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Definition
miles per hour
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
metric ton
nitrous oxide
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
nitrogen trifluoride
National Hydrography Dataset
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
nitric oxide
nitrogen dioxide
Notice of Preparation
oxides of nitrogen
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List
National Register of Historic Places
molecular oxygen
ozone
Operational Area Satellite Information System
Orange County Flood Control District
Orange County Health Care Agency
Orange County Sanitation District
Orange County Transportation Authority
Orange County Water District
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Participating Agencies
polychlorinated biphenyl
passenger cars per hour per lane
perfluorocarbon
fine particulate matter
coarse particulate matter
probabilistic seismic hazard assessment
Public Works Administration
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Regional Transportation Plan
Regional Water Quality Control Board
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
South Coast Air Basin
Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
South Central Coastal Information Center
Sustainable Communities Strategy

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
ACR-3

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation
SEMS
SERC
SGMA
SO2
SOx
SPCC
SR
SWPPP
SWRCB
s/v
TAC
TIA
TMDL
TNM
tpy
USGS
UST
v/c
VOC
WDR
WPA
WWII
ZNE

Definition
Standardized Emergency Management System
State Emergency Response Commission
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
sulfur dioxide
sulfur oxides
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure
State Route
stormwater pollution prevention plan
State Water Resources Control Board
seconds per vehicle
toxic air contaminant
Traffic Impact Analysis
total maximum daily loads
Traffic Noise Model
tons per year
U.S. Geological Survey
underground storage tank
vehicles to capacity
volatile organic compound
Waste Discharge Requirement
Works Progress Administration
World War II
zero net energy
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CHAPTER 1
SUMMARY
1.1

INTRODUCTION

The North Orange County Community College District (District) has prepared this Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to provide the public and responsible agencies information
about the potential adverse effects on the local and regional environment associated with
implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (project). This Draft EIR has been
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended),
codified at California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines in
the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.
The Draft EIR is subject to a minimum 45-day public review period by responsible agencies and
interested parties. Agency and public comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR and the lead
agency’s compliance with CEQA may be submitted to the District as lead agency, in writing,
prior to the end of the public review period. Publication of the Draft EIR marks the beginning of
a 45-day public review period, during which written comments may be submitted to:
Mr. Richard Williams
District Director, Facilities Planning and Construction
North Orange County Community College District
1830A West Romneya Drive
Anaheim, California 92801-1819
Following the public review period, the District will prepare a Final EIR, which will include
responses to all written comments received during the Draft EIR public review period. The
District’s Board may use this Draft EIR to consider approval of the proposed project, make
Findings regarding identified impacts, and if necessary, adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations regarding these impacts.

1.2

BACKGROUND

Fullerton College is generally bound by Berkeley Avenue to the north and east, Chapman
Avenue to the south, and Lemon Street to the west. Approximately 186,699 assignable square
feet (ASF) of new academic, auxiliary, general administrative uses, and recreational uses would
be constructed as part of the proposed project, which also includes the increase in square footage
due to the expansion of existing buildings. The proposed project would involve the demolition of
approximately 123,401 ASF of existing buildings and facilities. Approximately 840 parking
spaces would be created from construction of a new parking structure, incorporating the net loss
in parking spaces due to new construction, the proposed project would result in a net increase of
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457 parking spaces. Entries and exits for parking lots would be reconfigured to improve visibility
and traffic flow; pedestrian walkways, crosswalks, and connections would be incorporated; clear
and directional wayfinding signage would be provided. Chapter 3 of this Program EIR includes a
detailed project description.

1.3

PROJECT LOCATION

Fullerton College occupies an approximately 70-acre site in the City of Fullerton (City) in
northern Orange County. The City is surrounded by La Habra and Brea to the north; Placentia to
the east; Anaheim to the south; and Buena Park to the west. Specifically, Fullerton College is
bounded by residential development to the north, south, and east and Fullerton Union High
School to the west. Fullerton College is located at 321 East Chapman Avenue in the City of
Fullerton. Fullerton College recently purchased two properties, located at 416 and 429 East
Chapman Avenue, which are also considered part of the proposed project site.

1.4

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The proposed project’s objectives include goals to:


Update and modernize existing building space to meet the District’s instructional needs.



Construct new buildings to meet current and future instructional needs and the District’s
academic mission.



Increase academic square foot efficiency, through renovation and construction of new
buildings and facilities to maximize functional space.



Accommodate growth in the student body and within academic divisions over the
planning horizon.



Expand veterans’ services to train and retrain veterans as they transition into the
civilian workforce.



Construct new parking facilities to improve the parking deficit.



Implement health and safety repairs, energy-efficient enhancements, water conservation,
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) access, building security, National Fire Protection
Associations Life Safety Code requirement upgrades, mass communication system, lockdown capabilities, and other needed facility renovations.

1.5

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section describes the various program- and project-level components of the proposed
project evaluated in this Program EIR. Specific components include buildings and facilities and
site improvements. Based on the information contained in the Facilities Master Plan, some
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elements (identified below) would be assessed at the program level because specific project
details are not known at this time. Other proposed project elements (identified below) have
detailed information available and would receive project-level assessment.
The proposed project involves demolition of certain existing buildings, renovation of
existing buildings, construction and eventual operation of new buildings and campus
facilities, and site improvements.
The Sherbeck Field Improvements Project, which was originally included in the Initial Study and
Notice of Preparation for this Program EIR, will be assessed in a separate CEQA document in
response to public comments. It is anticipated that this project will involve installation of 4,500
bleacher seats, a sound system, and additional lighting to allow instructional classes and athletic
events to extend past sunset.

1.5.1

New Construction

Based on the information contained in the Facilities Master Plan (District 2015), some Master
Plan elements (identified below) would be assessed at the program level because specific project
details are not known at this time. Other Master Plan elements (also identified below) have
detailed information available and would receive project-level assessment.
Project elements include the following:


Welcome Center. The proposed Welcome Center would be located northeast of the East
Chapman Avenue and North Lemon Street intersection, to make it accessible and visible
to students, visitors, and the community.



New Instruction Building. This building would be located between the Classroom
Office Building 1400 and Physical Education Building 1200.



Horticulture and Vocational Services Center. New greenhouses would be constructed
along with an instructional facility that will include lecture space as well as lab space for
the biotech program and kitchen facilities for the food/nutrition program.



New Centennial Parking Structure. This would be an 840-space parking structure
planned west of Sherbeck Field.



Pedestrian Bridge. A new pedestrian bridge would span 60 feet across East Avenue and
would connect to the second floor of the parking structure and Building 1400.



Realignment of Campus Access to the Centennial Parking Structure. Realign the
primary one-way access from Berkeley Avenue (north) to the proposed structure and then
from the structure to Berkeley Avenue (east).
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New Parking Lots. New parking lots are proposed for the site north of Berkeley Avenue
(location of the Berkeley Center Building 3000, which is proposed for demolition), south
of the Lemon Street Structure, south of the Safety Building 1500, south of East Chapman
Avenue, and east of North Newell Place.



New Maintenance and Operations Facility, Chiller Plant Addition, and Thermal
Energy Storage. The new Maintenance and Operations facility would be located west
of the Centennial Parking Structure and north of the chiller plant. The chiller plant
addition would be one story tall and would be required to accommodate additional
facilities. The thermal energy storage tank would be located south of the chiller plant.



Aquatics Center. The Aquatics Center would have a storage and small shower/locker
room and office building added to the north of the existing pool.



New Performing Arts Complex. The Performing Arts Complex is a replacement
building complex that would define the South Campus Quad, and would include
renovation of the historic Wilshire Theatre Building 2100.

The following Master Plan element would be addressed at the program level:


1.5.2

Chapman–Newell Instructional Building. The new instructional building would be two
stories tall and would include classrooms, faculty offices, and support spaces.

Renovation

Due to the age and condition of the existing buildings, the Facilities Master Plan emphasizes
renovation and modernization of existing facilities. The goals of the proposed renovations are to
maximize functional space, eliminate nonfunctional space, and improve efficiency/utilization of
existing facilities. Building renovations could include new energy-efficient lighting; ceilings;
paint; flooring; casework; elevators; ADA access; ADA-compliant restrooms; stairwells; and
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems. In some cases, interior walls could be removed
or modified. The following renovations are proposed and would be addressed at the project level:


Math Building 600



Physical Education Building 1200 – Wellness Center, Faculty Offices, and Health Center



Wilshire Theatre Building 2100



Business Building 300



Humanities Building 500



Campus Services Building 840



Administration Building 100
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Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000



Academic Computing Building 3100

1.5.3

Demolition and Removal

The following facilities would be removed as part of implementation of the Facilities Master Plan
and would be assessed at the project level.


Berkeley Center Building 3000



Horticulture Building 1600 Complex



Theatre Arts Building 1300



Music Building 1100



Student Services Building 2000



Media Services/Academic Computing/Maintenance and Operation Shops Building 2300



Classrooms 1955–1960



Classrooms 1901–1904



Office Building 2200



Child Development/Temporary Classrooms 1800, 1810, 1820, and 1830

The following facilities would be removed as part of implementation of the Facilities Master Plan
and would be assessed at the program level.


428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue



400 North Newell Place

1.5.4

Site Improvement Elements

Various site improvement elements are included in the Facilities Master Plan and would be
assessed at the project level. These include new signage at campus entryways, clear and safe
vehicular drop-offs, and creation of more pedestrian pathways.
1.5.4.1

Parking/Vehicular Entry Improvements

Primary vehicular circulation is on public streets that surround the campus (Berkeley Avenue,
East Chapman Avenue, and North Lemon Street). There is a need to improve circulation and
connections on campus between the campus north of Berkeley Avenue and south of East
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Chapman Avenue, as well as within the main campus. Vehicular drop-off points need to be
clearly identified. The campus is not open to bicycles or skateboards.
1.5.4.2

Pedestrian Circulation

Fullerton College is primarily a pedestrian-oriented campus, but there is a need for more
pathways for pedestrians, particularly for students parking in the north who then walk across
parking lots to access instructional buildings in the south of campus.
1.5.4.3

Infrastructure Improvements

New buildings will require sewer, water, storm, gas, telecom, and electrical utilities. The
upgrades from the thermal energy storage tank will tie in to the existing utility infrastructure,
which would accommodate and support these planned upgrades and modifications. New utility
lines would connect to the existing infrastructure.
The existing ventilation and air conditioning infrastructure will be modified to connect all chilled
and condensing water to the existing central plant and the thermal energy storage tank. An
expansion of the existing chiller plant would also occur to serve these new facilities.

1.6

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

It is anticipated that the planning, design, and construction of the proposed project’s facilities
would occur in three phases over a 10-year period. Various construction projects would occur in
each of the phases, including construction of academic buildings, site improvements, and parking
facilities, as well as demolition of existing structures. Construction is broken down into the
following sub-phases for each phase depending on the type of development: demolition, site
preparation, grading, trenching, building construction, paving, and architectural coating. As a
worst-case scenario, it is assumed that driven piles would be required for parking structure. A
variety of equipment would be used in each sub-phase of construction, such as excavators, crawler
tractors, loaders, forklifts, pavers, and air compressors. Construction would be performed by
qualified contractors and under contract documents.

1.7

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Table 1-1 presents a summary of the environmental impacts that could result from the proposed
project, proposed mitigation measures, and the level of significance of the impact after the
implementation of the mitigation measures.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista?
Would the project substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?
Would the project substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
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Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

N/A

Aesthetics
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Significant

MM-CUL-2 (see Cultural Resources section of this table)

Less than significant

MM-AES-1 Architectural and site design of the proposed
Centennial parking structure shall consider the
existing scale of surrounding uses and
implement appropriate measures to reduce
bulk and scale. A menu of design options (at
least one shall be implemented) includes the
following:
 Architectural design strategies to reduce
the bulk and scale of new buildings
abutting or fronting roadways such as
step-back design for floors above street
level to reduce spatial impingement on
adjacent roadways
 Architectural façades suitably articulated
to provide visual interest
 Landscape planters shall be considered
on parking garages to soften floors above
street level
 Other design elements such as screens
or panels to soften the façade of the
parking structure
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Would the project create a new source of substantial
light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Impact?

Significant

Mitigation Measure(s)
A landscape plan featuring drought-tolerant
planting material consisting of canopy trees,
shrubs, and groundcover can soften the
appearance of structure edges and continuous
façades and relieve solid, unbroken elevations.
The landscape plan shall be compatible with
the architectural characteristics of the
proposed structures and visually compatible
with the character of adjacent landscaping.
Plant materials shall be suitable for the given
soil and climatic conditions and shall consider
species currently utilized in Fullerton College
campus landscaping.
MM-AES-2 New sources of exterior/outdoor lighting shall be
shielded and directed downward to avoid light
spillover onto adjacent properties. Lighting shall
also be of the minimum required intensity to
provide for safety and security purposes and shall
comply with the non-residential outdoor lighting
application requirements of the California Energy
Code and the California Green Building
Standards Code. Nighttime operation of new
sources of lighting shall be consistent with that of
existing lighting sources on campus. New
sources of exterior/outdoor lighting shall also
consider potential effects to nighttime views of
adjacent motorists and nearby residents. Interior
lighting shall be turned off when not in operation
or operated on the lowest possible setting.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Less than significant

MM-AES-3 The use of reflective building materials shall be
minimized to the extent practicable. Building
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
materials shall be consistent with the visual
character of existing and planned campus
facilities and with the overall character of the
Fullerton College campus.
MM-CUL-2, MM-AES-1 through MM-AES-3

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Would the project have a cumulative effect on aesthetic
resources?

Significant

Would the project conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Would the project violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable
new increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
threshold emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
Would the project expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?
Would the project create objectionable odors affecting
a substantial number of people?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on air
quality resources?

