilities.  The final survey shall be 
conducted no more than three days prior to 

commencement of site clearing activities related to 
construction of any facilities.  Should any special status 
species be found, avoidance shall be the primary 
measure.  If avoidance is not feasible, then a mitigation 
plan shall be prepared and submitted for review and 

Weekly within 30 

days prior to 
Commencement 

of any Site 
Clearing 

Activities / Final 
Survey 

conducted no 
more than 3 

days prior to Site 
Clearing 
Activities 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of 
Claremont 

Planning Division 
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Mitigation Measures 

Monitoring 
Timing/ 

Frequency 

Action 

Indicating 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

approval by the approving jurisdiction’s Development 
Services or Community Development Director.  The 
mitigation plan shall use the following measures and 
protocols to avoid or mitigate any impacts to special 
status species, as applicable: 

 

- Avoidance of the species 

- Capture or salvage and relocate the species 

- Compensation through payment into a conservation 
bank 

 

For special status plants, the mitigation plan shall 
identify: (1) the number of plants to be replanted; and 
(2) the measures necessary for the establishment of self-
sustaining populations in a suitable open space relocation 
area(s) as identified in the mitigation plan that is 
discussed above, to ensure the long-term survivability of 
the impacted species.  Salvage and relocation activities 
will include: seed and/or topsoil collection, germination of 
seed by a qualified horticulturist in a nursery setting, 
transplanting seedlings, and hand broadcasting seed into 
an open space habitat deemed acceptable by the 
approving jurisdiction.  Annual monitoring for at least two 
years will also be required to assist in the establishment 
of any special status species. 

 

For special status wildlife, surveys shall include 
examination of trees, shrubs, and the ground, as several 
bird species known to the area are shrub or ground 
nesters, including mourning doves. In the event that 
nesting birds are observed within 250 feet of a 
construction area, species-specific exclusion buffers 
determined by a City-approved biologist and the 
adjustment of the construction area is required. Protected 
bird nests that are found within the construction zone 
shall be protected by a buffer of 300 feet for most species 

or 500 feet or raptors, unless the buffer distance is 
modified by the California Fish and Wildlife Department, 
demarcated by construction fencing or other means that 
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Mitigation Measures 

Monitoring 
Timing/ 

Frequency 

Action 

Indicating 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

shall allow avoidance of the nests until young birds have 
fledged, and no continued use of the nest is observed, as 
determined by a qualified biologist.  If ground-disturbing 
activities are delayed, additional pre-construction surveys 
shall be conducted so that no more than three days shall 
have elapsed between the survey and ground-disturbing 
activities. 

4.3.A-3 Prior to commencement of construction activities, a 

qualified biologist shall be retained by the project 
proponent as the biological monitor subject to the 
approval of the approving jurisdiction’s Development 
Services or Community Development Director.  The 
biological monitor shall be present during earthmoving 
activities and will be authorized to stop specific grading 
activities if special status species are identified.  If any 
special status wildlife species are observed during 
construction activities, the contractor shall allow the 
animal to escape or a qualified biologist shall relocate the 
animal to a preserved/undeveloped area with similar 
required habitat.  If a special-status wildlife species is 
observed onsite, the biological monitor and appropriate 
regulatory agency shall be notified to implement all 
measures necessary to protect the sensitive species.  The 
equipment operators shall be informed of the species’ 
presence and/or be provided with pictures in order to help 
avoid impacts to this species to the maximum extent 
possible.  The biological monitor is authorized to stop 
specific grading activities if special status species are 
identified, if violations to mitigation measures are 

observed, or if violations to any local, state, or federal 
laws are observed. 

Prior to 

Commencement 
of Construction / 
Ongoing During 

Grading 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of 
Claremont 

Planning Division 
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Verification of Compliance 
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4.3.A-4 Prior to commencement of construction activities, a 

qualified biologist or arborist shall determine the exact 
number, type, and size of trees to be impacted via 
thinning, removal and/or encroachment, by the proposed 
project development phase.  The biologist or arborist shall 
document each tree’s location, trunk, diameter, health, 
height, canopy width, and the type and extent of impact 
anticipated as part of the site specific tree survey. For 
those trees expected to be impacted, the biologist or 
arborist shall determine if the activity will endanger the 
life of the tree.  The report shall also make 
recommendations concerning the avoidance and 
minimization measures to protect trees.  If possible, 
avoidance shall be the primary mitigation measure utilized 
during the project design phase and during construction. 
Impact minimization and tree protection 
recommendations shall include: 

 

- A pre-construction meeting shall be held with 
contractors, prior to commencement of work, to discuss 
tree protection measures. 

- Install six-foot protection fencing around tree to 
establish a tree protection zone prior to the start of 
construction. 

- Storage of construction equipment or materials shall 
occur outside of the tree protection zone. 

- All attempts shall be made to avoid damage to tree 
roots during grading and construction. 

- Any roots encountered during grading that are half-inch 
and greater shall be cleanly cut. 

Prior to 
Commencement 
of Construction / 
Ongoing During 

Grading 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of 
Claremont 

Planning Division 
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Compliance 
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Verification of Compliance 

Initials Date Remarks 

 

If any phase of the proposed project would require the 
removal of mature trees and/or any native/natural habitat 
during the bird-breeding season (February 15 – 
September 15), nesting bird surveys shall be conducted 
prior to tree/habitat removal by a City approved biologist 
(a person with a biology degree and/or established skills 
in bird recognition).  Surveys shall occur at least two 
weeks prior to initial tree or habitat removal.  A copy of 
the contracts for these services and the results of the on-
site survey shall be submitted for review and approval by 
the approving jurisdiction’s Planning Division or 
Development Services Department prior to issuance of 
project permits. 

 

- Trees located within the public right of way – the City of 
Claremont shall be consulted prior to commencement of 
any project development phase to determine the extent 
of impacts on any trees located within the public right-
of-way.  Compensatory mitigation may be required for 
tree removals and/or if the biologist or arborist 
determines that activities will endanger or shorten the 
life of the tree.  Replacement mitigation ratios shall be 
1:1 for non-native trees and 2:1 for native trees.  Any 
removal or relocation of trees located within the public 
right of way shall be reviewed and approved by the City 
of Upland Development Services Director prior to their 
removal or location. 

 

4.3.C-1 Prior to issuance of landscape permits, the approving 
jurisdiction’s Development Services or Community 
Development Director shall verify that landscaping plans 
identify the proposed retention basin as a native riparian 
habitat area to be populated naturally by native species.  
Installation of such landscaping shall be verified during 
final inspection.  A maintenance plan shall be provided 
identifying landscape practices that will ensure the 
continuation of riparian habitat.  The plans shall also 
include a maintenance protocol for the native landscaping 

Prior to 
Landscape 

Permit 

Issuance of 
Landscape 

Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of 

Claremont 
Planning Division 
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areas.  College landscape maintenance staff shall perform 
maintenance activities in accordance with the following 
maintenance standards: (1) the native landscaping 
restoration areas shall be inspected for invasive and 
adequate irrigation monthly during the first year and 
quarterly during the second and third years; (2) once 

installed, inspections of vegetation health, density, and 
diversity shall be performed at least twice annually; (3) 
the native vegetative cover  within the retention basin 
shall be maintained at 75 percent within three years of 
the initial planting.  If the vegetation within the retention 
basin has more than 50 percent mortality, the area shall 
be immediately replanted to achieve 75 percent cover; 
and (4) vegetation shall be established without the use of 
fertilizers.  Use of herbicides and pesticides shall be 
minimized to the extent feasible. 

Geology and Soils Mitigation Measures 

4.4.A-1 To minimize the potential for ground settlement, future 

development proposals shall reflect the recommendations 
of the project preliminary geotechnical assessment, or 
project-specific updates to that report, relating to removal 
and overexcavation of on-site soils where structures are 
proposed.  This could include removal of dumped fill soils, 
compacted fill, road fill, and miscellaneous alluvial soils, 
as necessary to support structures.  Removal of 
vegetation, scarification, moisture conditioning, and 
compaction may be required depending on the results of 
the project specific geotechnical report.  Overexcavation 
and recompaction of building area and exterior flatwork 
may also be required depending on the results of the 
project-specific geotechnical report.  Prior to approval of 
grading permits, all recommendations regarding removal 
and overexcavation from the preliminary geotechnical 
assessment and any project-specific report shall be 
reflected in the project grading design.  Compliant grading 
shall be verified through routine inspection prior to 
occupancy. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 

Engineering 
Division 

   

City of 

Claremont 
Engineering 

Division 
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4.4.A-2 Placement of oversized (greater than 12 inches in 
maximum dimension) deleterious materials (i.e. large 
boulders) 10 or more feet below grade in future fill soils 
shall be permitted provided that placement areas within 
fill soils are identified on project-specific grading plans, 
observed and reviewed by the project soils engineer for 
fill stability, and approved by the approving jurisdiction’s 
City Engineer, prior to issuance of grading permits. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 

Engineering 
Division 

   

City of 

Claremont 
Engineering 

Division 

   

4.4.A-3 Prior to issuance of grading permits, foundation design 

and slab criteria shall be identified for future development 
in project-specific geotechnical reports and submitted for 
review and approval by the approving jurisdiction’s City 
Engineer ensuring that the potential for settlement 
damage is minimized.  This shall include specifications for 
conventional spread and continuous footings, slab 
thickness, reinforcement of slabs, floating foundations, 
and/or flexible utility lines.  Compliant foundation design 
shall be verified through routine inspection prior to 
occupancy. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Building Division 

   

City of 

Claremont 
Engineering 

Division 

   

4.4.A-4 Prior to issuance of grading permits, pavement design 

parameters for future on- and off-site improvements shall 
be identified in project-specific geotechnical reports for 
review and approval by the approving jurisdiction’s City 
Engineer to minimize settlement impacts to future parking 
lots and roadways.  Pavement performance shall be based 
on R-value tests, traffic index values, and consideration of 
soils and subgrade.  Compliant pavement design shall be 
verified through routine inspection prior to occupancy. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 

Engineering 
Division 

   

City of 
Claremont 

Engineering 
Division 

   

4.4.A-5 Prior to issuance of grading permits and subject to the 

approval of the approving jurisdiction’s City Engineer, 
requirements for subsurface drainage and infiltration shall 
be identified in project-specific geotechnical reports and 
included in grading and building design to ensure that 
surface and subsurface moisture is adequately 
transported to prevent settlement impacts to foundations, 
slabs, and structures.  Compliant drainage design shall be 
verified through routine inspection prior to occupancy. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Engineering 

Division 
   

City of 

Claremont 
Engineering 

Division 
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4.4.A-6 To prevent impacts related to landsliding, slopes shall be 
graded and buttressed at an inclination of 2:1 or flatter, 
where necessary and not including slopes along Monte 

Vista Avenue or the southern portion of the site.  The 
dimensions and requirements for terrace drains and 
benches shall be specified in the project-specific 
geotechnical report and approved by the approving 
jurisdiction’s City Engineer to verify that potential impacts 
due to slope failure are minimized. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 

Engineering 
Division 

   

City of Claremont 
Engineering 

Division 
   

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measures 

4.6.A-1 Prior to initiation of any ground disturbing activities as 

part of the East Campus Sports Complex construction, 
those areas identified in the project Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment as being contaminated by 
total petroleum hydrocarbons-carbon chain (TPHcc) 
(identified as the “stained soil” and in the “dry pond” 
area) shall be excavated by a qualified contractor, 
characterized for waste classification, and transported to 
an appropriate facility for treatment and disposal.  All 
remedial work shall be coordinated with the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board for agreement with 
the remedial action plan and all necessary approvals 
obtained.  A final soil analysis shall be conducted within 
the excavated areas to affirm complete removal of all 
identified spills.  The remedial action plan and final soils 
analysis shall be submitted to the appropriate 
jurisdiction’s Director of Development Services or 
Community Development Director for review and approval 
prior to initiation of earthmoving activities as part of the 
East Campus Sports Complex construction in areas of 
known contamination. 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of Claremont 
Planning Division 

   

4.6.A-2 The applicant shall prepare a Soils Monitoring and 

Contingency Plan prior to the issuance of grading permits 
for the East Campus Sports Complex.  This plan shall 
specifically identify procedures for remediating any 
previously unidentified chemically contaminated soils 

Prior to Grading 
Permit 

Issuance of 
Grading Permit 

City of Upland 
Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 
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within the East Campus Sports Complex site, including 
proposed methods to identify the nature, source, and 
estimated volume of the released contamination, identify 
the lateral and vertical extent of the soils and/or 
groundwater contamination, and identify the 
concentration of the contaminates. 

City of Claremont 

Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

4.6.B-1 Any activity proposed on the project site (including long-

term operational activities and short-term special events) 
shall be prohibited from emitting smoke (or visibility-
reducing emissions) or producing electromagnetic 
frequencies at levels that could interfere with the safe 
operation of Cable Airport. 