Less than significant

Air Quality
None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?
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Cultural Resources
MM-CUL-1 Prior to demolition of Berkeley Center Building
3000, Theatre Arts Building 1300, and Music
Building 1100, the North Orange County
Community College District (District) must

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
ensure preparation of Level II Historic
American Building Survey (HABS)
documentation in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Architectural and Engineering Documentation.
Documentation shall be completed by a
qualified historic preservation professional who
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for history
or architectural history. The documentation
should capture the physical condition of the
existing building with (1) existing drawings
(where available), (2) photographs of the
buildings with large-format negatives using an
experienced HABS photographer, and (3) a
written narrative that includes a history and
architectural description of the buildings and
highlights their historical significance.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

One original copy of the final HABS
documentation packet shall be offered to the
following entities:
 The Library of Congress HABS Collection
(to be offered as a donation only)
 The South Central Coastal Information
Center at California State University,
Fullerton
 City of Fullerton Planning Department
 Fullerton College Library
 Fullerton Public Library Main Branch (Local
History Room)
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
 Fullerton Heritage
 Orange County Public Library
 Orange County Archives
 Orange County Historical Society

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM-CUL-2 Prior to the start of new construction, additions,
renovations (including Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance work), or site
improvements within or adjacent to historical
resources, including buildings within the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic
District, the Fullerton College Mid-Century
Modern Historic District, the Wilshire Junior
High School Historic District, and the East
Townsite and College Park residential historic
districts, associated design schematics/project
plans must be reviewed for conformance with
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR
68)); specifically, the 1995 Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating
Historic Buildings by Weeks and Grimmer,
which are available on the National Park
Service website at
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/
rehabilitation.htm. Further, all proposed ADA
compliance work should reference both the
“Accessibility Considerations” section of the
Rehabilitation Guidelines and Jester and
Park’s 1993 National Park Service
Preservation Brief 32: Making Historic
Properties Accessible (available at
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-topreserve/briefs/32-accessibility.htm), to ensure
that ADA compliance work minimizes changes
to historic materials and features. The project
plan/schematic design review shall be
completed by a qualified architectural historian
or historic preservation specialist who meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for Architectural
History. Upon review, the qualified specialist
may recommend changes/revisions to project
plans in order to obtain conformance with the
Standards for Rehabilitation. Alternatively, the
District may choose to work with a
preservation architect who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM-CUL-3 An appropriate level of protection must be
provided for adjacent historic district buildings
during proposed new construction and
renovation activities. A preservation plan
should be developed to provide these details.
At a minimum, protective fencing should be
used during construction activities so historic
district buildings are not inadvertently
impacted. The preservation plan should also
examine the potential effects of vibration
resulting from nearby demolition and
construction activities. The final preservation
plan shall be appended to the final set of
construction plans.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?

Impact?
Significant

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Significant

Mitigation Measure(s)
MM-CUL-4 In the event that archaeological resources
(sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during
construction activities for the proposed project,
all construction work occurring within 100 feet of
the find shall immediately stop until a qualified
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards,
can evaluate the significance of the find and
determine whether additional study is
warranted. Depending on the significance of the
find under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), the archaeologist may simply
record the find and allow work to continue. If the
discovery proves significant under CEQA,
additional work, such as preparation of an
archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data
recovery, may be warranted.
MM-CUL-5 A qualified paleontologist, as defined by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 2010
Standard Procedures for the Assessment and
Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological
Resources (2010 SVP Guidelines; available at
http://vertpaleo.org/Membership/Member-Ethics/
SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines.aspx),
should attend the pre-construction meeting to
consult with the grading and excavation
contractors concerning excavation schedules,
paleontological field techniques, and safety
issues.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant

Less than significant

MM-CUL-6 A paleontological monitor, as defined by the 2010
SVP Guidelines, should be on site on a full-time
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
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Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
basis during the original cutting of previously
undisturbed La Habra Formation, which crops
out north of North Berkeley Avenue. In
addition, any excavations south of North
Berkeley Avenue, which is underlain by
Quaternary alluvium, shall be spot-checked
below a depth of 5 feet below the ground
surface (or 5 feet below the depth of
documented fill) to determine if older, more
paleontologically sensitive sediments are being
impacted. These spot-checks shall occur when
excavations are in different areas of the
campus (i.e., one spot-check is sufficient for
adjacent buildings). If the paleontologist
determines that older, more paleontologically
sensitive sediments are being impacted, fulltime paleontological monitoring shall
commence. Once 50% of the excavation into
native soils has been completed, and no
fossils have been discovered, monitoring may
be reduced or suspended altogether, at the
paleontologist’s discretion (per the 2010 SVP
Guidelines). Geological units with a low
potential for yielding paleontological resources,
including Holocene age alluvium and
previously disturbed deposits, would not
require monitoring. A paleontological monitor is
defined as an individual who has experience in
the collection and salvage of fossil materials.
The paleontological monitor should work under
the direction of a qualified paleontologist.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
If any subsurface fossils are found by
construction personnel, activity in the
immediate area should be suspended and the
fossils left in place untouched until a qualified
paleontologist can evaluate the significance of
the find. A qualified paleontologist (or
paleontological monitor) should recover them.
Construction activities in the immediate vicinity
of the find shall be immediately redirected
away from the vicinity of the discovery to allow
room for the recovery of resources as
necessary. In most cases, this fossil salvage
can be completed within a short period.
However, some fossil specimens (such as a
complete large mammal skeleton) may require
an extended salvage period. In these
instances, the paleontologist (or
paleontological monitor) should be allowed to
temporarily direct, divert, or halt grading to
allow recovery of fossil remains in a timely
manner. Because of the potential for the
recovering of small fossil remains, such as
isolated mammal teeth, it may be necessary to
set up a screen-washing operation on the site
or collect sediment samples to be screened off
site if it is not possible to do so on site. Fossil
remains collected during monitoring and
salvage should be cleaned, repaired, sorted,
and cataloged.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM-CUL-7 Prepared fossils, along with copies of all
pertinent field notes, photos, and maps, should
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Would the project disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on cultural
resources?

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
be deposited (as a donation) in a scientific
institution with permanent paleontological
collections, such as the Dr. John. D. Cooper
Center at California State University, Fullerton.
Donation of the fossils should be accompanied
by financial support for initial specimen
storage. A final summary report should be
completed that outlines the results of the
discovery. This report should include
discussions of the methods used, stratigraphic
section(s) exposed, fossils collected, and
significance of recovered fossils.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Significant

MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-7

Less than significant for
archaeological and
paleontological resources,
and human remains
Significant and unavoidable
for identified historic district
and its contributing
resources

Geology and Soils
Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of as known fault. (Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42); strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or landslides?
i. Faulting
Less than significant
None
Less than significant
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking
Less than significant
None
Less than significant
iii. Seismic related ground failure including
Less than significant
None
Less than significant
liquefaction
iv. Landslides
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?
Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
Would the project be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
Would the project have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on
geological and/or soil resources?
Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
Would the project conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on
greenhouse gas emissions resources?
Would the project create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
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Impact?
Less than significant

None

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Mitigation Measure(s)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less than significant
None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Significant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
MM-HAZ-1 Prior to demolition or renovation of campus
buildings, a lead-based paint and asbestos
survey shall be conducted by a California
Occupational Safety and Health

Less than significant

9422.0001
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
Administration-certified asbestos consultant
and/or certified site surveillance technician and
a California Department of Public Healthcertified lead inspector/risk assessor or
sampling technician. A report documenting
material types, conditions, and general
quantities will be provided, along with photos
of positive materials and diagrams. Demolition
or renovation plans and contract specifications
shall incorporate any abatement procedures
for the removal of material containing asbestos
or lead-based paint. All abatement work shall
be done in accordance with federal, state, and
local regulations.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM-HAZ-2 Due to past uses for agriculture, prior to
grading permit issuance, soil should be
sampled and analyzed for metals and residual
pesticides. Sampling should be conducted in
accordance with California Department of
Toxic Substances Control guidance
documents. The soil testing will confirm the
presence or absence of on-site contamination
associated with past uses on the project site.
Any soils qualifying as hazardous waste will
delineated, removed, and properly disposed of
off site. Any soil that exceeds the California
Human Health Screening Levels will be either
remediated on site to levels protective of
human health or removed and properly
disposed of off site.
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
MM-HAZ-3 A hazardous materials contingency plan
should be followed during demolition,
excavation, and construction activities for the
project. The hazardous materials contingency
plan shall include, at a minimum, the following:
 Identification of known areas with hazardous
waste and hazardous materials of concern
 Procedures for temporary cessation of
construction activity and evaluation of the
level of environmental concern
 Procedures for restricting access to the
contaminated area except for properly
trained personnel
 Procedures for notification and reporting,
including internal management and local
agencies (e.g., local fire department, county
Certified Unified Program Agency), as needed
 Health and safety measures for removal and
excavation of contaminated soil
 Procedures for characterizing and managing
excavated soils
 Procedures for certification of completion of
remediation
Site workers should be familiar with the
hazardous materials contingency plan and
should be fully trained on how to identify
suspected contaminated soil.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM-HAZ-4 A variety of hazardous materials would be
transported to, stored on, and used on the
project site during construction activities and
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
site operations. These would include fuels for
equipment and vehicles, new and used motor
oils, cleaning solvents, and paints, as well as
storage containers and applicators containing
such materials. If aggregate aboveground
oil/fuel storage capacity is greater than 1,320
gallons (or completely buried 42,000 gallons)
and there is a reasonable expectation of an oil
discharge into or upon navigable waters of the
United States or adjoining shorelines, a spill
prevention, control, and countermeasures
(SPCC) plan pursuant to 40 CFR. 112 (or, for
small quantities, a spill prevention and
response plan) should be prepared and
implemented during construction, and if
applicable, during site operations. The SPCC
plan (or spill prevention and response plan)
should identify best management practices for
spill and release prevention and provide
procedures for cleaning up and disposing of
any spills or releases.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

MM-HAZ-5 A variety of hazardous materials would be
transported to, stored on, used on, and
disposed of on the project site during
construction activities. These would include
fuels for equipment and vehicles, new and
used motor oils, cleaning solvents, and paints,
as well as storage containers and applicators
containing such materials. In addition,
hazardous materials, such as chlorine,
pesticides, and herbicides, are routinely stored
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Would the project create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
Would the project be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as
result, would is create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?
For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Impact?

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Significant

Mitigation Measure(s)
on the site and used for building and grounds
maintenance. Businesses that use 55 gallons
(liquid) or 500 pounds (solid) of hazardous
materials are required to submit a hazardous
materials business plan (pursuant to California
Health and Safety Code Section 25500) within
30 days of beginning operations. The
hazardous materials business plan should
contain information on hazardous materials
inventory, inspections, training, recordkeeping,
and reporting. The hazardous materials
business plan should be submitted
electronically through the California
Environmental Reporting System. Further
information can be found on the County of
Orange Department of Environmental Health
website (http://occupainfo.com/programs/hm).
MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-3

Less than significant

Significant

MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-3 through MM-HAZ-5

Less than significant

Significant

MM-HAZ-3

Less than significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

9422.0001
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
Would the project impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Would the project expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including, where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on hazards
or hazardous materials resources?
Would the project violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?
Would the project substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?
Would the project substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

N/A

N/A

N/A

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

Significant

MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-5

Less than significant

Hydrology and Water Quality
MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-5 (see Hazards and
Significant
Hazardous Materials section of this table)
Less than significant
None

Significant

MM-HYD-1 Project-Specific Water Quality Management
Plan. Prior to implementing a project that
creates and/or replaces (including projects with
no net increase in impervious footprint) more

Less than significant
Less than significant

Less than significant
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
siltation on- or off-site?

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
than 5,000 square feet of impervious surface,
the North Orange County Community College
District (District) shall ensure such development
is compliant with the standards contained in
Section E.12 of the Phase II Small MS4 Permit
(SWRCB Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ, as
amended). The construction project shall
integrate source control best management
practices (BMPs) and low impact development
(LID) designs into the project to the maximum
extent feasible to reduce the potential for
pollutants to enter stormwater runoff. This
includes site design BMPs (as applicable), such
as minimizing impervious areas, maximizing
permeability, minimizing directly connected
impervious areas, creating reduced or “zero
discharge” areas, incorporating trees and
landscaping, and conserving natural areas.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

At a minimum, the District shall require
facilities to be designed to evapotranspire,
infiltrate, harvest/use, and/or biotreat
stormwater to meet at least one of the
hydraulic sizing design criteria contained in
the Phase II Small MS4 Permit. This means
ensuring source reduction or
retention/treatment of either the 85th
percentile 24-hour storm runoff event, or the
flow of runoff produced from a rain event
equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity.
Long-term operation and maintenance of LID
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Would the project substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or
off-site?
Would the project create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
Would the project otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?
Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard areas as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?
Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard
area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
Would the project expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
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Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
designs and structure BMPs (e.g., infiltration
basin, bioswales, buffer strips) shall be
conducted in accordance with the District’s
WQMP. In addition, the District shall comply
with the landscape design and maintenance
program contained in the Phase II Small MS4
Permit, which is intended to reduce the
amount of water, pesticides, herbicides, and
fertilizers used.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Significant

MM-HYD-1

Less than significant

Significant

MM-HYD-1

Less than significant

Significant

MM-HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-5

Less than significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Less than significant

None

Less than significant
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
dam?
Would the project result in inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on
hydrology or water quality resources?

Impact?

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

N/A

N/A

N/A

Significant

MM-HYD-1

Less than significant

Would the project physically divide an established
community?
Would the project conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?

N/A

Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on land use
resources?

N/A
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Mitigation Measure(s)

Significant

Significant

Land Use
N/A

N/A

MM-AES-1 through MM-AES-3 (see Aesthetics section of
this table)
MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-3 (see Cultural Resources
section of this table)
MM-HYD-1 (see Hydrology and Water Quality section of
this table)
MM-NOI-1 (see Noise section of this table)
MM-TRA-1 (see Traffic and Circulation section of this table)
MM-UTL-1 through MM-UTL-3 (see Utilities and Service
Systems section of this table)
N/A

Less than significant

MM-AES-1 through MM-AES-3
MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-3
MM-HYD-1
MM-NOI-1
MM-TRA-1
MM-UTL-1 through MM-UTL-3

Significant and unavoidable

N/A
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or
generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Significant

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
Would the project result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Less than significant

Noise
MM-NOI-1 Prior to initiation of construction on the
Fullerton College campus, the North Orange
County Community College District shall
approve a construction noise mitigation
program to include the following:
 Construction equipment shall be properly
outfitted and maintained with feasible noisereduction devices to minimize constructiongenerated noise.
 Stationary noise sources such as generators
shall be located away from noise-sensitive
land uses if feasible.
 Laydown and construction vehicle staging
areas shall be located away from noisesensitive land uses if feasible.
 Whenever possible, academic,
administrative, and residential areas that will
be subject to construction noise shall be
informed 1 week before the start of each
construction project.
 All construction projects pursuant to the
proposed project shall be required to
implement the above measures for control of
construction noise.
None

Less than significant

None
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After Mitigation
Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on noise
resources?
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on
population and housing?

Impact?
Significant

MM-NOI-1

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Mitigation Measure(s)

Population and Housing
Less than significant
None

Less than significant

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Public Services
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:
i. Fire protection?
Less than significant
None
Less than significant
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Table 1-1
Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
ii. Police protection?
iii. Schools?
iv. Parks?
v. Other public facilities?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on public
services resources?