Ongoing During 
Construction and 

Ongoing 
Throughout Life 

of Project 

Issuance of Use 

Permit or 
Occupancy 

Permit 

City of Upland 

Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

City of Claremont 

Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

4.6.B-2 No more than 72-hours prior to commencement of any 
large, special one-day events, the property owner of the 
property where the event is to be held shall ensure the 
event proponent notifies the Cable Airport Authority to 
issue a “Notice to Airmen” to avoid overflight of the event. 

Ongoing 
Throughout Life 

of Project 
Ongoing 

Claremont 
McKenna Colleges 

(CMC) / Pitzer 
   

4.6.B-3 Prior to recording of final parcel maps, the project 

proponent shall provide a copy of a recorded and deed 
restricted avigation easement between the property 
owner (grantor) and Cable Airport (grantee) establishing 
a perpetual right and easement for the unobstructed flight 
of aircraft over and in the vicinity of each proposed parcel 
and the perpetual right to cause noise and other impacts 
inherent in the operation of aircraft of all types to the 
approving jurisdiction. 

Prior to 

Recordation of 
Final Map 

Recordation of 
Final Map 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of Claremont 
Planning Division 

   

Noise 

4.9.A-1 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for the baseball 

field and/or the softball field, the project applicant shall 
obtain a valid permit from the City of Upland prior to 
installing the public address systems at the project site.  
Through the permitting process, the type, location, and 
operation of future proposed public address systems will 
be evaluated and designed to minimize noise at 
surrounding receptors. 

Prior to 

Occupancy 
Permits for 

Baseball Field 
and/or Softball 

Field 

Issuance of 

Occupancy 
Permits for 

Baseball Field 
and/or Softball 

Field 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 
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4.9.A-2 Scheduled games and practices shall not be permitted on 

the project site between the hours of 10:00 PM and 7:00 
AM.  All games and practices at the project site shall be 
scheduled to allow sufficient time for all participants and 
spectators to leave the site by 10:00 PM.  Participants and 
spectators of the scheduled games and practices shall not 
be permitted to be on site prior to 7:00 AM. 

Ongoing 

Throughout Life 
of Project 

Ongoing 
Claremont 

McKenna Colleges 
(CMC) / Pitzer 

   

4.9.A-3 Site maintenance work shall only be permitted between 

the hours of 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM Monday through 
Saturday. 

Ongoing 

Throughout Life 
of Project 

Ongoing 
Claremont 

McKenna Colleges 
(CMC) / Pitzer 

   

4.9.D-1 To minimize construction noise levels at the nearby 
properties, the construction contractor shall, to the extent 
practical, put into effect the following noise abatement 
measures: 

 

a. Construction activities shall only occur during the hours 
permitted by the Municipal Codes for the cities of 
Claremont and Upland. 

b. No construction equipment shall be used that generates 
a noise level in excess of 85 dBA at a distance of 100 
feet from the equipment. If construction equipment is 

anticipated to generate noise in excess of 85 dBA at 100 
feet, temporary solid noise barriers or berms shall be 
erected between construction equipment and sensitive 
off-site receptors where feasible. 

c. Construction storage areas shall be located away from 
sensitive receptors.  Where this is not possible, the 
storage of waste materials, earth, and other supplies 
shall be positioned in a manner that will function as a 
noise barrier to the closest sensitive receivers. 

d. All construction and demolition equipment shall be 
fitted with properly sized mufflers. 

e. Noisy construction equipment items shall be located as 
far as practicable from the adjacent properties. 

f. In order to minimize the time during which any single 
noise-sensitive receptor is exposed to construction 

noise, construction shall be completed as rapidly as 
possible. 

Ongoing During 
Construction 

Ongoing 

City of Upland 
Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 

   

City of Claremont 

Planning and 
Building and 

Safety Divisions 
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g. The quietest construction equipment owned by the 
contractor shall be used.  The use of electric powered 
equipment is typically quieter than diesel, and hydraulic 
powered equipment is quieter than pneumatic power.  If 
compressors powered by diesel or gasoline engines are 
to be used, they shall be contained or have baffles to 
help abate noise levels. 

h. All construction equipment shall be properly 
maintained.  Poor maintenance of equipment typically 
causes excessive noise levels. 

i. Noisy equipment shall be operated only when 
necessary, and shall be switched off when not in use. 

j. Notice shall be posted prior to construction identifying 
the location and dates of construction, and the name 
and phone number of a contact person at the Claremont 
University Consortium in case of complaints. The notice 
shall encourage the residents to call the contact person 
rather than the police in case of complaint.  The notice 
shall inform residents of any changes to the schedule.  
The designated contact person shall be on site 
throughout the project construction with a mobile 
phone.  If a complaint is received, the contact person 
shall log all complaints and take whatever reasonable 
steps are necessary to resolve the complaint. 

k. No idling of construction equipment or trucks for 
extended periods 
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Transportation and Traffic Mitigation Measures 

4.11.A-1 Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project 

proponent shall submit a Construction Management Plan 
for review and approval by the approving jurisdiction’s 
City Engineer to minimize short-term impacts from 
construction vehicles.  The Construction Management Plan 
shall include, the following: 

-Ingress/Egress for the construction traffic would be via 
Driveway 3 located along Claremont Boulevard and/or 
Driveway 5 on Arrow Route 

-Prohibit construction traffic on local and residential 
streets 

-Provide traffic control for any lane closure, detour or 
other disruption to traffic circulation 

-Identify the routes that construction vehicles shall utilize 
for the delivery of construction materials 

-Require the Applicant to keep all material handling routes 
clean and free of debris including but not limited to 
gravel and dirt as a result of its operations.  The 
Applicant shall clean adjacent streets of any material 
which may have been spilled, tracked or blown onto 
adjacent streets or areas.  Material handling shall be in 
compliance with all National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit regulations. 

-Hauling or transport of oversize loads shall be allowed 
between the hours of 9:00 AM and 11:30 AM only, 
Monday through Friday, unless approved otherwise by 
the approving jurisdiction’s City Engineer.  Hauling or 
transport may be permitted/required during nighttime 
hours, weekends or Federal holidays, at the discretion of 
the approving jurisdiction’s City Engineer.  An approved 
Haul Route Permit shall be required from the appropriate 
City. 

-Hauling or transport trucks entering or exiting public 
streets shall at all times yield to public traffic. 

-If hauling operations cause any damage to existing 
pavement, street, curb and/or gutter along the haul 

Prior to Grading 
Permits / 

Ongoing During 
Construction 

Issuance of 

Grading Permits 
/ Ongoing 

During 
Construction 

City of Upland 
Engineering 

Division 
   

City of Claremont 

Engineering 
Division 
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route, the applicant shall be fully responsible for repairs.  
The repairs shall be completed to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer having jurisdiction. 

-All constructed-related parking and staging of vehicles 
shall be kept out of the adjacent public roadways and 
shall occur on-site. 

The Plan shall meet standards established in the current 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Device 
(MUTCD) as well as Cities of Claremont and Upland 
requirements.   

4.11.A-2 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project 

proponent shall pay development impact fees to the 
approving jurisdiction in accordance with local municipal 
code requirements and the project traffic study to 
implement “fair-share” improvements at impacted 
intersections in order to reach acceptable operating levels 
of service.  Required fair-share payments are summarized 
in Table 4.11.16 of the project Environmental Impact 
Report. “Fair-share” payments for improvements at the 
intersection of Foothill Boulevard at the Project’s North 
Driveway shall only be required if and when the project 
proponent constructs the North Driveway. 

Prior to Building 
Permits 

Building Permit 
Issuance 

City of Upland 
Building Division 

   

City of Claremont 
Building and 

Safety Division 
   

4.11.A-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for the baseball 

and/or softball field, the project proponent shall submit a 
traffic management strategy to the City of Upland 
Community Development Director and to the City of 
Claremont Community Development Director identifying 
the measures that shall be implemented by Claremont 
McKenna College if attendance during simultaneous 
baseball and softball games exceeds 500 spectators to 
ensure that no more than 129 vehicles are permitted to 
exit the project site during one PM peak hour to ensure 
that impacts resulting from weekday game traffic do not 
exceed those anticipated in the project traffic study. 

Prior to 

Occupancy of 
baseball and/or 

softball field 

Issuance of 
Occupancy 

City of Upland 
Planning Division 

   

City of Claremont 
Planning Division 
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4.11.C-1 Prior to approval of street improvement plans for 

Claremont Boulevard, the project proponent shall submit 
landscape plans for review and approval by the City of 
Claremont Community Development Director.  The 
landscape plans shall include perimeter fencing and 
landscaping to encourage students to cross Claremont 
Boulevard at intersection crosswalks. 

Prior to Approval 
of Street 

Improvement 
Plans 

Issuance of 
permit for 

Street 
Improvement 

Plans for 
Claremont Blvd. 

City of Claremont 
Planning Division 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 

Date: April 5, 2016 Proj#13346 

To: 

 

City of Upland Planning Department 
 

From: 

 

CUC East Campus Project Team  

Subject: 

 

Claremont University Consortium (CUC) East Campus Project 
Airport Compatibility Review 

We have reviewed the newly adopted Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (CALUCP) in 
conjunction with the CUC East Campus project (Project).  We have also reviewed the initial 
Memorandum prepared by Walter Gilfillan dated February 11, 2008 and his supplemental Memorandum 
dated August 4, 2011.  Following our review and consultation with the City and with Mr. Ken Brody, 
Senior Airport Planner with Mead & Hunt we recommend that the City of Upland Airport Land Use 
Commission find the project consistent with the Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan pursuant to 
the following, and based upon the “CALUCP Project Conditions and Findings” attached to this 
Memorandum: 
 

1. The portion of the CUC East Campus project in the City of Upland is located in Compatibility 
Zones B2 and B3, with a very small portion at the northeast corner in the B1 Zone. 
 

2. The small portion of the Project that is located in the B1 Zone is a portion of Parcel 1 of TPM 
18989. This parcel is not proposed for development at this time, and, due to topographical and 
airport land use constraints, may never be proposed for development and is not under 
consideration at this time for consistency purposes. 
 

3. Group Recreation:  During typical operation, the proposed Project falls within the Land Use 
Category described in the CALUCP as “Group Recreation (limited spectator stands): athletic 
fields, water recreation facilities, picnic areas” on page 3-26.  Although the football field bleachers 
have the capacity for more than 1,000 people, typical usage would include no more than 200 or 
300 spectators.  Therefore, the football field area should be considered as “Group Recreation” 
during typical operation. 
 

a. Compatibility Zones B2 and B3 specify that the “Group Recreation” uses are considered 
“Conditional - Use is compatible if indicated usage intensity, lot coverage, and other listed 
conditions are met. For the purposes of these criteria, ‘avoid’ is intended as cautionary 
guidance, not a prohibition of the use.” 

 
b. Allowable occupancy intensities for B2 and B3 are: 

 B2 B3 

Max. Sitewide Avg. Intensity (people/acre) 80 120 

Max. Single-Acre Intensity (people/acre) 160 300 

Max. Coverage 45% 60% 
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c. There are limited facilities located within Compatibility Zone B2, namely a portion of the 

outfield for the baseball field and the archery range. During typical operation, this portion 
of the baseball field outfield would accommodate 2 outfielders and the archery range 
would accommodate 10 to 20, if spectators are present. The project net area within 
Compatibility Zone B2 is approximately 6.36 acres.  With a typical total of up to 22 people, 
this would result in a Compatibility Zone B2 average intensity of 3.5 people per acre, 
which is substantially below the average intensity criteria of 80 people per acre normally 
allowed in Compatibility Zone B2 (which would allow 508 people to utilize the portion of 
the Project located in Compatibility Zone B2).1 

 
d. The facilities located within Compatibility Zone B3 are the remaining portion of the 

“Visitors” side of the baseball field, the softball field, the Argentinean Paddle Tennis Court, 
the football field, the 2 all-purpose playing fields, and the detention basin. During typical 
operations the occupancy of each would be as follows:   

 
i. The portion of the baseball field in Zone B3 occupancy would be 25 persons 
ii. The softball field occupancy would be up to 100 persons  
iii. The Argentinean Paddle Tennis Court occupancy would be up to 10 persons 
iv. The typical football field occupancy would be 350 persons (players, coaches, 

referees, spectators) 
v. The two all-purpose playing fields occupancy could be up to 200 persons (100 for 

each field) 
vi. The detention basin would not be occupied 

 
e. Because the uses are seasonal, e.g. football season is in the fall, baseball in the spring, 

all fields are not likely to be in use at the same time. However, for the purpose of 
determining maximum occupancy that is typical of these fields, the maximum number of 
people, if all fields are fully occupied, would be up to 685.  The project net area within 
Compatibility Zone B3 is approximately 30.66 acres.  With a typical total of up to 685 
people, this would result in a Compatibility Zone B3 average intensity of 22.4 people per 
acre, which is substantially below the average intensity criteria of 120 people per acre for 
Compatibility Zone B3 (which would allow 3,679 people to utilize the portion of the Project 
area located in Compatibility Zone B2).2 

 
f. The most intense single-acre area within Compatibility Zone B2 would consist of the 

archery range. This use would accommodate up to 20 people during typical operation, 
which would be consistent with the single-acre intensity criteria of 160 for Compatibility 
Zone B2. 

 
g. The most intense single-acre area within Compatibility Zone B3 would consist of the 

bleachers and a portion of the football field. This single acre would accommodate 
approximately 175 to 200 people during typical operation, which would be consistent with 
the single-acre intensity criteria of 300 for Compatibility Zone B3. 