Impact?
Less than significant
Less than significant
N/A
N/A
Less than significant

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

Significant
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Mitigation Measure(s)
None
None
N/A
N/A
None

Traffic and Circulation
MM-TRA-1

Per California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) requirements,
the North Orange County Community
College District shall pay a proportional
“fair share” of the improvement costs of
the impacted intersection. The following
improvements have been identified to
mitigate the Year 2030 Buildout Plus
Project traffic scenario at the intersection
of the State Route 57 northbound ramps
at Chapman Avenue: widen and/or
restripe the westbound approach of
Chapman Avenue to provide a third
westbound through lane and modify the
existing traffic signal as necessary.
Right-of-way acquisition will be required.
The installation of these improvements is
subject to the approval of Caltrans and
the City of Fullerton. The fair share
contribution for the project to offset the
Year 2030 project impact is 4.5%.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant
Less than significant
N/A
N/A
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
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Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or
other standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?
Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in substantial safety risks?
Would the project substantially increase hazards due to
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
Would the project result in inadequate emergency
access?
Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on traffic
and/or circulation resources?
Would the project exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?
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Impact?
Significant

MM-TRA-1

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Significant and unavoidable

N/A

N/A

NA

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Significant

MM-TRA-1

Significant and unavoidable

Mitigation Measure(s)

Utilities and Service Systems
Less than significant
None

Less than significant
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Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

Would the project require or result in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction or which could cause
significant environmental effects?
Would the project have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?
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Impact?
Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Mitigation Measure(s)
MM-UTL-1 Upon review of the final site engineering and
design plans, the North Orange County
Community College District (District) will
coordinate with the City of Fullerton (City) to
initiate a water service agreement. Coordination
with the City would also occur to determine if
payment of impact fees would be required prior
to initiating new water service connections.
MM-UTL-2 Upon review of the final site engineering and
design plans, the District will coordinate with
the City to determine whether the existing
sewer lines have the capacity and are in good
enough condition to handle the increase in
wastewater flow. Prior to occupancy, the
District shall pay applicable City sewer
infrastructure connection fees and applicable
fair-share capital facilities fees to the extent the
payment of such fees is made necessary by
projects under the Facilities Master Plan.
MM-HYD-1 (see Hydrology and Water Quality section of
this table)

MM-UTL-1

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic
Would the project result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?
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Impact?
Less than significant

Less than significant

Mitigation Measure(s)
MM-UTL-2

MM-UTL-3 Prior to Division of the State Architect (DSA)
approval, the construction contractor, on behalf
of the District, shall complete a construction and
demolition diversion compliance work plan and
submit the plan to OC Waste & Recycling for
approval, if a County of Orange (County) landfill
is being used for construction and demolition
waste. The construction and demolition
diversion compliance work plan will identify and
estimate the materials to be recycled during
construction and demolition activities and will
name the County-approved facility used to
recycle the waste. Compliance with the
application prerequisites will be a requirement in
all construction contracts. The County-approved
application will be attached to all construction
plans and distributed to all construction
contractors. Once construction is complete, the
District will be responsible for preparing a
tonnage report that demonstrates that the
project recycled a minimum of 65% of its
construction and demolition waste. The tonnage
report must be submitted to and approved by
the County prior to DSA approval. Because this
proposed project will be developed in phases
over time, review and approval of the
construction and demolition diversion

Level of Significance
After Mitigation
Less than significant

Less than significant
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Summary of Project Impacts
Environmental Topic

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Would the project result in potentially significant energy
impacts due to the use of:
i) Excessive amounts of fuel or energy (i.e., natural
gas)?
ii) Excessive amounts of power?
Would the project have a cumulative effect on utilities
and/or service systems resources?

Impact?

Mitigation Measure(s)
compliance work plan can be submitted by
phase or by building, for each phase where a
County landfill is being used. However, for each
construction and demolition diversion
compliance work plan submitted and approved,
a corresponding tonnage report should also
then be submitted for approval.

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Less than significant

None

Less than significant

Significant

MM-UTL-1 through MM-UTL-3 and MM-HYD-1

Less than significant

N/A = Not applicable. NA is used to identify significance criteria that were eliminated from further consideration as part of the Initial Study process.
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1.8

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives to the proposed project, including the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative
and No Project/No Development Alternative, were considered in Chapter 6, Alternatives. The No
Project Alternative is a required element of an EIR pursuant to Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA
Guidelines that examines the environmental effects that would occur if the project were not to
proceed. The other alternatives are discussed as part of the “range of reasonable alternatives” selected
by the District. The alternatives addressed in Chapter 6 are listed below:
1. No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative
2. No Project/No Development Alternative
3. Full Preservation Alternative
4. Partial Preservation Alternative

1.9

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Section 15123(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires the executive summary of an EIR to
disclose areas of controversy known to the lead agency that have been raised by the agencies and
the public. The District circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to solicit agency and public
comments on the scope and environmental analysis to be included in the EIR. A total of 47
comment letters and 19 oral comments were received during the NOP public review period.
Copies of the NOP and the NOP comment letters received by the District are included in
Appendix A to this EIR. The following issue was raised in the written responses to the NOP:


Several comments were received regarding the Sherbeck Field improvements.
Specifically, commenters were concerned about the noise, traffic, lighting, and public
safety issues associated with operation of the Sherbeck Field.



Commenters were concerned about the Centennial parking structure and the potential
impacts to visual character and nighttime views, and operational noise impacts.



The City of Fullerton suggested that the Initial Study be recirculated to provide a more
complete project description and to hold another scoping meeting. Other comments
included recommendations for alternatives to consider, suggestions for the historical
analysis, recommendations to include a full visual analysis of the Sherbeck Field
improvements, including the impacts of lighting and glare, an analysis of the apparent
inconsistency between the proposed Chapman–Newell Instruction Building and the
existing zoning, suggestions for ingress-egress analysis at various parking lots on
campus, and suggestions for the improvement of water service to the campus.
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The proposed Sherbeck Field improvements, while initially part of the proposed project, will be
assessed in a separate CEQA document in response to public comments.
Although the Initial Study was not recirculated, the City’s NOP comments were used to draft a
more thorough project description in this Program EIR. Other NOP comments from the City are
addressed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources; Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation; Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems; and Chapter 6, Alternatives,
of this EIR.

1.10

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY LEAD AGENCY

Section 15123(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain a discussion of issues
to be resolved. With respect to the proposed project, the key issues to be resolved include
decisions by the District, as lead agency, as to the following:


Whether this environmental document adequately describes the environmental impacts of
the proposed project.



Whether the recommended mitigation measures should be modified and/or adopted.



Whether there are other mitigation measures or alternatives that should be considered for
the proposed project besides those identified in the Draft EIR.

1.11

REFERENCES

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, as amended.
District (North Orange County Community College District). 2015. Proposed Facility Master
Plan Updates. August 23, 2015.
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CHAPTER 2
INTRODUCTION
2.1

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The North Orange County Community College District (District) is made up of Cypress College,
Fullerton College, Anaheim Campus, and the School of Continuing Education, which has
campuses in Cypress, Fullerton, and Anaheim. The District is updating its Facilities Master
Plans, which provide an analysis of the evolving student body and make planning
recommendations based on their education needs. The District is undertaking a comprehensive
improvement and building program to make upgrades and repairs to existing buildings and to
construct new facilities to improve the safety and education experience of those attending the
colleges, in accordance with Bond Measure J. In 2014, voters passed the $574 million Measure J
Facilities Bond Program. The Measure J Bond Program will enable upgrades on all campuses to
antiquated science labs, lecture halls, technology, and instructional equipment to better prepare
students for growing fields of study and high-skill careers. It also allows the District to enhance
classroom space and training centers, and to expand veterans’ services.
Fullerton College is proposing to implement a Facilities Master Plan (proposed project) to more
effectively meet the space needs of the projected on-campus enrollment through the next decade
and beyond, and to construct and renovate facilities in order to meet the District’s instructional
needs. Improved circulation in and around campus would increase accessibility to existing and
new development, and enhance the overall connectivity of campus uses.
This Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the potential short-term, longterm, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project. This Program EIR has been prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). EIRs are
informational documents “which inform public agency decision makers and the public of the
significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project” (14 CCR 15121). The purpose of this
Program EIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project.
This Program EIR is intended for use by both decision makers and the public. It provides
relevant information concerning the potential environmental effects associated with the
construction and operation of the project.
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2.2

ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES

2.2.1

CEQA Compliance

CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) requires the preparation and
certification of an EIR for any project that a lead agency determines may have a significant effect
on the environment. This Program EIR has been prepared in compliance with all criteria,
standards, and procedures of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). This document has
been prepared as both a project EIR (pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines) and a
program EIR (pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines) and represents the
independent judgment of the District’s Board of Trustees as lead agency (14 CCR 15050).

2.2.2

Notice of Preparation and Scoping

CEQA establishes mechanisms whereby the public and decision makers can be informed about
the nature of the project being proposed and the extent and types of impacts that the project and
its alternatives would have on the environment should the project or alternatives be implemented.
Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated
November 4, 2016, was circulated to interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. The
NOP was sent to 22 local agency departments, including the local library where a hard copy of
the NOP and Initial Study were available for review. The NOP was posted at the County Clerk’s
office on November 4, 2016, for a period of 30 days. The NOP was also sent to the State
Clearinghouse at the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. The State
Clearinghouse assigned a state identification number (SCH No. 2016111016) to the Program
EIR. Fullerton College also mailed a notice of the EIR scoping meeting to approximately 4,000
property owners, residents, and organizations located within a 1-mile radius of the campus.
The NOP is intended to encourage interagency communication regarding the proposed
project so that agencies, organizations, and individuals are afforded an opportunity to
respond with specific comments and/or questions regarding the scope and content of the EIR.
Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were requested to
provide responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP. A public scoping meeting
was held on the Fullerton College campus on November 17, 2016, to gather additional public
input on the scope of the environmental document. Eight staff members and approximately
100 community members attended the scoping meeting. The 30-day public scoping period
ended on December 3, 2016. All comments received during the NOP public notice period
were considered during the preparation of this Program EIR. Copies of the comment letters
are included in Appendix A and are summarized in Table 2-1. There were 19 individuals who
spoke during the public scoping meeting.
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner

Date

Written or
Verbal
Comment

Native American
Heritage
Commission

11/15/2016

Written

Department of
Toxic Substances
Control

11/17/2016

Written

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

Summary of Comment
NOP Letters
State Agencies
CEQA was amended significantly in 2014 to
include a separate category of cultural
resources, “tribal cultural resources,” and
provides that a project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource is a
project that may have a significant effect on
the environment. Assembly Bill (AB) 52
applies to any project for which a notice of
preparation is filed after July 1, 2015. AB 52
has tribal consultation requirements and
certain timing requirements for notification
that are outlined in the letter. Requested an
appropriate records search to determine
known traditional cultural resource, and
preparation of an archaeological inventory
survey if required. A list of appropriate
Native American contacts for consultation
concerning the project site should be
contacted. Mitigation should be included in
the Program EIR to identify and evaluate
accidentally discovered archaeological
resources pursuant to California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 and CEQA
Section 15064.5(f).
Recommends the identification of current
and historic uses at the project site that may
have resulted in the release of hazardous
wastes/substances. If there are any
recognized environmental conditions in the
project area, then proper investigation,
sampling, and remedial actions overseen by
the appropriate regulatory agencies should
be conducted prior to the new development.
If project plans include discharging
wastewater to a storm drain, a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) may be
required.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed

Section 4.3, Cultural
Resources

Section 4.6, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Caltrans

South Coast Air
Quality
Management
District

Date
12/05/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Written

12/06/2016

Written

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

Summary of Comment
Identifies the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) as a commenting
agency and urges the project to incorporate
bicycle and pedestrian accessibility to the
extent possible, to provide bicycle parking,
and to include coordination with the City of
Fullerton’s Priority Bike Connection Plan to
reduce traffic demand in the area.
Regional Agencies
Recommends that the CEQA Air Quality
Handbook (1993) be used for all air quality
analysis and California Emissions Estimator
Model land use emissions software be used
to estimate pollutant emissions from typical
land use developments. Air quality impacts
from project operations and construction
should be calculated. The South Coast Air
Quality Management District has developed
regional and localized significance
thresholds for criteria pollutants that should
be compared to estimated proposed project
emissions. A mobile source health risk
assessment should be performed in the
event that the proposed project generates
or attracts vehicular trips. The California Air
Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land
Use Handbook: A Community Perspective
is recommended as guidance for siting
incompatible land uses. Several resources
are recommended to assist in the drafting of
mitigation measures in the event that the
project generates significant adverse air
quality impacts. CEQA requires that all
feasible mitigation measures that go beyond
what is required by the law be used during
project construction and operation to
minimize or eliminate these impacts. Any
impacts resulting from mitigation measures
must be discussed pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(D).

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Section 4.12, Traffic and
Circulation

Section 4.2, Air Quality;
Section 4.5, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner

Date

Written or
Verbal
Comment

City of Fullerton

11/30/2016

Written

Fullerton Heritage

11/30/2016

Written

David Barrera,
Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Summary of Comment
Local Agencies
The City includes the suggestion to
recirculate the Initial Study to provide a
more complete project description and to
hold another scoping meeting. The District
appreciates the City’s NOP comments and
will use them to inform the continued
progress toward a more thorough project
description in the Program EIR. Other
comments included recommendations for
alternatives to consider, suggestions for the
historical analysis, recommendations to
include a full visual analysis of the Sherbeck
Field improvements, including the impacts
of lighting and glare, an analysis of the
apparent inconsistency between the
proposed Chapman–Newell Instruction
Building and the existing zoning,
suggestions for ingress-egress analysis at
various parking lots on campus, and
suggestions for the improvement of water
service to the campus.
Expresses concern regarding possible
impacts to historic structures and requests
full analysis of these impacts, naming
specific structures designated as local
landmarks or listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. Suggests inclusion of two
vacant lots between Wilshire and Amerige
Avenues and preparation of an Historic
Resource Evaluation Report for each
building specified in the comment letter.
Scoping Meeting Comments
Alarmed about the Sherbeck Field
improvements, concerned about the 4,500seat capacity and the desire to rent it out.
Concern about traffic, safety, and parking all
related to the Sherbeck Field
improvements.
Concern about wildlife impacts, concern
about putting a parking lot north of Berkeley
near residences, concern about light
pollution coming from parking lots, concern
about concentration of air quality pollutants
coming from cars.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1
Aesthetics; Section 4.3
Cultural Resources; Section
4.8, Land Use; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation;
Section 4.13, Utilities and
Service Systems; Chapter 6,
Alternatives

Section 4.3, Cultural
Resources

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Mary Frances
Gable, Resident

Date
11/17/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Oral

Lindon, Fullerton
High School
Student

11/17/2016

Oral

Anna Dalin,
Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Damien, Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Todd Warden,
Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

Summary of Comment
Concern about impacts to wildlife from
artificial light; about two more stop lights
between Lemon and Chapman; against the
Sherbeck Field Improvements project; is
concerned about construction noise
impacts, aesthetics, spill light and glare, and
traffic, and a decrease in property values.
Put the athletic field at Cypress College.
She thinks the Sherbeck Field
Improvements project is unnecessary, so
they have to call it a “classroom” to justify it.
49% of the football players are from outside
of the District, so why build a football field
for them.
He has to cross Lemon Street every day to
come to the farm school and is worried
about safety. He is also worried about the
light having an impact on the farm animals
and plants being grown at the farm school.
She moved here in 2011 when she married
her husband. They moved next to a junior
college never imagining a football field
would be put in. They don’t want the light
pollution, noise, or trash. No one wants to
live near a football field.
Very concerned about light pollution. Wants
to know what the Field Use Policy is. Wants
to see the Muscoe lighting plan. Concerned
the field will operate 5 days a week until 10
p.m.
Where will all the additional people coming
to Sherbeck Field park?
Students already park in the neighborhoods
and they do not want more overflow parking
impacts in their neighborhoods from
Sherbeck Field.
Students park on residential streets, there is
a lot of trash as a result, condoms, fast food
wrappers, drug paraphernalia, etc. There is
also constant noise from car alarms. The
Lemon Street parking structure is ugly; it
looks like a prison and needs to be
“greened up.” He doesn’t want another
parking structure to look like that one. The
traffic at Hillcrest Drive and Lemon Street is
really bad such that it is difficult to take left

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics

Chapter 3, Project
Description
Chapter 3, Project
Description

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner

Date

Written or
Verbal
Comment

George Dasney,
Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

John, Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Steven Beers,
Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Summary of Comment
turns out of Hillcrest Drive onto Lemon
Street. There are no sidewalks on the
Hillcrest Drive/Lemon Street corridor.
Recommendations: Keep the older
buildings on campus, use the Fullerton High
School stadium, work out a parking pass
program similar to what University of
California, Riverside, has done and start a
bike program. The parking pass and bike
program really alleviated parking issues at
the University of California, Riverside,
campus.
Is this a 10-year project? Will it all be built?
The existing parking structure is ugly. How
does this proposed structure equate to the
existing structure in terms of the number of
spaces?
She lives on Nutwood and can hear
Fullerton High School stadium noise. Cal
State Fullerton built a stadium and it’s not
used much, so why not use that one? City
of Fullerton is considering paid parking in
their downtown district, this will affect
parking around the college. Look at what
the City is doing as this will affect the
college’s plans. Use the money for
Sherbeck Field for instruction instead.
Fullerton College is beautiful, but you are
building it too big.
They live close enough for a football to land
in their backyard (they returned it to the
college). Very concerned about noise and
lighting impacts. This would disrupt their
sleep; they are teachers and go to bed at 9
p.m.
He lives on Nutwood and his neighborhood
has yellow caution signs made by a 12-year
old and his mom. Students from the college
cut through the neighborhood going 45 to
50 mph. Nutwood is the short cut between
the two colleges. He is concerned about
traffic safety. Will concerts be held at
Sherbeck Field? Will it shut down at 10
p.m.? Since when does a parking structure
need to have a view of the city?

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.9,
Noise

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Sean Paden

Date
11/17/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

George
Stephens,
Mortgage broker

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident

11/17/2016

Oral

Resident, Veteran

11/17/2016

Oral

David Barrera

12/02/2016

Written

George Borowski

11/04/2016

Written

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Summary of Comment
How high will the Sherbeck Field seats be?
How high will the lights be? Measure J
included money for a Veteran’s Center, is
that not in the plan? We pay several
hundred dollars a year for this bond
measure so we are frustrated by this.
Noise comes from Sherbeck Field now. The
girls’ softball team uses really loud music
with a regular PA system and it’s very
distracting even with his double glazed
windows. He’s concerned about traffic
safety and he doesn’t like the lack of
transparency with Sherbeck Field
improvements.
Concerned about safety. His neighborhood
fought to get restricted parking on Princeton
Circle West because when there was
parking on both sides of the street it
became a one-way street. They are one of
the few neighborhoods around the college
that has permit parking in effect from 7 a.m.
to 7 p.m. Events later than 7 p.m. mean
people will park in their neighborhood. Their
property values will go down.
No one chooses to move next to a football
field. It will affect property values. Use the
Fullerton High School or Cal State Fullerton
stadiums.
How much money is allocated to the
Sherbeck Field Improvements?
What do you do in a Veteran’s Center?
Individuals
Concerned about the plan to build Sherbeck
Field with bleachers and lighting with regard
to safety (crime), traffic, and unwanted
effects of developing a larger sports center
close to a residential neighborhood.
Make sure the parking structures are
adequate to address the parking needs for
many years to come and install solar on
them. When students are enrolling add
parking passes to their package.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.11,
Public Services

Chapter 3, Project
Description

Chapter 3, Project
Description
Chapter 3, Project
Description
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.11,
Public Services; Section
4.12, Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Vince Buck

Date
12/02/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Written

Martin and Maria
Chavez

11/27/2016

Written

Cathy and Patrick
Crawford

11/30/2016

Written

Anna Dalin
(undated)

11/18/2016

Written

Wayne Dalin

11/21/2016

Written

Opposed to modifications at Sherbeck Field
because of noise pollution, air pollution,
light pollution, trash, parking problems, and
safety problems related to people searching
for parking and driving fast through the
neighborhoods.

Susan Egger

11/30/2016

Written

Joshua Ferguson

12/03/2016

Written

Worried about possible increases in parking
and noise disruption from new Sherbeck
Field.
Opposes proposed Sherbeck Field
Improvements project; considers it a
money-losing vanity project.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

Summary of Comment
States concerns regarding the Sherbeck
Field Improvements plan, including
insufficient bicycle routes/commuting, the
need for more direct bicycle/pedestrian
connection onto campus, noise and light
disturbance, parking and traffic impacts,
and negative impacts on adjoining
neighborhoods.
Cannot support construction of the parking
structure and planned improvements to
Sherbeck Field based on increased traffic,
GHG emissions, noise, lighting,
crowding/usage levels of the field, aesthetics
impacts, and likely sleep disturbance. Provides
alternatives, including use of Cal State
Fullerton stadium or Fullerton High School
stadium, and optimizing on-campus parking
and alternative transportation. Takes issue
with the timing and likely accuracy of the traffic
survey.
Concerned about new Fullerton College
athletic field improvements. Concerns
include increased traffic, noise, light
pollution, crime, parking congestion,
accidents, and wear and tear on streets.
Suggest that new field improvements are
unnecessary and fiscally irresponsible.
Opposed to modifications at Sherbeck Field
because of light pollution, noise, trash,
traffic and safety.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Section 4.9, Noise; Section
4.12, Traffic and Circulation

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.11, Public
Services; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.11, Public
Services; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.9, Noise;
Section 4.11, Public
Services; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.9,
Noise
Chapter 3, Project
Description
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
James D. and
Patrice L. Fite

Mary Francis
Gable

Date
11/30/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Written

11/26/2016

Written

Mary Frances
Gable

12/02/2016

Written

Laura Gallagher

12/01/2016

Written

Jennifer and
Oliver Gelles

11/29/2016

Written
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Summary of Comment
Request resolution of flaws in the Initial
Study, including omission of the following
from PEIR analysis: biological resources,
long-term air quality impacts, long-term
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts, and land
use/planning impacts (from proposed East
of Berkeley Center parking lot). Suggest
that Program EIR develop plans to mitigate
the combined effects of simultaneous usage
of Fullerton High School stadium and
proposed Sherbeck Field Improvements.
Request that Program EIR include
mitigation plans for impacts on
neighborhood safety, light pollution, and
emergency evacuation procedures.
Expresses concerns about the Sherbeck
Field improvements and the Centennial
Parking Structure. Lists additional impacts
relating to aesthetics, agriculture and
forestry resources, biological resources,
GHG emissions, noise, transportation and
traffic, and mandatory findings of
significance.
Concludes that Fullerton College should
avoid impacts on its neighbors by
continuing to use other facilities for its
football games instead of making
improvements to Sherbeck Field.
Forwards her November 26, 2016, letter to
Dr. Cheryl Marshall, Chancellor of Fullerton
College, and offers to meet with the
chancellor to discuss alternate solutions to
the Sherbeck Field Improvements project
and Centennial Parking Structure.
Concerned that improvements will create
additional traffic and parking.
Against building the Sherbeck Field
Improvements project. Main concerns:
pollution, trash, parking issues, and light
pollution. Advocates sharing facilities with
Fullerton Joint Unified High School District
to save money and spare the neighborhood.
Requests that the City reexamine the Joint
Use Agreement.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Section 4.6, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials;
Section 4.8, Land Use;
Section 4.11, Public
Services; Chapter 5, Other
CEQA Considerations

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions;
Section 4.9, Noise; Section
4.12, Traffic and Circulation;
Chapter 5, Other CEQA
Considerations

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Chapter 6,
Alternatives

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.5,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Jessie and Lisa
Guzman

Date
11/23/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Written

Margaret
Hammon
(undated)
Bob and Sue
Harmston
(undated)

11/15/2016

Written

11/29/2016

Written

Judy Hirou

11/19/2016

Written

Mrs. [illegible]
Kunny
(undated)
Kristyn Law, Kirk
Ryan Law, and
Peggy Smith

11/17/2016

Written

12/03/2016

Written

Peggy A. Marek
(undated)

11/15/2016

Written

Suzanne
Muhaidly

11/26/2016

Written

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Summary of Comment
Concerned about parking in their
neighborhood that would occur during
construction. Concerned about traffic
circulation on Berkeley, Lemon, Hornet, and
Harbor Boulevards. The egress and ingress
for the parking structure on Lemon is poor.
Keep her on the list.

Very concerned about improvements at
Sherbeck Field at Fullerton College. It will
bring traffic, parking, crime, and safety
issues. There are already two existing
stadiums that can be used: one at Fullerton
High School and one at Cal State Fullerton.
Objects to the Sherbeck Field Improvements
Project at Fullerton College because it is not
needed with two other stadiums in close
proximity, impacts from light and glare, and
impacts to her property values.
She also doesn’t think the Centennial
Parking Structure will solve the parking
problem unless the college offers some
incentives for students to use it.
Opposed to the project.

Are concerned about all proposed changes,
but especially the parking lot, which would
be directly behind their property. Express
concerns about environmental and safety
issues associated with the proposed
project. Include NOP as attachment.
Because of the effect the project will have
on the environment of her neighborhood,
she strongly objects to the proposed
project.

Opposed to the proposed enhancements at
Sherbeck Field due to proximity to
residential properties. There will be lighting
and noise impacts.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation

NA

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.11,
Public Services; Section
4.12, Traffic and Circulation

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics

Chapter 3, Project
Description
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.11,
Public Services

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.11, Public
Services; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Chapter 6,
Alternatives
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner

Date

Written or
Verbal
Comment

Suzanne
Muhaidly

12/01/2016

Written

Anne S. Murphy

12/05/2016

Written

Mark and Irene
Myers
Sean Paden

10/17/2016

Written

10/03/2016

Written

Damion Planchon
to Mr. Richard
Williams

11/30/2016

Written

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Summary of Comment
With regard to the proposed parking
structure, she would like to see the college
investigate an alternative that entails using
another stadium location and a shuttle
service.
She also does not like the fact that multiple
traffic lights may be needed on Lemon
Street.
Opposes development of Sherbeck Field
because of its proximity to a residential
neighborhood. Primary concerns are excess
noise and light pollution. Would like
Fullerton College to consider using the two
stadiums within 2 miles of Sherbeck Field,
which are already built.
Opposes the Sherbeck Field improvements.
Concerns include noise, traffic, air pollution,
and light pollution. Wants to see the
Sherbeck Field Improvement plans. Urges
use of neighboring stadium facilities in lieu
of building a new athletic field.
Urge the board to support an athletic field
shared use agreement with the District.
Opposes the proposed football field
improvements project. Also objects to the
current deadline for scoping, asserting that
current information is insufficient for
determining the scope of light pollution.
Suggests specific lighting analysis and
mitigation measures for the EIR. States that
the District Board is planning to fraudulently
use Measure J funds to finance the
Sherbeck Field improvements instead of
using them for the promised veterans’
center.
Vehemently opposes building the
improvements at Sherbeck Field, citing
noise, traffic, air pollution, and light pollution
concerns. Wants to see field improvement
plans. Urges use of neighboring stadium
facilities in lieu of building a new athletic
field. Also objects to the parking structure,
saying it will make traffic worse and will not
net many more spaces.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Chapter 6
Alternatives

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.9, Noise;
Section 4.12, Traffic and
Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.9, Noise;
Section 4.12, Traffic and
Circulation
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Damion Planchon
to Dr. Cheryl A.
Marshall

Date
11/30/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Written

Ramy Raoof
(undated)

11/18/2016

Written

Concerned about light and noise pollution
from the proposed project.

P. Reichman

12/06/2016

Written

Anne Richard
(undated)
Connie Richard

12/06/2016

Written

Is pleased the project appears to be
addressing the urgent need for more
student parking but objects strongly to the
location. Urges further study and possibly
placing parking structure near football field.
Strongly urges Fullerton College not to build
the Sherbeck Field improvements.

12/03/2016

Written

Is opposed to building the Sherbeck Field
improvements, citing traffic, noise pollution,
and light pollution concerns.

Laura RichardBarasch

12/03/2016

Written

Mary Rock

11/09/2016

Written

Desi St. Amant

12/02/2016

Written

Opposes the Sherbeck Field Improvements
Project, citing creation of traffic problems,
noise pollution, and light pollution in
surrounding neighborhoods. States that
building the field improvements is
unnecessary and motivated by profit.
Concerned about parking impacts to
Amerige Avenue. Wants it designated
permit parking only. Also notes the trash
problem on Berkeley north of Chapman.
She suggests adding trash cans on both
sides of the street from Chapman to Lemon.
Has traffic concerns, noting that Monday
through Thursday are the busiest days and
wondering if the traffic study took account of
that. Fears that increased numbers of
people drawn by events at Sherbeck Field
would exacerbate traffic issues further.
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Summary of Comment
[Identical to letter to Mr. Richard Williams.]