 

                                       
1 Please note that averaging between zones is allowable, meaning that under the CALUCP up to 4,187 

people may utilize the Upland portion of the Project at any given time. 
2 Please note that averaging between zones is allowable, meaning that under the CALUCP up to 4,187 

people may utilize the Upland portion of the Project at any given time. 
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h. The limited Special Events proposed to be held at the football field will exceed the single-
acre intensity criteria, however, as recommended by Mr. Ken Brody and further detailed in 
the “CALUCP Project Conditions and Findings,” the risk to occupants is reduced in two 
ways: (1) providing enhanced existing from the stands; and (2) by maintaining largely 
open, flat land around the site, aircraft attempting a controlled emergency landing will 
have other options for such a landing.  This use can be approved as a “Special Conditions 
Exception” and is further described below. 

 
i. Buildings and structures within Compatibility Zone B2 would include the equipment 

storage building located northeast of the parking lot, for a total footprint of up to 500 
square feet.  Based on the gross acreage of 6.94 acres (6.36 + the half-width of the 
Monte Vista adjacent to this portion of Parcel 4) for Compatibility Zone B2, this would 
result in a coverage of .0017%, which is well within with the maximum coverage of 45% 
allowable for Compatibility Zone B2. This building is a storage structure, therefore, no 
occupancy calculations have been made. 

 
j. Buildings and structures within Compatibility Zone B3 would include the field house, for a 

total footprint of 30,000 square feet.  Based on the gross acreage of 33.93 (30.66 acres + 
half widths of Monte Vista and Arrow Route) for Compatibility Zone B3, this would result in 
a coverage of .020%, which is within with the maximum coverage allowed for 
Compatibility Zone B3.  This building will contain a mixture of uses ranging from 
restrooms to offices and locker rooms with the potential for a treatment room for minor 
injuries.  A floor plan has not been prepared nor anticipated, therefore, in order to be 
conservative, the occupancy has been calculated for office use at 1/100. This results in an 
estimated occupancy of 300 persons for the 30,000 square foot building. 

 
4. No Outdoor Major Assembly:  Use of a single venue in Upland by more than 1,000 people could 

constitute an “Outdoor Major Assembly,” unless there are exceptional circumstances (CALUCP 
criterion 3.1.6) and/or such usage is rare (CALUCP criterion 3.1.7).  In order to assure that use of 
a single venue in Upland by more than 1,000 people remains rare, the applicant requests that a 
project condition be included limiting such events to no more than 12 days per calendar year.  
Because of the foregoing project condition and for the reasons set forth below this limited use 
can be approved as a “Special Conditions Exception.” 

 
a. The Claremont McKenna College football field is expected to host a football game once 

every two years (the annual rotating home game versus Pomona College) that could 
result in a single-acre intensity of more than 1,000 persons at the project venue.  All other 
football games scheduled would result in approximately up to 300 spectators in 
attendance.  Moreover, although the colleges might occasionally have other events that 
resulted in an assemblage of more than 1,000 people in a single acre, such events would 
necessarily be rare because of the condition set forth above.   
 

b. Zones B2 and B3 specify Outdoor Major Assembly uses as “Incompatible – Use should 
not be permitted under any normal circumstances.  Limited exceptions are possible for 
site-specific special circumstances. See Criterion 3.1.6” 

 
c. Criterion 3.1.6 of the CALUCP (copied at the end of this memorandum) includes a Special 

Conditions Exception that allows usage that might not otherwise be allowed.  The Special 
Conditions Exception states that “there may be specific situations where a normally 
incompatible use can be considered compatible because of terrain … or other 
extraordinary factors or circumstances related to the site.”  Here, the site is a former 
gravel quarry currently used as an inert landfill.  Currently, the majority of the site’s terrain 
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is below grade and its surface is rocky and uneven posing a substantial hazard to any 
aircraft forced to make an emergency landing on the site.  When completed, the project 
will convert the majority of the terrain of the site into flat, smooth grass playing fields and 
large surface parking lots – the majority of which will be relatively vacant at most times 
during most days – providing safe locations for emergency landings.  Therefore, the 
conversion of the currently rocky uneven terrain into flat, smooth, sparsely populated 
spaces will substantially add to aviation safety.  The project’s current terrain and the 
project’s ability to improve that terrain in a manner that increases aviation safety is an 
extraordinary factor that is particular to the circumstances related to the site.  In order to 
assure that use of a single venue in Upland by more than 1,000 people remains rare, the 
applicant requests above that a project condition be included limiting such events to no 
more than 12 days per calendar year.  The limitation on rare uses of the site by more than 
1,000 people at any one Upland venue to only 12 times per calendar year and the 
entitlement of the vast majority of the site for only playing fields or surface parking lots 
(rather than buildings) assures that there is no potential for the use of the project to 
change and become more intense over time.  Consequently, the project qualifies for the 
Special Conditions Exception described in Section 3.1.6 of the CALUCP. 
 

d. Criterion 3.1.7 includes a “Rare Special Events Exception” specifically for “Conditional” or 
“Incompatible” land uses associated with rare special events. As noted previously, the 
proposed project will only permit more than 1,000 people to use a single venue in Upland 
under rare circumstances.  In order to assure that use of a single venue in Upland by 
more than 1,000 people remains rare, the applicant requests above that a project 
condition be included limiting such events to no more than 12 days per calendar year.  
Because the policy allows an exception for rare uses and occupancies that may exceed 
the typical criteria of the CALUCP and such usage will be restricted to rare instances, the 
project will be compliant with the CALUCP under Criterion 3.1.7.   

 
e. In terms of extraordinary factors or circumstances, the football field is not a “stadium” in 

that a stadium is described by Caltrans as a use “where a large number of people are 
confined in a small area with limited exits.” The football field is just that – a football field. It 
has bleachers on two sides of the field.  Spectators and players would not be “trapped” in 
a limited egress area in the event of an airplane crash.  However, spectators on the 
bleachers may not be able to exit the bleachers quickly, therefore, the following conditions 
regarding the design of the bleachers should be imposed: 

 
i. The capacity of each set of bleachers on each side of the football field shall be 

limited to under 1,000 persons.   
 

ii. The bleachers shall be designed and constructed so that exiting from the bleachers 
can be achieved quickly and safely. Proof of such exiting shall be provided by the 
applicant at the time installation of the bleachers is proposed. Options to achieve 
such safe exiting could include constructing the bleachers on a slope so that no 
bleacher row is higher than 4 feet from the ground at the “exiting end or side,” or 
that additional exiting stairs be provided from the back or sides of the bleachers. 
 