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.2, Air
Quality; Section 4.9, Noise;
Section 4.12, Traffic and
Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Chapter 6,
Alternatives

Chapter 3, Project
Description
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.12, Traffic
and Circulation
Chapter 3, Project
Description

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
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Table 2-1
Summary of Comments Received in Response to the NOP
Commenting
Agency or
Property Owner
Jonathan St.
Amant

Date
11/05/2016

Written or
Verbal
Comment
Written

George Stephens

11/30/2016

Written

Jane Sylvester
(undated)

12/06/2016

Written

Jonathan S.
Taylor

12/02/2016

Written

Linda and Todd
Warden

12/02/2016

Written
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Summary of Comment
Opposes building of the Sherbeck Field
Improvements Project, citing increased
noise disturbance to the neighborhood,
especially during night games. Urges
Fullerton College to instead spare nearby
residents and save money by working out a
joint-use deal with Fullerton High School
stadium.
Opposes the proposed Sherbeck Field
Improvements Project. Cites increased
traffic and parking problems, safety
concerns, excessive noise and light,
increased trash, and declining property
values. Presents four alternatives to
building the Sherbeck Field Improvements
Project.
Opposes the Sherbeck Field Improvements
Project at Fullerton College because of
associated traffic, parking, noise, and light
impacts.

Expresses concerns about the plan to build
improvements at Sherbeck Field on
Berkeley Avenue. Stresses that quiet and
safety are the important characteristics of
the surrounding neighborhood, and that
these improvements would destroy these
values. Urges working with Fullerton High
School and California State University,
Fullerton, to use one of their stadiums
instead of building this one.
Oppose the expansion of Fullerton College.
Specific suggestions include not building
the Sherbeck Field improvements (instead
using Fullerton High School and California
State University, Fullerton facilities), not
building parking structures as planned,
improving access and circulation design,
and emphasizing alternate modes of
transportation.

Chapter/Section Where
Comment Is Addressed
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.9,
Noise

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.11, Public
Services; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation;
Chapter 6, Alternatives
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.1,
Aesthetics; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.11, Public
Services; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation;
Chapter 6, Alternatives
Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.9,
Noise; Section 4.11, Public
Services

Chapter 3, Project
Description; Section 4.12,
Traffic and Circulation
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2.3

CONTENTS OF THE EIR

To describe the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, as well as mitigation measures and
alternatives for the proposed project, this Program EIR is organized as follows:


Chapter 1, Summary, outlines the conclusions of the environmental analysis and
provides a summary of the project as compared to the alternatives analyzed in the
Program EIR. This section also includes a table summarizing all environmental impacts
identified in this Program EIR along with the associated mitigation measures proposed
to reduce or avoid each impact.



Chapter 2, Introduction, serves as a foreword to the Program EIR, introducing the
project background, the applicable environmental review procedures, and format of the
Program EIR.



Chapter 3, Project Description, provides a thorough description of the proposed project
components and required discretionary approvals.



Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis
o The Introduction includes a discussion of the approach to the analysis of potentially
significant impact areas and an overview of the organization of each of these categories.
o Sections 4.1 through 4.13, which constitute the project’s environmental analysis,
provide an analysis of the potentially significant environmental impacts identified for
the proposed project, as well as proposed mitigation measures to reduce or avoid any
potentially significant impacts. The following impact areas are discussed:
4.1

Aesthetics

4.2

Air Quality

4.3

Cultural Resources

4.4

Geology and Soils

4.5

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

4.6

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

4.7

Hydrology and Water Quality

4.8

Land Use and Planning

4.9

Noise

4.10

Population and Housing

4.11

Public Services

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
2-15

2 – INTRODUCTION

4.12

Traffic and Circulation

4.13

Utilities and Service Systems



Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, includes a summary of impacts found not to be
significant, which is a discussion of potential environmental topics that have been found,
through the Initial Study process, to have a less than significant impact or no impact on
the environment. This chapter also includes a summary of significant irreversible
environmental changes, which addresses environmental areas where significant
environmental effects cannot be avoided and any significant irreversible environmental
changes that would result from implementation of the proposed project. The growthinducing impacts associated with the proposed project are also discussed.



Chapter 6, Alternatives, discusses four alternatives to the proposed project, including the
No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, which would entail buildout of the (current)
1999 Facilities Master Plan, the No Project/No Development Alternative, a Full
Preservation Alternative, and a Partial Preservation Alternative.



Chapter 7, List of Preparers.



Appendices include various technical studies prepared for the proposed project:
o Appendix A – Initial Study/NOP and Comments Received
o Appendix B – Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations
o Appendix C – Cultural Resources Reports
o Appendix D – Noise Calculations
o Appendix E – Traffic Impact Analysis

2.4

REFERENCES

California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000–21177. California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), as amended.
14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act, as amended.
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CHAPTER 3
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The North Orange County Community College District (District) is composed of Cypress
College, Fullerton College, and the School of Continuing Education, which has campuses in
Cypress, Fullerton, and Anaheim. The District is updating its Facilities Master Plan, which
provides an analysis of the evolving student body and makes planning recommendations based
on their education needs. This chapter includes a description of the existing Fullerton College
campus, relevant history and background of the campus-planning efforts, and the planning
principles and objectives developed for implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan
(project). This chapter also provides a detailed description of the purpose and need for the
proposed project, the major elements proposed, and a summary of the discretionary approvals
required for implementation.
The Sherbeck Field Improvements Project, which was originally included in the Initial Study
and Notice of Preparation for this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), will be
assessed in a separate California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document in response to
public comments. It is anticipated that the Sherbeck Field Improvements Project will involve
installation of 4,500 bleacher seats, a sound system, and additional lighting to allow
instructional classes and athletic events to extend past sunset.

3.1

PROJECT LOCATION

Fullerton College is located at 321 East Chapman Avenue in the City of Fullerton (City) and
occupies an approximately 70-acre site in northern County of Orange. The City is surrounded by
La Habra and Brea to the north, Placentia to the east, Anaheim to the south, and Buena Park to
the west. Figure 3-1, Regional Map, shows the campus’s regional location. Specifically,
Fullerton College is bounded by residential development to the north, south, and east, and
Fullerton Union High School to the west (see Figure 3-2, Local Vicinity Map).

3.2

DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTING CAMPUS

Fullerton College was formed in 1913 and is the District’s oldest campus. As one of the first
community colleges operating in California, it afforded students the opportunity to complete the
first 2 years of college within their community. Fullerton Junior College was reorganized in 1922
as an independent junior college district, called the Fullerton Junior College District, although it
shared a Board of Trustees with the Fullerton Joint Union High School District. The first master
plan for the college dates to 1935. Fullerton College experienced major growth after World War II
with the Servicemen Readjustment Act (G.I. Bill of Rights) when many service men and women
went back to school upon their return from war. Housing was ultimately the biggest problem on the
campus. The City had already experienced a drought in the housing market in the 1920s and 1930s,
and the problem only worsened after the war when veterans returned home to settle down and start
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
3-1

3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION

families and found that there was no housing available. To remedy the problem, Fullerton College
established the Veterans Home in 1946, the only school-sponsored housing for students under the
G.I. Bill of Rights in Southern California. The transition from the Fullerton Junior College District
to the North Orange County Community College District began in 1964 when residents of three
school districts (Anaheim Union High School District, Brea-Olinda Unified School District, and
Placentia Unified School District) elected to form an interim junior college district by merging
with the existing Fullerton Junior College District. This merger increased the District boundaries to
157 square miles and brought the first election of a District Board of Trustees (District 2012).
Fullerton College currently houses 51 permanent and temporary buildings that occupy 549,115
assignable square feet (ASF), or 815,734 gross square feet (GSF). The campus is compact and designed
with multistory buildings with few interior roadways. A portion of the Fullerton Union High School
campus remains on the Fullerton College campus (see Figure 3-3, Existing Campus Land Uses).
Fullerton College had an enrollment of 24,512 students in 2015 and is projected to experience a peak
enrollment of 27,701 students during the 10-year planning period (CCCCO 2016; District 2016a).
Fullerton College offers credit academic, career technical, and basic skills courses. The lower
division credit courses lead to transfer and/or 1 of 100 associate degrees in academic and career
technical majors. Many of the existing campus facilities have a long history of service, and there
is a need to address aging infrastructure, deferred maintenance, and advances in educational
technology (District 2012).
The project site is zoned as Public Land (P-L), except for the Chapman–Newell property, which
is zoned as Office Professional (O-P). The general plan (i.e., The Fullerton Plan) land use
designation for the project site is School, except for the Chapman–Newell property, which is
designated as Office (City of Fullerton 2012).

3.3

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT HISTORY

The District is undertaking a comprehensive improvement and building program to make
upgrades and repairs of existing buildings and to construct new facilities to improve the safety
and educational experience of those attending Cypress College, Fullerton College, Anaheim
Campus, and the School of Continuing Education in accordance with Measure J. In 2014, voters
passed a $574 million Measure J Facilities/Bond Program. The Measure J Bond Program will
help make upgrades to lecture halls, technology, and instructional equipment to better prepare
students for growing fields of study and high-skill careers for all District campuses. It also allows
the District to enhance classroom space and training centers. It will allow the District to expand
veterans’ services, as well as job placement centers to train and retrain veterans as they transition
into the civilian workforce (District 2016b).
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Fullerton College is proposing to implement the proposed project to more effectively meet the
space needs of the projected on-campus enrollment through the next decade and beyond while
constructing and renovating facilities to meet the District’s instructional needs. Improved
circulation in and around campus would increase accessibility to existing and new development
and enhance the overall connectivity of campus uses.

3.4

FACILITIES MASTER PLAN

To accommodate course and program demands and overall campus growth, Fullerton College
proposes construction of a new Welcome Center at the corner of East Chapman Avenue and
North Lemon Street; two new instructional buildings, one south of Classroom Office Building
1400 and one south of East Chapman Avenue; new additions to the Horticulture Lab Complex; a
new 840-space parking structure located west of Sherbeck Field; a new pedestrian bridge
connecting the new parking structure to Classroom Office Building 1400; new parking lots north
of Berkeley Avenue adjacent to Academic Computing Building 3100 and south of the Lemon
Street parking structure; realignment of campus access to the Centennial Parking Structure; a
new Maintenance and Operations facility located north of the chiller plant and a thermal storage
addition to the south of the chiller plant; new storage and a small shower/locker room building to
the north of the existing pool; and a new Performing Arts Complex in the south campus quad at
the southeastern corner of East Chapman Avenue and North Lemon Street. Renovation of the
existing Wilshire Theatre Building 2100; Math Building 600; Physical Education Building 1200
(to include a third sand volleyball court, Health Services Center, faculty offices, and the
Wellness Center); Business Building 300; Humanities Building 500; Campus Services Building
840; Administration Building 100; and the Fine Arts Gallery 1000 is also proposed. The
proposed project would also include new signage at key entry and exit points of the campus.

3.4.1

Project Objectives

The proposed project’s objectives include the following goals:


Update and modernize existing building space to meet the District’s instructional needs.



Construct new buildings to meet current and future instructional needs and the District’s
academic mission.



Increase academic square foot efficiency through renovation and construction of new
buildings and facilities to maximize functional space.



Accommodate growth in the student body and within academic divisions over the
planning horizon.



Expand veterans’ services to train and retrain veterans as they transition into the
civilian workforce.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
3-3

3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION



Construct new parking facilities to improve the parking deficit.



Implement health and safety repairs, energy-efficient enhancements, water conservation,
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access, building security, National Fire
Protection Association Life Safety Code requirement upgrades, a mass communication
system, lock-down capabilities, and other needed facility renovations.

3.4.2

Proposed Project Overview

The proposed project would involve demolition of certain existing buildings, renovation of existing
buildings, and construction and eventual operation of new buildings and campus facilities, as
shown on Figure 3-4 (Proposed Campus Land Uses) and Figure 3-5 (Proposed Demolition). The
proposed project would also involve improvements to the pedestrian circulation network
throughout the campus and the addition of signage throughout campus entries.
The proposed project would involve demolition of 123,401 ASF (178,487 GSF) of existing
buildings and facilities. Approximately 186,699 ASF (536,827 GSF) of new academic, auxiliary,
general administrative, and recreational uses would be constructed. Approximately 840 parking
spaces would result from construction of a new parking structure.1 Entries and exits for parking
lots will be reconfigured to improve visibility and traffic flow; pedestrian walkways, crosswalks,
and connections for pedestrian safety will be incorporated; and clear and directional wayfinding
signage will be provided.

3.4.3

Relationship to Existing Conditions and Facilities Master Plan

Currently, the Fullerton College campus has 549,115 ASF (815,734 GSF) of building space.
Table 3-1 summarizes the ASF and GSF of the project-level components per land-use category
compared to what currently exists on campus.
The total number of parking spaces on campus would increase as a result of the proposed project.
Table 3-2 summarizes the number of existing parking spaces and the number of parking spaces
lost and gained as a result of the proposed project.

1

The Centennial Parking Structure could introduce 840 new parking spaces to the current parking inventory,
although this is an approximation because a detailed study has not been prepared.
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Table 3-1
Buildings and Facilities – Plan-to-Ground Comparison
Category

Existing
Conditions

Academic
Auxiliary
General administrative
Recreational
Subtotal

366,023
46,775
61,591
74,726
549,115

Academic
Auxiliary
General administrative
Recreational
Subtotal

533,419
68,778
94,348
119,189
815,734

Proposed Construction
Proposed Demolition
Buildings and Facilities (ASF)a
141,929
68,357
300
10,077
42,670
44,967
1,800
0
186,699
123,401
Buildings and Facilities (GSF)b
207,027
99,853
260,000
12,211
66,300
66,423
3,500
0
536,827
178,487

Net Difference Proposed
73,572
−9,777
−2,297
1,800
63,298
107,174
247,789
−123
3,500
358,340

Source: Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017.
ASF = assignable square feet; GSF = gross square feet
a
ASF is the interior usable floor area of a building and does not include such items as the thickness of interior and exterior walls,
mechanical and electrical spaces, restrooms, maintenance areas, and lobby/circulation areas.
b
GSF is the total area of building measured to the outside of exterior walls and includes mechanical and electrical spaces, restrooms,
maintenance areas, and lobby/circulation areas.

Table 3-2
Parking Inventory
Location

Number of Parking Spaces
Existing Conditions

Campus Total

3,755
Parking Spaces Lost by Proposed Project

Lot B (loss to new instructional building)
Lot 3 (loss to new Maintenance and Operations facility and chiller
plant addition)
Lot 4 (loss to new Centennial Parking Structure)
Lot 10 (loss to new Performing Arts Complex)
Subtotal of Parking Spaces Lost
Parking Spaces Gained by Proposed Project
New parking structure
Berkeley Center lot (gained by Berkeley Center Building 3000
demolition)
Lot B-2 East (gained by temporary classrooms 1901, 1902, 1903,
and 1904 removal)
Lot C West (gained by temporary classroom 2300 removal and
demolition of Theatre Arts Building 1300)
Lot 8 (gained by temporary classrooms 1956–1960 removal)
Lot 11 (south of East Chapman Avenue)
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Table 3-2
Parking Inventory
Location
Existing Conditions
Subtotal of Parking Spaces Gained
Net Parking Spaces Resulting from Proposed Project
Total Parking Spaces Resulting from Proposed Project

Number of Parking Spaces
1,198
457
4,212

Source: Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017.