By keeping the massing of persons to under 1,000, the Project becomes more consistent 
with a “Group Recreation Use” instead of a “Major Outdoor Assembly Facility.”  

 
 

f. The project generally provides for open field areas which could function as emergency 
landing areas for aircraft.  Compared to other projects that could be developed on the site 
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with additional building footprint, the proposed project offers greater open areas for 
emergency landings, thus limiting the safety concerns for those on the ground and for 
aircraft. 

 
g. Despite the occasional instances where the intensity criteria may be exceeded, if all fields 

within the B3 Zone are occupied at the same time, the intensity of use will be limited to no 
more than 885 people on a typical day compared to other industrial uses that could 
occupy the site and have a more consistent schedule of moderate to high occupancy.  

 
“Special Conditions Exception,” pages 3-3 and 3-4 of the CALUCP 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Attachments: 

1. 2015 Airport Land Use map for Claremont Colleges East Campus EIR 
2. April 5, 2016 CALUCP Project Conditions and Findings 
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April 5, 2016 

 

Claremont Colleges East Campus 
CABLE AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN (CALUCP):  

MEAD & HUNT REVIEW; PROJECT CONDITIONS AND FINDINGS 

 
 This submission is in response to the initial assessment of the project titled “Mead & Hunt 

Review of Claremont University Consortium Sports Complex Project” (Mead & Hunt Review), 
which concluded that the Claremont Colleges East Campus Project (Project), could, when 
properly conditioned, be compatible with the CALUCP.  This submission sets forth project 
conditions corresponding to the conditions set forth in the Mead & Hunt Review and 
discussions with Ken Brody, Senior Airport Planner at Mead & Hunt.  The conditions set forth 
below allow Upland’s Airport Land Use Commission and City Council to determine that the 
Project is compatible with the CALUCP pursuant to its Section 3.1.6 “Special Conditions 
Exception.”  In order to make such a determination, Upland’s Airport Land Use Commission 
and City Council are required to consider issues set forth in Sections 3.1.6(b) and 3.1.6(c) 
and make the findings set forth in Section 3.1.6(d), suggestions for which are set forth below. 
 

3.1.6 “Special Conditions Exception: The policies and criteria set forth in this Compatibility Plan are 
intended to be applicable to all locations within the Cable Airport influence area. However, 
there may be specific situations where a normally incompatible use can be considered 
compatible because of terrain, specific location, or other extraordinary factors or 
circumstances related to the site.” 
 

  CONSIDERATIONS 

3.1.6(b) “After due consideration of all factors 
involved in such situations and 
consultations with Cable Airport 
management, the local agency may find 
that a normally incompatible use to be 
acceptable.”  

City staff and consultants have considered all the 
factors involved with the Project, including its 
extraordinary low lying terrain, and have been 
informed that Cable Airport management supports 
the Project.  Consequently, the considerations 
required by Section 3.1.6(b) have been completed. 

3.1.6(c) “In considering any such exceptions, 
the decision making body for the project 
shall also take into account the potential 
for the use of a building to change over 
time. A building could have planned 
low-intensity use initially, but later be 
converted to a higher-intensity use. 
Local agency permit language or other 
mechanisms to ensure continued 
compliance with the usage intensity 
criteria must be put in place.” 

The Mead & Hunt Review recommends that 
conditions be placed on the Project so that its 
usage may not change and become more 
intensive over time.   The Mead & Hunt Review 
recommends that the Project be conditioned to: 
 
(i)  limit the capacity of each set of bleachers on 
each side of the football field to under 1,000 
persons.  By keeping the massing of persons to 
under 1,000, the Project becomes more consistent 
with a “Group Recreation Use” instead of a “Major 
Outdoor Assembly Facility.”  
 
(ii) require that all bleachers be designed and 
constructed so that exiting from the bleachers can 
be achieved quickly and safely. Proof of such 
exiting shall be provided by the applicant at the 
time installation of the bleachers is proposed. 
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Options to achieve such safe exiting could include 
constructing the bleachers on a slope so that no 
bleacher row is higher than 4 feet from the ground 
at the “exiting end or side,” or that additional 
exiting stairs be provided from the back or sides of 
the bleachers. 
 
The incorporation of the conditions set forth above 
will assure that the Project’s usage will not change 
and become more intensive over time; 
consequently, the considerations set forth in 
Section 3.1.6(c) have been made. 
 

  FINDINGS 

3.1.6(d) “In reaching such a decision, the 
decision-making body for the project 
shall make specific findings [i] as to why 
the exception is being made and [ii] that 
the land use will neither create a safety 
hazard to people on the ground or 
aircraft in flight nor [iii] result in 
excessive noise exposure for the 
proposed use. Findings also shall be 
made [iv] as to the nature of the 
extraordinary circumstances that 
warrant the policy exception.” 

(i)  The exception is being made to remove a site 
condition that may potentially be hazardous for 
emergency landings to be redeveloped into 
attractive, well-maintained sports fields and 
parking lots for use of The Claremont Colleges.  
 
(ii)  The exception will not create a safety hazard to 
people on the ground because the overall site will 
be sparsely populated and lightly developed in 
accordance with the CALUCP allowing a 
distressed but under control aircraft ample places 
to land.  The Project meets the average intensity 
maximums for both Zones B2 and B3; and the 
Project meets the maximum single-acre intensities 
for both zones during normal operations.   
 
During the limited Special Events such as the 
football games between CMC and Pomona 
Colleges which will be held every other year, the 
football field bleachers will exceed the single-acre 
limit of 300 people.  However, the risk to occupants 
is reduced in two ways: (1) providing enhanced 
existing from the stands; and (2) by maintaining 
largely open, flat land around the site, aircraft 
attempting a controlled emergency landing will 
have other options for such a landing. 
 