As shown in Table 3-2, a total of 3,755 parking spaces exist on campus. Due to the construction
of new buildings, parking spaces would be lost. Construction of the parking structure would
replace those lost spaces and provide additional spaces the campus may need. In total, 1,198
parking spaces would be added and 741 would be lost, resulting in a net gain of 457 spaces and a
total of 4,212 spaces on the campus.
Program- and Project-Level Assessment in the Program Environmental Impact Report
For the proposed project, a Program EIR is the approach chosen based on CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15168 (14 CCR 15168), which states that a Program EIR can be based on a series of
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related, as follows:
1. Geographically
2. Logically as a part in the chain of contemplated actions
3. In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern
the conduct of a continuing program
4. As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory
authority and having generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in
similar ways
Using a Program EIR to assess a Facilities Master Plan provides the advantage of looking at the
whole of the action in a more thorough manner than might be possible on an individual project
basis, the examination of cumulative impacts in a more comprehensive manner than on an
individual basis, and the consideration of program-wide mitigation measures. It could also save
time by doing one program-wide CEQA document rather than a series of multiple documents as
each project arises. Subsequent activities would still have to be assessed in light of the Program
EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If an agency
finds that no new impacts would occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, the
agency can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the Program
EIR, and no new environmental document would be required. As stated in CEQA Guidelines,
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Section 15168(c)(5), “a Program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if
it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as possible. With a
good and detailed analysis of the program, many subsequent activities could be found to be
within the scope of the project described in the Program EIR, and no further environmental
documents would be required” (14 CCR 15168(c)(5)).
When the term “proposed project” is used in this Program EIR, it refers to all the individual
building projects proposed as part of the Facilities Master Plan over the next 10 years.
Therefore, the proposed project is the entirety of the Facilities Master Plan projects
envisioned over the planning horizon and does not refer to any one individual project
proposed under the Facilities Master Plan.

3.5

FACILITIES MASTER PLAN ELEMENTS

3.5.1

New Construction

Based on the information in the Proposed Facilities Master Plan Updates (District 2016c), the
projects in the following text have detailed information available and would receive project-level
assessment. See Figure 3-3 for existing campus land uses and Figure 3-4 for proposed campus
land uses. All construction projects would be funded by Measure J, with the exception of the
Aquatics Center expansion.
3.5.1.1

Project Level

Welcome Center
The proposed Welcome Center would be northeast of the East Chapman Avenue and North
Lemon Street intersection to make it accessible and visible to students, visitors, and the
community. The Welcome Center would be three stories tall and 29,470 ASF (44,000 GSF), and
would include space for student services and possibly veterans’ services.
New Instructional Building
This building would be between the Classroom Office Building 1400 and Physical Education
Building 1200. The new instructional building would be three stories tall and 47,900 ASF
(72,400 GSF), and would include classrooms, faculty offices, and support spaces.
Horticulture and Vocational Services Center
The Horticulture and Vocational Services Center would be in the northeastern portion of the
campus (where the existing Horticulture buildings are currently located). New greenhouses would
be constructed along with an instructional facility that will include lecture space and lab space for
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
3-7

3 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION

the Biotechnical program and kitchen facilities for the Food/Nutrition program. The new facilities
would total 26,900ASF (32,300 GSF), and each facility would be one story in height.
The Lab School facility would replace the existing 1810, 1820, and 1830 buildings, located in
the northeastern corner of campus, east of the Horticulture Building 1600 Complex. The Lab
School would provide classroom and support space for the Child Development program. The
building would be one story tall and 6,271 ASF (7,427 GSF).
Centennial Parking Structure
The proposed project would consist of a new four-level parking structure planned west of
Sherbeck Field. The parking structure would provide 840 parking spaces and would be 300 ASF
(260,000 GSF). A digital display would be located at the entrance of the parking structure, which
would show the number of parking spaces available or if the parking structure is full. Ingress and
egress from the structure is described more fully in the following text.
Pedestrian Bridge
A new Pedestrian Bridge would span 60 feet across East Avenue and would connect to the
second floor of the parking structure and Building 1400.
Realignment of Campus Access to the Centennial Parking Structure
The proposed project would also involve the realignment of the primary one-way access from
Berkeley Avenue (north) to the proposed Centennial Parking Structure, and then from the
parking structure to Berkeley Avenue (east). This would also involve construction of a new
southerly driveway to the new Centennial Parking Structure and a roundabout at the intersection
of East Avenue and Centennial Way. The new realignment would limit vehicle entry from the
eastern side of the parking structure and vehicle exit south of the parking structure. This would
limit one-way traffic along East Avenue and Centennial Way.
New Parking Lots
New parking lots are proposed throughout the campus. The Berkeley Center lot, located north
of Berkeley Avenue, would be introduced upon demolition of the Berkeley Center Building
3000. Lot C West, located south of the Lemon Street structure and Safety Building 1500, will
be significantly expanded after the demolition of the Theatre Arts Building 1300. Lot 11,
located generally south of East Chapman Avenue and east of North Newell Place, will be
introduced after the removal of buildings at 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue and 400
North Newell Place.
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New Maintenance and Operations Facility, Chiller Plant Addition, and Thermal
Energy Storage
The new Maintenance and Operations facility would be located west of the Centennial Parking
Structure and north of the chiller plant. The Maintenance and Operations facility would be two
stories tall and 13,200 ASF (22,300 GSF). The Maintenance and Operations facility would
provide administration offices, trade work areas, and support functions.
The chiller plant addition would be one story tall and 1,600 square feet and would be required to
accommodate additional facilities as part of the proposed project. The chiller plant addition
would include a circulation pump, condenser water pump, and a cooling tower and would require
the addition of underground piping to the thermal energy storage tank.
The thermal energy storage tank would be located south of the chiller plant. A one-story-tall,
3,900-square-foot building would encase the tank.
Aquatics Center
Improvements to the Aquatics Center, located east of Physical Education Building 1200, would
include deck storage, a small shower/locker room, and two classrooms added to the north of the
existing pool. These facilities would total 1,800 ASF (3,500 GSF) and would be one story tall.
New Performing Arts Complex
The Performing Arts Complex is a replacement building complex that would define the south
campus quad, and includes renovation of the historic Wilshire Theatre Building 2100. The
Performing Arts Complex auditorium would include an 80-foot-tall fly loft and total 25,658 ASF
(40,300 GSF). The Performing Arts Complex would serve to replace Theatre Arts Building
1300, Music Building 1100, and the TV/Radio program currently held in Student Services
Building 2000. The Performing Arts Complex would host theatre and music events. Theatre Arts
Building 1300 and Music Building 1100 currently offer 150 and 694 seats, respectively. The new
Performing Arts Complex would offer 844 seats. The Performing Arts Complex could also be
used by other schools and entities. The Performing Arts Complex would also include support
space, laboratories, and classrooms in a separate two-story building.
3.5.1.2

Program Level

Chapman–Newell Instructional Building
This new instructional building would provide a buffer between the neighborhood and proposed
parking along East Chapman Avenue. The new instructional building would be two stories tall and
35,200 ASF (54,600 GSF), and would include classrooms, faculty offices, and support spaces.
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3.5.2

Renovation

Based on the information in the Proposed Facilities Master Plan Updates (District 2016c), the
projects in the following text have detailed information available and would receive project-level
assessment. See Figure 3-3 for existing campus land uses and Figure 3-4 for proposed campus
land uses. All renovation projects would be funded, in part or in totality, by Measure J.
Renovation of Business Building 300 and Humanities Building 500 would be funded, in part, by
Measure J and through State funding. State funding is also being considered for renovation of
Math Building 600 and the Performing Arts Complex.
Due to the age and condition of the existing buildings, the Facilities Master Plan emphasizes
renovation and modernization of existing facilities. The goals of the proposed renovations are to
maximize educational space and improve efficiency/utilization of existing facilities. Building
renovations could include new energy-efficient lighting; ceilings; finishes; flooring; casework;
elevators; ADA access; ADA-compliant restrooms; stairwells; and heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) systems. Figure 3-4 shows which facilities are planned for renovation. The
following renovations are proposed and would be addressed at the project level.
Math Building 600
Math Building 600 is located in the center of the campus, south of the Technology and
Engineering Building 900. Upon renovation, the building would continue to provide classrooms
and the Mathematics and Computer Science Division office.
Renovations to the Math Building 600 would primarily consist of interior finishes, including
installation of a new HVAC system and electrical modifications. Fenestrations would also be
incorporated into the exterior walls to allow for better air intake. The bathrooms would be
remodeled to meet ADA standards. Additionally, the handrails located in the exterior stairwells
would need to be replaced to meet ADA standards. Other ADA renovations would be required to
allow access for the visually impaired.
The Math Lab and support spaces, which have been vacated, would be converted to classrooms
and offices. A new hallway would be added to provide appropriate exiting from the building.
Technology upgrades would be required to meet the needs of faculty and students.
Reconfiguration of the interior space would be required to create a Math Skills Center with
computer stations, whiteboards, work tables, and study rooms. Renovations would also be
required to grant students easier access to faculty offices and to create space for students and
faculty to meet.
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Physical Education Building 1200 – Wellness Center, Faculty Offices, and Health Center
Physical Education Building 1200 is located in the center of campus, north of the Fine Arts/Art
Gallery Building 1000. The Wellness Center, faculty offices, and Health Center are located in the
eastern wing, southwestern wing, and western wing, respectively, of Physical Education
Building 1200. Upon renovation of the Wellness Center and the Health Center, the buildings
would continue to provide space for clinical and psychological services for Fullerton College
students. The faculty offices would continue to provide office space for faculty members.
The Wellness Center and Health Center could require relocation to the new Welcome Center,
and the remaining areas of the facilities would require interior renovations. Renovations would
include the reconfiguration of space to support program needs; upgrade of technology
infrastructure; upgrade of building systems, such as mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and
structural; increase of restroom capacity to meet current codes; and upgrade of access throughout
the building to meet current ADA compliance.
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100 is located in the southwestern corner of campus, south of East
Chapman Avenue and north of Wilshire Avenue. Wilshire Theatre Building 2100 would require
renovation to serve as a 400-seat concert hall. Renovations would include improved lighting,
updated electrical systems, structural reinforcements to support new rigging, and improved
backstage support areas. Currently, the second story is not wheelchair accessible. Upon
renovation, all areas of the theater would be universally accessible. Remodeled restrooms,
theater access, and stage access redesign would also be required to comply with ADA standards.
The theater would also require redesign to provide a designated box office.
Business 300
Business Building 300 is located in the southwestern portion of campus, south of the Humanities
Building 500. Upon renovation, the building would continue to provide classrooms and study
space to support the Business program and the Business and Computer Information Systems
Division office. Renovations would include a reorganization and modernization of instructional
space; remodel and reuse of vacant spaces; upgrades to provide modern instructional technology
infrastructure; an increase in restroom capacity to comply with current codes; reconstruction of
existing stairs and construction of new stairs and ramps to comply with current codes;
replacement of mechanical, electrical, plumbing, telecommunication, and structural systems;
retrofits to achieve an exceedance of Title 24 energy requirements by 15%; and hazardous
materials abatement.
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Specifically, the interior and exterior of the eastern and western entrances would need to be
remodeled and ramps would need to be installed to meet ADA requirements. Openings would
also be incorporated into the exterior walls to allow for better air intake. New louvers would be
installed throughout the exterior of the building.
Humanities Building 500
Humanities Building 500 is located in the southwestern portion of campus, west of the
Library/Learning Resources Center Building 800. Upon renovation, the building would provide
classrooms and study space to support the Humanities program, the Humanities Division office,
and could support veterans’ services. Renovations would include a reorganization and
modernization of instructional space; remodel and reuse of vacant spaces; updates to provide
modern instructional technology infrastructure; an increase in restroom capacity to comply with
current codes; reconstruction and construction of new stairs and ramps to comply with current
codes; replacement of mechanical, electrical, plumbing, telecommunication, and structural
systems; retrofits to achieve an exceedance of Title 24 energy requirements by 15%; and
hazardous materials abatement.
A board-formed finish would be applied to the exterior of the building, and tiles would be
installed on the roof to appear consistent with the 1930s-era buildings on campus.
These renovations would provide current technology hardware and software and hybrid and
flexible classroom and lab space. Additionally, veterans’ services could require renovations to
accommodate the anticipated increase in veteran students. The Assessment Center requires a lab to
support 50 students for testing purposes.
Campus Services Building 840
Campus Services Building 840 is located in the western portion of campus, north of
Library/Learning Resources Center Building 800. Upon renovation, the Campus Services
Building 840 would continue to provide Disability Support Services for students, the mailroom,
and a café. Renovations would include the reprogramming of vacant space and the addition of a
testing space for students. Doorway modifications would be required to ensure ADA compliance.
Administration Building 100
Administration Building 100 is located in the southwestern portion of campus, south of the Business
Building 300. The student services functions currently located in Administration Building 100 would
be relocated in the new Welcome Center. Administration Building 100 would be reprogrammed and
reconfigured to support Fullerton College’s administrative functions.
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Renovation would include the demolition of the 1957 addition and restoration of the original
entrance tower that was built in the 1930s. The Financial Aid Office would be reconfigured to
create queuing space for students; space to accommodate staff in private work locations; a
private office for the Director of Financial Aid attached or adjacent to the Financial Aid Office;
space for intake, including a lowered counter space to accommodate students with mobility
impairments; confidential space for intake; and a secured file room to comply with federal
record-keeping requirements.
Renovations to the entrance and basement would be required to correct access issues.
Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000
Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 is located in the southern portion of campus, south of Physical
Education Building 1200. The building would continue to provide gallery space and classrooms for
the Fine Arts program upon renovation. Renovations would include the installation of new glass
doors, illuminated signage, parking, security, and improved construction and preparation space.
The existing infrastructure would require replacement. A redesign of classrooms would be required
for technology upgrades and to maximize space. Redesign of the studio art labs would also be
required to provide space for new art methods, materials, and technology.
A board-formed finish would be applied throughout the exterior of the building. The existing
elevator does not meet current code and would require replacement. Existing handrails in the
stairways would also require replacement.
Academic Computing Building 3100
Academic Computing Building 3100 is located in the northernmost portion of the campus, north of
Berkeley Avenue. The building would continue to provide academic computing laboratories for
students. Renovations would include upgrading technology infrastructure; upgrading building
systems, such as mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and structural; increasing restroom capacity to
meet current codes; and upgrading access throughout the building to meet current ADA compliance.

3.5.3

Demolition and Removal

3.5.3.1

Project Level

The following facilities would be removed as part of implementation of the proposed project and
would be assessed at the project level. Figure 3-5 shows which facilities are planned for
demolition or removal.
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Berkeley Center Building 3000
The existing Berkeley Center Building 3000, constructed in 1960, is located in the northernmost
portion of campus, north of Berkeley Avenue. Berkeley Center Building 3000 currently provides
space for maintenance and operations, an Assessment Center, and additional facilities space.
Removal of this building would provide additional parking for students in the north campus. The
services housed in the existing Berkeley Center Building 3000 would be moved to a more central
location on campus.
Berkeley Center Building 3000 is a Modern-style, two-story educational building that is L-shape
in plan designed by the late master architect William Henry Taylor (1912–1995). The front
(northwest) elevation has an uneven roofline and extends out from the rest of the building with
broad expanses of brick cladding and windows set flush into the stucco cladding between the
brick. There is a separate entrance recessed into the brick wall with a metal door atop a set of
concrete steps. The rest of the building is clad in stucco. The rear of the building contains a patio
area with concrete walkways, ornamental lawn, and brick planters.
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex
The Horticulture Building 1600 Complex is located in the northeastern corner of campus. The
existing buildings range from 17 to 78 years old and currently support the Horticulture program.
To accommodate growth in the Horticulture program, the existing buildings would be replaced
with more state-of-the-art buildings and outdoor space. The existing buildings are at the end of
their useful life.
Theatre Arts Building 1300
Theatre Arts Building 1300 is located in the southwestern portion of the campus. The existing
building was built in 1966. To accommodate growth in the Theatre Arts program, the existing
building would be replaced with a more updated Performance Arts Complex, which would
provide classroom space and accommodate multiple campus programs.
Music Building 1100
Music Building 1100 is located in the southwestern corner of campus, north of East Chapman
Avenue. This building was originally constructed in 1966. The intent is to replace Music
Building 1100 with a more updated Performance Arts Complex, which would provide classroom
space and accommodate multiple campus programs.
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Student Services Building 2000
Student Services Building 2000 is located south of East Chapman Avenue. The original building
was constructed in 1984 and would be replaced with a new Welcome Center.
Media Services/Academic Computing/Maintenance and Operation Shops Building 2300
Media Services/Academic Computing/Maintenance and Operation Shops Building 2300 is
located on the western edge of campus, north of Theatre Arts Building 1300. This temporary
building would be replaced with a new Maintenance and Operations facility and new permanent
instructional buildings.
Classrooms 1955–1960
These temporary classrooms are located on the eastern portion of campus, in Lot 8. These
temporary buildings would be replaced with new permanent instructional buildings.
Classrooms 1901–1904
These temporary classrooms are located on the eastern portion of campus, in Lot B-2 East. These
temporary buildings would be replaced with new permanent instructional buildings.
Office Building 2200
This temporary office building is located in the center of campus, east of Math Building 600.
This temporary office building would be replaced with a new Welcome Center, which would
provide permanent office space.
Child Development Center Building 1800 Complex
These temporary classrooms are located in the northeastern corner of campus, east of the
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex. These temporary classrooms would be replaced with new
permanent one-story instructional buildings.
3.5.3.2

Program Level

428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place
These properties are located south of Chapman Avenue and east of North Newell Place and are
currently developed with four single-family residences. These properties are currently vacant and
would be removed and replaced with an instructional building.
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3.5.4

Site Improvement Elements

Various site improvement elements are included in the proposed project and would be assessed
at the project level. These include new signage at campus entryways, clear and safe vehicular
drop-offs, and creation of more pedestrian pathways.
3.5.4.1

Parking/Vehicular Entry Improvements

Primary vehicular circulation is on public streets that surround the campus (Berkeley Avenue,
East Chapman Avenue, and North Lemon Street). There is a need to improve circulation and
connections on campus between the campus north of Berkeley Avenue and south of East
Chapman Avenue, as well as within the main campus. Vehicular drop-off points need to be
clearly identified. The campus is not open to bicycles or skateboards.
3.5.4.2

Pedestrian Circulation

Fullerton College is primarily a pedestrian-oriented campus, but there is a need for more
pathways for pedestrians, particularly for students who park in the north and then walk across
parking lots to access instructional buildings in the south of campus.
3.5.4.3

Infrastructure Improvements

New buildings would require sewer, water, storm, gas, telecom, and electrical utilities. The
upgrades from the thermal energy storage tank will tie in to the existing utility infrastructure,
which would accommodate and support these planned upgrades and modifications. New utility
lines would connect to the existing infrastructure.
The existing ventilation and air conditioning infrastructure would be modified to connect all
chilled and condensing water to the existing central plant and the thermal energy storage tank.
An expansion of the existing chiller plant would also occur to serve these new facilities.
Future energy upgrades as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan would include new lighting
upgrades to interior and exterior facilities, HVAC system upgrades, installation of an automatic
weather-sensing irrigation system, and installation of chiller water temperature reset controls
(Fullerton College 2017). These upgrades are part of ongoing energy improvements, and are
separate activities from the proposed project.

3.6

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

It is anticipated that the planning, design, and construction of the proposed project’s facilities
would occur in three phases over a 10-year period. Various construction projects would occur in
each of the phases, including construction of academic buildings, site improvements, and parking
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facilities, as well as demolition of existing structures. The Facilities Master Plan would be
implemented in two phases, with projects where timing has not yet been determined beyond
Year 6. The proposed construction phasing is outlined below.
Phase 1 (2017–2018)


New Chapman–Newell Instruction Building South of East Chapman Avenue



Centennial Parking Structure



Humanities Building 500 Renovation



New Maintenance and Operations Building, Thermal Energy Storage, and Chilled Water
Plant Expansion

Phase 2 (2019–2022)


Business Building 300 Renovation



New Horticulture/Lab School/Vocational Science Center (Horticulture Building 1600
Complex)



New Performing Arts Complex – Phase 1



New Welcome Center



New Instructional Building

Timing Not Yet Determined


New Performing Arts Complex – Phase 2



Performing Arts/Wilshire Theatre Building 2100 Renovation



Renovation of Building 2100



Renovation of Building 600



Renovation of Building 100



Renovation of Campus Services Building 840



Renovation of Physical Education Building 1200 – Wellness Center, Faculty Offices, and
Health Center



Renovation of Aquatics Center



Renovation of Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000



Renovation of Academic Computing Building 3100



Parking Lot Improvements
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Construction is broken down into the following sub-phases for each phase depending on the type
of development: demolition, site preparation, grading, trenching, building construction, paving,
and architectural coating. As a worst-case scenario, it is assumed that driven piles would be
required for parking structure. A variety of equipment would be used in each sub-phase of
construction, such as excavators, crawler tractors, loaders, forklifts, pavers, and air compressors.
Construction would be performed by qualified contractors and under contract documents. Table
3-3 provides a summary of standard construction practices that would be implemented
throughout the proposed project buildout and would help reduce environmental effects.
Table 3-3
Summary of Standard Construction Procedures
Issue
Water Quality and Hydrology

Air Quality

Noise

3.7

Standard Construction Procedure
 Construction projects greater than 1 acre shall adhere to the District’s Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan, which conforms to the California Storm Water Quality Association’s Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan template and shall include appropriate best management
practices related to the specific project. The following list includes examples of treatmentcontrol best management practices to employ during construction (these features shall
appear as notes in final design plans):
o Silt fences installed along limits of work and/or the project construction site
o Stockpile containment (e.g., visqueen, fiber rolls, gravel bags)
o Hillside stabilization structures (e.g., fiber matrix on slopes and construction access
stabilization mechanisms)
o Street sweeping
o Tire washes for equipment.
o Runoff control devices (e.g., drainage swales, gravel bag barriers/chevrons, velocity check
dams) to be used during construction phases conducted during the rainy season.
 Water trucks and/or sprinkler systems shall be used during construction (including clearing,
rock crushing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut/fill materials) to
prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, the site shall be watered in the late
morning and at the end of the day and/or during wind events over 15 miles per hour.
 Any haul vehicle leaving the project site shall be covered to prevent dust/particulate fly off.
 Haul vehicles equipped with bedliners shall be used as much as possible.
 Low-emitting coatings shall be used and shall be applied via an electrostatic spray gun to
reduce paint overspray.
 Any construction activities shall be conducted between the following hours:
o Monday–Friday: 7:00 a.m.–8:00 p.m.
o Saturday: 7:00 a.m.–8:00 p.m.
 Construction activities would not occur on Sundays or during a City-recognized holidays.
 Construction would not occur during nighttime hours.

CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Section 15130(b)(1)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15130(b)(1)(A)) allows for the
preparation of a list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects as a viable
method of determining cumulative impacts. Table 3-4 presents development proposals within the
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City. Several development proposals and projects in proximity to the proposed project have been
submitted for consideration or have been recently approved. Together with the proposed project,
they may result in an increase in construction-related environmental impacts. The projects listed
in Table 3-4 serve as the foundation on which the cumulative analysis approach has been based
for each of the environmental topics discussed in this Program EIR. This analysis is provided in
the Cumulative Impacts subsection of each environmental resource section in Chapter 4,
Environmental Analysis.
Table 3-4
Cumulative Projects
Cumulative Project
Apartments on East Brookdale
Church
Fullerton Supportive Housing Mixed-use

Address/Location
City of Fullerton Development
131 East Brookdale Place
464 West Commonwealth
Avenue
1220 East Orangethorpe
Avenue

Harbor Walk Specific Plan Townhomes
Laurel Residential Project

770 South Harbor Boulevard
3125 Laurel Avenue

Orangefair Multifamily Development

1445 South Lemon Street

West Coyote Hills

North of Rosecrans Avenue,
south of the Fullerton/La Habra
city boundary, east of the
Hawks Pointe development (off
Beach Boulevard) and west of
Euclid Street

East Wilshire Bike Boulevard Pilot Program

East Wilshire Avenue between
Pomona Avenue and Woods
Avenue
600 West Commonwealth
Avenue and 628 West
Williamson Avenue
Harbor Boulevard and
Chapman Avenue
4300 North Harbor Boulevard

Red Oak Development Mixed-Use

The Fox Block Mixed-Use
Beckman Business Center

Commonwealth Row
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1501 and 1525 West
Commonwealth Avenue

Description
9-unit apartment building
608-seat sanctuary with children's play
area, multi-purpose rooms and offices
36-unit affordable housing units
2,000 square feet commercial
150-unit apartment building
17 detached single-family residential
units
2 four-story apartment buildings (323
units)
301 acres of open space
161 acres for single family attached and
detached homes (maximum 760 units)
17 acres for a multiple use site
(residential and open space/recreational
uses)
5 acres for a commercial center
24 acres for vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian circulation
Bike boulevard

295 multi-family units
4,822 square feet retail use
Residential and retail
8 industrial buildings ranging in size from
41,435 square feet to 309,350 square
feet
19 townhomes
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Table 3-4
Cumulative Projects
Cumulative Project
Ladera Vista Drive Subdivision
Mixed-Use Development

Address/Location
1900 block of North Ladera
Vista Drive
100 West Amerige Avenue

Description
2 single-family residences
124 residential units
40,000 square feet commercial use

Source: City of Fullerton 2017.

3.8

DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

Implementation of the proposed project would require discretionary approvals by state and local
agencies, as shown in Table 3-5. Discretionary approvals would include certification of the Final
Program EIR under CEQA.
The District and Fullerton College are not subject to local plans, policies, or ordinances.
Fullerton College is under the jurisdictional control of the Division of the State Architect.
Table 3-5
Facilities Master Plan Program EIR Project Approvals
Authorizing Jurisdiction or Agency
Action
Division of the State Architect
Compliance with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
Plan review and approval
 Structure Safety
 Fire and Life Safety
 Access Compliance
 Energy
State Fire Marshal
Facility Fire and Life Safety Program
Approval
State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Construction General Permit (State
Submit Notice of Intent and comply
Water Resources Control Board Order 2009-09-DWQ)
with the provisions of the
General Permits
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Authority to construct and/or permits to operate
Approval
City of Fullerton
Sewer and potable water connection approval
Plan review and approval
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CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
The following environmental analyses provide information relative to 13 environmental topics as
they pertain to the proposed Facilities Master Plan (project). Each section of this chapter
describes existing environmental and regulatory conditions, presents the criteria used to
determine whether an impact would be significant, analyzes significant impacts, identifies
mitigation measures for each significant impact, discusses the significance of impacts after
mitigation has been applied, and discusses cumulative impacts.
This chapter includes a separate section for each of the following issue areas:


Section 4.1, Aesthetics



Section 4.2, Air Quality



Section 4.3, Cultural Resources



Section 4.4, Geology and Soils



Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions



Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials



Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality



Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning



Section 4.9, Noise



Section 4.10, Population and Housing



Section 4.11, Public Services



Section 4.12, Traffic and Circulation



Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems.

Issues for which impacts were found not to be significant are agricultural and forestry resources,
biological resources, mineral resources, and recreation. These environmental topics are discussed
in Section 5.4, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, of Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations,
of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and are not discussed in further detail pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15128 (14 CCR 15000 et
seq.). Chapter 6 analyzes alternatives, and Chapter 7 includes the list of preparers.
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Analysis Format
This Program EIR assesses how the proposed project would impact the issue areas listed
above. Each environmental issue addressed in this Program EIR is presented in terms of the
following subsections:


Introduction. Discusses the resource area to be evaluated and describes the methodology
used for the analysis, including any surveys and documentation reviewed to conduct the
analysis of existing conditions and potential impacts.



Existing Conditions. Describes the existing setting on or surrounding the project site that
may be subject to change as a result of implementation of the project. This setting
describes the conditions that existed when the Notice of Preparation was sent to
responsible agencies and the State Clearinghouse.



Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances. Describes relevant federal, state, and local
policies and regulations pertaining to a particular issue area.



Thresholds of Significance. Provides criteria for determining the significance of project
impacts for each environmental issue.



Impacts Analysis. Provides a discussion of the characteristics of the proposed project that
may have an impact on the environment, analyzes the nature and extent to which the
proposed project is expected to change the existing environment, and indicates whether the
project’s impacts meet or exceed the levels of significance thresholds.



Mitigation Measures. Identifies mitigation measures to reduce significant adverse
impacts to the extent feasible.



Level of Significance after Mitigation. Provides a discussion of significant adverse
environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided, significant adverse
environmental impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided, and adverse
environmental impacts that are not significant.