In addition, concentrations of people will be 
conditioned to a level more consistent with Group 
Recreation Use, including limiting the seating 
capacity of the bleachers at the football field to less 
than 1,000 persons per side, thus minimizing 
populations endangered by distressed and out of 
control aircraft.  Further, people concentrated on 
bleachers will be provided additional means of safe 
exit.  As noted previously, the City shall impose a 
condition to require that all bleachers be designed 
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and constructed so that exiting from the bleachers 
can be achieved quickly and safely. Proof of such 
exiting shall be provided by the applicant at the 
time installation of the bleachers is proposed. 
options to achieve such safe exiting could include 
constructing the bleachers on a slope so that no 
bleacher row is higher than 4 feet from the ground 
at the “exiting end or side,” or that additional 
exiting stairs be provided from the back or sides of 
the bleachers. 
    
The exception will not create a safety hazard to 
aircraft in flight, and in fact, will actually provide a 
safer landing for an aircraft than the site as it 
currently exists.  The current condition of the site is 
that of a former gravel mining operation with 
uneven, rocky terrain, which poses a hazard to any 
aircraft forced to make an emergency landing. 
When constructed, the project will convert the 
majority of the terrain into flat, smooth grass 
playing fields and surface parking lots which will be 
relatively vacant at most times during the day, 
providing adequate areas for emergency landings 
that do not currently exist. 
 
Further, prior to construction or installation of any 
of the facilities that contain site lighting, the 
applicant shall submit and obtain approval of a 
Notice of Proposed Construction (Part 77) to the 
FAA and shall comply with any conditions required 
in the FAA approval. 
 
(iii)  The exception will not result in excessive noise 
exposure for the proposed use because the fields 
will be relatively vacant at most times during the 
day, and when occupied, the players will be 
engaged in outdoor sports activities which are not 
sensitive to noise from aircraft.  Group Recreation 
Use is recognized as a compatible use for the 
Project area.  As a requirement of the Tentative 
Parcel Map, an avigation easement relative to 
noise is required to be recorded over the Project. 
 
(iv)  Development of the site will not result in any 
new use(s) or design feature that will be an 
attractant to birds. The proposed detention basin at 
the mid-southeastern portion of the site will replace 
the existing drainage function on the site and will 
periodically contain water until it drains into the 
ground as is the current condition. 
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(v)  The nature of the Project’s extraordinary 
circumstances warrant the policy exception for the 
reasons stated in this submission including that: 
the site is currently an unsightly gravel quarry that 
poses a risk for distressed aircraft; the Project will 
provide attractive fields, street frontages and 
streetscapes that will improve the built 
environment, and provide an attractive gateway to 
the City; and the majority of the Project’s usage 
during the vast majority of the time is Group 
Recreation Use, which is consistent with the 
CALUCP. 
 
Consequently, the required findings can be made. 
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S-12 Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (September 2015)  

Exhibit 1 

Airport Features Summary 
Cable Airport 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
� Airport Ownership: Private 

(Cable Airport, Inc.) 
� Year Opened: 1945 
� Airport Property 

▫ Fee title: 89 acres 
▫ Avigation easements: None 

� Airport Classification: General Aviation 
� Airport Elevation: 1,444 feet MSL 

AIRPORT PLANNING DOCUMENTS 
� Airport Master Plan 

▫ April 2011 Draft Final Report 
� Airport Layout Plan Drawing 

▫ FAA Approval May 2012 

RUNWAY/TAXIWAY DESIGN 
Runway 6-24 
� Critical Aircraft: Twin-engine, piston 
� Airport Reference Code: B-I (small airplanes) 
� Existing 

▫ 3,864 ft. long, 75 ft. wide 
▫ Runway 6: Threshold displaced 106 ft. 
▫ Runway 24: Threshold displaced 158 ft. 

� Future 
▫ Alignment shift 50 ft. north, 164 ft. west 
▫ Length & width unchanged 
▫ Runway 6: no displaced  threshold 
▫ Runway 24: 163 ft. displaced threshold 

� Pavement Strength (main landing gear configuration) 
▫ 12,500 lbs. (single-wheel) 

� Average Gradient: 1.3% (rising to east) 
� Runway Lighting 

▫ Medium-intensity edge lights (MIRL) 
� Primary Taxiways: Full-length parallel on north and south 
� Helipad: Helipads H1 (lighted) and H2 located south of 

Runway 24 threshold 

TRAFFIC PATTERNS AND APPROACH PROCEDURES 
� Airplane Traffic Patterns 

▫ Runways 6 & 24: Left traffic 
▫ Pattern altitude: 800 ft. AGL (2,244 ft. MSL) 

� Instrument Approach and Departure Procedures 
� Runway 6 GPS/VOR: Straight-in (1 mile visibility) 

� Visual Approach Aids 
▫ Runway 6: VASI 4.0° 
▫ Runway 24: VASI 4.0° 

� Operational Restrictions / Noise Abatement Procedures 
▫ Runway 6 & 24: Flights to/from south controlled by 

Ontario Airport airspace 
▫ Runway 24: Left turn over wash to avoid colleges  

APPROACH PROTECTION 
� Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) 

▫ Runway 6: 1,000 ft. long (almost all off airport property) 
▫ Runway 24: 1,000 ft. long (mostly off airport property) 

� Approach Obstacles 
▫ Runway 6: None 
▫ Runway 24: Road 9 ft. above runway end, 200 ft. from 

runway 

BUILDING AREA 
� Location: Both sides of runway 
� Aircraft Parking Capacity 

▫ Hangar spaces: 380 
▫ Tiedowns: 25 

� Other Major Facilities 
▫ Civil Air Patrol quarters, Ontario Police Department 

hangar 
� Services 

▫ Fuel: 100LL/ jet A (self-serve 24-hours) 
▫ Other: Avionics, charter flights, flight instruction, 

maintenance, paint shop, instrument repair, aircraft 
rental and sales 

▫ Restaurant 

PLANNED FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 
� Airfield 

▫ Runway alignment shift 50 ft. north and 164 ft. west 
� Building Area 

▫ Increase aircraft hangar spaces by 100± 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by Mead & Hunt, Inc. (2013) 
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Displaced Threshold
158'

Displaced Threshold
106'

Airport Elevation: 1,444' MSL

SUPPORTING DATA

Existing Runway End
Elev. 1,393'

Future Runway End
Elev. 1,437'

S–13

FUTURE RUNWAY

PROPERTY ACQUISITION
FUTURE AIRPORT 

Existing Runway End
Elev. 1,444'

Future
Runway End
Elev. 1,389'

NOTE:
Future runway is proposed to shift 50 feet northward
and approximately 164 feet westward of its existing
position. The length remains unchanged.
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S-14 Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (September 2015)  

Exhibit 3 

Airport Activity Data Summary 
Cable Airport 

 

BASED AIRCRAFT 
 Current a Future b 

 2009 data 2035 
 Aircraft Type 
  Single-Engine 330 363 
  Twin-Engine Piston   
   & Turboprop 21 29 
  Business Jet 1 2 
  Helicopter 3 7 
  Sailplanes/Other 3 3 
   Total 358 404  

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 
 Current a Future b 

 2009 data 2033 
 Total 
  Annual 41,000  103,300 
  Average Day 112 283 
 
 Distribution by Aircraft Type 
  Single-Engine 92% 90% 
  Twin-Engine Piston 
   & Turboprop 6% 7% 
  Business Jet <1% <1% 
  Helicopter 1% 2% 
  Sailplanes/Other 1% <1% 
 
 Distribution by Type of Operation 

  Local 80% 80%  
   (incl. approx 75%  touch-and-goes) 
  Itinerant 20% 20% 
 

 

TIME OF DAY DISTRIBUTION 
 Current c Future d 

 All Aircraft 
  Day 90% 85% 
  Evening 7% 10% 
  Night 3% 5% 
 Single Engine 
  Day  89% 
  Evening  10% 
  Night  1% 
 Multi Engine & Jet 
  Day  89% 
  Evening  11% 
  Night  0% 
 Helicopter 
  Day  27% 
  Evening  4% 
  Night  69% 
   

RUNwAY USE DISTRIBUTION d 
 Current  Future 
 All Aircraft – Day/Evening/Night 
  Takeoffs & Landings 
   Runway 6 15% 15%  
   Runway 24 85% 85%   

FLIGHT TRACK USAGE c 
Current and Future 
� Approaches, Runway 6 

▫ Primarily left traffic 
� Departures, Runway 6 

▫ Primarily left traffic  
� Approaches, Runway 24 

▫ Most aircraft enter left-traffic pattern from north or 
south 

▫ Pattern 800’AGL 
� Departures, Runway 24 

▫ Unless cleared through Ontario Airport airspace to 
southeast, aircraft make left turn to depart overhead 

� Helicopters 
▫ Approaches from south parallel to Benson Ave. 
▫ Departures north from helipads and west along runway 

centerline 

 
Notes 

a Source: Cable Airport Master Plan (April 2011) base year data 
b Source: Cable Airport Master Plan (April 2011) baseline forecast for 2030; for the purposes of this Compatibility Plan, 

the indicated forecast is judged to reflect potential airport activity at least 20 years in the future (2035 or beyond) 
c Source: Airport staff (2008) 
d Source: Cable Airport Master Plan (April 2011) 
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S-16 Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (September 2015)  

Exhibit 5 

Airport Environs Information 
Cable Airport 

 

AIRPORT SITE 
� Location 

▫ Southwestern San Bernardino County, adjacent to Los 
Angeles County boundary 

▫ Within City of Upland, 2 miles northwest of city center 
� Nearby Terrain 

▫ Base of San Gabriel Mountains 3 miles north; highest 
peaks 10 miles north 

▫ Airport site in floodplain of San Antonio Wash; San An-
tonio Channel just beyond west end of runway 

▫ Site slopes upward to north at 3-4% 

AIRPORT ENVIRONS LAND USE JURISDICTIONS 
� City of Upland (San Bernardino County) 

▫ Airport and immediate environs fully within city limits 
� City of Claremont (Los Angeles County) 

▫ City limits and county line 0.3 miles west of runway 
� City of Montclair (San Bernardino County) 

▫ City limits 1.0 mile south of runway  

STATUS OF COMMUNITY PLANS  
� City of Upland 

▫ General Plan adopted 1982; Land Use element updat-
ed 1996 

▫ General Plan Update pending adoption for September 
2015 

� City of Claremont 
▫ General Plan adopted 2007 

� City of Montclair 
▫ General Plan adopted 1999 

EXISTING AIRPORT AREA LAND USES 
� General Character 

▫ Predominantly urban except to north 
� Runway Approaches 

▫ West (Runway 6): San Antonio Channel; industrial park 
(0.2 mi.); Claremont Colleges (0.7 mi.) 

▫ East (Runway 24): Road; open space with light indus-
trial adjacent; single-family residential (0.3 mi.) 

� Traffic Patterns 
▫ South: Light industrial and commercial with some va-

cant parcels; residential, mostly multi-family and mo-
bile home parks (0.3 mi. southeast, 0.7 mi. south) 

▫ North: Gravel quarries; Interstate 210 (1 mi.); residen-
tial to northwest (0.9 mi.) and northeast (0.3 mi.) 

PLANNED AIRPORT AREA LAND USES 
� City of Upland—General Plan Update Land Use Element 

▫ Designated uses mostly reflect existing development 
▫ Continuation of open space in runway protection zone 

on east; light industrial adjacent to RPZ; residential 
east of RPZ 

▫ Commercial/industrial infill to south 
▫ “Public” use shown to southwest 
▫ Quarry areas to north designated open space 

� City of Claremont—2007 General Plan Land Use Map 
▫ Commercial and business park closest to runway end 

north of Foothill Blvd. 
▫ Institutional uses south of Foothill Blvd. 
▫ Multi-family residential to southwest (1.0 mi.) 

� City of Montclair—1999 General Plan Land Use Map 
▫ Planned development at north end of city; mostly park-

ing and commercial adjacent to Metrolink line 

ESTABLISHED AIRPORT COMPATIBILITY MEASURES 
� City of Upland—1982 General Plan as amended 

▫ Limited reference to airport or airport compatibility 
▫ Noise Element deems residential uses compatible at 

exposures up CNEL 70 dB 
� City of Upland—Zoning Ordinance 

▫ Airport Industrial and Airport Commercial zones estab-
lished to provide compatible uses on and adjacent to 
airport 

▫ No airport-related height limit zoning 

 
� City of Claremont—2007 General Plan 

▫ Public Safety Element policy to lower the risks of air-
craft accidents by adhering to airport land use compat-
ibility plans and FAA restrictions 

▫ Noise Element policy encourages Cable Airport to en-
sure that airport users “know and obey flight pattern 
requirements and altitude restrictions” 

▫ Maximum noise levels for new residential uses:  CNEL 
65 dB for single-family, 70 dB for multi-family 

� City of Claremont—Zoning Ordinance 
▫ No airport-related height limit zoning 

� City of Montclair 
▫ No airport compatibility references or height limits 

 

 
 
 
 
Prepared by Mead & Hunt, Inc. (2015) 
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