Cumulative Impacts. Provides a discussion of the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects relevant to each resource analysis and documents cumulatively
considerable environmental impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided;
cumulatively considerable environmental impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or
avoided; and environmental impacts that are not cumulatively considerable. Mitigation
measures to reduce cumulative impacts are included where necessary.



References. Lists the sources cited during preparation of the EIR.
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4.1 – AESTHETICS

4.1

AESTHETICS

This section describes the existing visual setting of Fullerton College and vicinity, identifies
associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures
related to implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (proposed project).
Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation included concerns regarding the
proposed Sherbeck Field improvements, lighting system, side effects associated with nighttime
field lighting, including but not limited to, sleep disturbance, glare, and litter associated with
vehicles parking in residential neighborhoods while attending events at Sherbeck Field, and
incompatibility between the proposed Field improvements and nearby residential land uses.
One commenter suggested mitigation measures for field lighting impacts, including the use of
fencing around the field to minimize light pollution, locating lighting away from residential
neighborhoods, and lowering the height of light poles. The proposed Sherbeck Field
improvements, while initially part of the proposed project, will be assessed in a separate
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document.
Commenters also brought up concerns about the Centennial Parking Structure and the potential
impacts to visual character and nighttime views, the incompatibility of any potential
development constructed north of Berkeley Avenue with residential land uses on Dorothy
Drive. Also, one commenter suggested that solar panels be used “to the maximum” in the
proposed project.

4.1.1

Existing Conditions

The Fullerton College campus currently features 51 buildings, athletic fields, green spaces
surface parking lots, and a parking structure that are situated on an approximately 70-acre site
that is centrally located in the City of Fullerton (City), an incorporated city in the northern
portion of Orange County (County). The Fullerton College campus is generally bounded by
Lemon Street to the west, Berkeley Avenue to the north and east, and Chapman Avenue to the
south; however, several campus buildings, facilities, and properties are located north and south
of this general boundary (see Figure 3-2, Local Vicinity Map). The Fullerton College campus is
compact and designed with multistory buildings and few interior roadways. Classrooms and
academic buildings are predominantly located in the southwestern corner of the campus (i.e.,
near the intersection of Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street) and are generally situated around a
landscaped quad (see Figure 3-3, Existing Campus Land Uses; the quad is labeled “Central
Commons” on the figure). Additional buildings for general classroom instruction, theatre arts,
technology, automotive and machinery, fine arts, and athletic events (i.e., Physical Education
Building 1200) border the Fullerton College campus core on the west, north, and east. Athletic
facilities, including the campus aquatic center, tennis courts, soccer field, baseball and softball
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fields, and football field and track (Sherbeck Field) are located on the eastern portion of campus,
generally along Berkeley Avenue. Athletic facilities are close together, with staff and student
surface parking lots providing narrow separation. Sherbeck Field is bounded by a large student
surface parking lot to the north and west. A long, rectangular, and unadorned four-story student
parking structure is located approximately 800 feet to the west, bounded by Lemon Street to the
west and the Fullerton Union High School baseball field to the east. Lastly, the horticulture and
child development centers and the Berkeley Center in the north and the campus bookstore and
adjacent buildings to the south are landscaped, which creates a buffer between adjacent offcampus areas and these uses.
Linear turf areas form the Fullerton College campus’s Chapman Avenue frontage, and trees in
the area tend to be clustered around green spaces (i.e., the campus quad and sculpture garden),
and campus buildings and facilities. Landscaping along Lemon Street is more formal, consisting
occasionally of tall and mature, broad-crowned trees intermixed with regular plantings of palms
and magnolia trees in the sidewalk space. Lemon Street also features islands of central medians
lined with low shrubs and groundcover and intermittently dotted by small trees. Tall, mature
eucalyptus are intermixed with several large deciduous trees along east/southbound Berkeley
Avenue between Lemon Street and Hornet Way. South of Hornet Way, the volume of campus
perimeter landscaping diminishes from irregular spaced street trees to a modestly vine-covered
chain-link fence adjacent to Sherbeck Field.
Visual Character
One- to two-story academic and administrative buildings on the Fullerton College campus are
clustered in a relatively compact manner around a large central greenspace landscape covered with
turf, dotted with mature trees, and occasionally crossed by pedestrian paths. Buildings lining the
perimeter of the campus quad, including the two-story Administration Building 100, Business and
Computer Information Systems Building 300, and Math Building 600, display elements of the
Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style, including irregular or rectangular plans, clay tile roofs,
and lightly colored board-formed concrete exteriors with extensive detailing at the rooflines. Similar
architectural elements are displayed by the one-story Disability Support Services/Mailroom Building
840; however, outside of the Fullerton College campus core, the style of campus buildings tends to
deviate from Spanish Colonial Revival. For example, the two-story Humanities Building 500
(located west of the library) is clad in tan/soft yellow painted stucco and features a flat roof and flat
roof awning above the main point of entry on the building’s east elevation. Similarly, the two-story
reinforced concrete Technology and Engineering Building 700 features a flat roof, rectangular metal
windows, and a polymer modified plaster coat system designed to mimic the board-formed concrete
look of old buildings located in the Fullerton College campus core. Elsewhere on the periphery of the
campus core, buildings, including the two-story Fine Arts Gallery, Music, Physical Education, and
Theatre Arts Buildings, tend to be constructed in the Modern architectural style. For example, flat
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roofs, plastered exteriors with sections of brick veneer, and metal frame windows are generally
incorporated into the design of buildings located outside of the Fullerton College campus core.
Exceptions to this general pattern do occur on the periphery, as evidenced by the two-story
Classroom and Office Building 1400, which seemingly displays elements (clay roof, arched
entrances, Mission-style parapet, and a lightly colored polymer modified plaster coat system exterior)
similar to development in the campus core but also incorporates disparate angular roofed, secondstory pop-out and horizontal tan banding elements along the south-facing building exterior.
While buildings are clustered around the Fullerton College campus quad, parking areas tend to
be spread throughout the campus and are most numerous along the perimeter and near athletic
facilities. Interior surface parking lots are typically reserved for staff and faculty. Larger and
more distant structures and lots are reserved for students. For example, a four-story student
parking structure is located in the northern portion of the Fullerton College campus adjacent to
Lemon Street, and smaller staff surface parking lots are located closer to the campus core to
the immediate south and east. Large surface parking lots are also located to the north and west
of Sherbeck Field. As previously mentioned, the Fullerton College campus features few
interior roadways, and these tend to be located in the northern portion of campus and provide
quick access to student parking lots.
The current landscaping on the Fullerton College campus lacks an overall consistent theme,
and the original campus plan that was designed by Ralph D. Cornell and Harry K. Vaughn has
been altered. Cornell and Vaughn were heavily influenced by the University of Virginia
campus and sought to design a series of pathways, walkways, and open spaces that worked
with the surrounding buildings. The central courtyard area is still visible today between the
Library/Learning Resources Center Building 800, Business and Computer Information
Systems Building 300, South Science Building 400, Administration Building 100, and College
Center Building 200. However, orderly tree-lined pathways and turf areas outside of the
Library area are relatively limited and treeless assembly lawns are not present in the Fullerton
College campus core. Also, the envisioned system of linear and parallel pathways around
assembly lawns was modified to provide a wide, primary pathway from East Chapman Avenue
to the Library and several perpendicular paths that delineate four turf areas.
As described generally above, Fullerton College campus landscaping regularly transitions from
areas of dense and orderly plantings to areas of scattered and seemingly random plantings.
Landscaping is relatively dense and clustered in the Fullerton College campus quad, around
buildings lining the quad, and near the existing Horticulture Building 1600 Complex, but
landscaping tends to be scattered elsewhere on campus. For example, landscape trees near the
athletic facilities composing the eastern portion of campus is limited to areas outside the Football
Field House Building 1700, the first-base side stands at the softball field, and south of the tennis
courts. Landscape islands or other planting areas are not incorporated into Student Parking Lots
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.1-3

4.1 – AESTHETICS

4, 5, and 6 or Staff Parking Lots 3 and 7. A lack of landscaping is also evident along Berkeley
Avenue and the Fullerton College campus’s eastern boundary. In contrast, regularly spaced palm
and magnolia trees are installed along Lemon Street (i.e., the western Fullerton College campus
boundary) and along the frontage of the student parking structure. In addition, the orderly
appearance of turf, palms, and shrubs planted along Chapman Avenue near Staff Parking Lot A
and Staff Parking Lot 8 display a consistent landscape theme and pattern. Lastly, Fullerton
College campus landscaping installed along Berkeley Road and near the northern campus
boundary transitions from scattered and irregularly spaced trees north of Sherbeck Field to nearly
non-existent east and southeast of the soccer field.
Surrounding Land Uses
As shown on Figure 3-2, the Fullerton College campus is located in a densely developed
suburban setting centrally located within the City. Although the predominant land use in the
immediate surrounding area is single-family residential, off-campus educational land uses (i.e.,
Fullerton Union High School) are located immediately to the west and limited single-story
commercial and religious institutions are present along Chapman Avenue. Further afield, singlefamily residences, fast-food restaurants, and a large surface parking lot are located to the west of
Fullerton Union High School and a large, earth-tone-colored exterior, five-story mixed-use
development occurs southwest of the high school near the intersection of Chapman Boulevard
and Harbor Boulevard. Office, commercial, and residential development constructed in an
assortment of architectural styles are located west of the Fullerton College campus along Harbor
Boulevard. The neighborhood to the north of the campus and near Hillcrest Park is primarily
developed with single-family residential uses but also features several apartment developments.
A neighborhood shopping center anchored by a Ralph’s grocery store (Hillcrest Park Center) is
located to the northwest and features a variety of professional service businesses, restaurants, and
a large financial institution.
North of Berkeley Avenue, the local terrain gradually rises and creates a low bluff that is
primarily developed for single-family residential use. Berkeley Center Building 3000 is located
north of Berkeley Avenue and immediately east of Lemon Street. A boxy brick and light-colored
exterior building is surrounded by an asphalt surface parking lot that wraps around the building’s
west- and south-facing façades. The parking lot and property are landscaped, and a gradual,
landscaped slope in the northern extent of the property buffers a two-story single- and multifamily development from the Berkeley Center. An assortment of older, single-family residences
on elevated landscaped lots; duplexes; and large residences are located to the east of Lemon
Street north of the Berkeley Center. Residential uses also characterize the landscape to the west
of Fullerton College and largely consist of older, single-story ranch homes on landscaped lots
and tree-lined streets.
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As previously mentioned, the Chapman Avenue corridor is dotted with Fullerton College uses
and limited commercial, single-family residential, and institutional uses. The turf and treelandscaped and perimeter path near the Fullerton College sculpture garden and the unadorned,
two-story Student Services Building 2000 are located south of the quad area and south of
Chapman Avenue. A covered pedestrian sky bridge spans Chapman Avenue and connects these
buildings south of Chapman Avenue to the main campus. Surface parking is provided to the
south and east of the Student Services Building. A small, one-story, wood-paneled, sloped-roof
commercial building housing a sandwich shop and Mexican fast food establishment fronts
Chapman Avenue and is located to the east adjacent to the parking lot. Single-family residences
are located to the east along Chapman Avenue and a low-profile, brick and tile-roof structure
home to a church is located at the corner of Chapman Avenue and North Balcom Avenue.
Lighting and Glare
Night lighting is a relatively common feature on the Fullerton College campus and in the
surrounding area, sources common to a commercial corridor and residential neighborhoods are
present. Green lamp posts topped with decorative lamps and situated atop concrete pedestals
(or relatively flush with the ground) are commonplace on campus in public spaces, parking
areas, along pedestrian paths and perimeter sidewalks, and at building entrances. In addition ,
decorative light fixtures are generally installed on campus building exteriors and over covered
walkways. Additional sources of on-campus lighting include parking lot and structure lighting,
overhead lighting installed at the aquatics center and tennis courts, and lighting emanating
from building interiors. Similar campus lighting is installed at the adjacent Fullerton Union
High School, but the high school features a lighting system composed of six tall poles topped
with banks of high-powered lamps/lights.
Off-campus lighting sources include overhead, decorative street lighting on Lemon Avenue and
Berkeley Avenue, traffic signal lighting at street intersections, exterior mounted lighting on
residential structures, exterior illuminated signage at the limited commercial businesses along
Chapman Avenue in the immediate area, street lighting, and lighting associated with
development along Harbor Boulevard.
In addition to field lighting at the adjacent Fullerton Union High School, street and parking lot
lighting is a potential source of nighttime glare in the area. Many of the streetlights installed along
Berkeley Avenue and Chapman Avenue are overhead fixtures that are directed downward. Some
of the lights, however, are not shielded and from select vantage points may create noticeable glare.
The use of reflective building materials is relatively uncommon on the Fullerton College and
Fullerton Union High School campuses and in the surrounding area. Buildings in the area are
typically constructed of brick, stucco, or wood, and feature clay tile or wood shingle (or similar)
roofs. As such, opportunities for particular noticeable glare during daytime hours are low.
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4.1.2

Regulatory Setting

Although the North Orange County Community College District (District) and Fullerton College
are not subject to local plans, policies, or ordinances related to aesthetics, this analysis presents
relevant policies from the local jurisdiction as guidance only. Fullerton College is under the
jurisdictional control of the Division of the State Architect (DSA) and the State of California
Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. In addition, Title
24 of the California Code of Regulations (also known as the California Building Standards Code)
establishes lighting regulations that are applicable to Fullerton College. Applicable portions of
the California Building Standards Code are described below.
Federal
There are no applicable federal regulations regarding the protection of visual resources that
would be applicable to the proposed project or the project site.
State
Division of the State Architect
DSA provides oversight for new construction and alteration projects for California school and
community college districts. DSA’s oversight for structural safety of school facilities is governed
by the provisions of the Field Act contained in the California Education Code Section 17280 et
seq. for K–12 schools and Section 81130 et seq. for community colleges. The Field Act imposes
stricter requirements on California schools related to seismic safety, which are not present in
other types of construction approval projects. DSA is also responsible for ensuring compliance
with Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations (School Facilities Construction).
State of California Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance
The state’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance recognizes the need to invest water and
other resources as efficiently as possible and establishes a structure for planning, designing,
installing, maintaining and managing water efficient landscapes in new construction and
rehabilitated projects (California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 2.7, Section
490 (b)(1)(2)). Provisions to prevent water waste in the irrigation of existing landscapes are also
included in the ordinance.
For new construction and rehabilitated landscapes for public agency projects, the Model Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance is applicable if such projects include a landscape area equal to or
greater than 2,500 square feet and require a building or landscape permit, plan check, or design
review (California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 2.7, Section 490.1 (a)(1)).
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The “structure” for planning, designing, installing, maintaining, and managing water efficient
landscapes in new construction and rehabilitated projects is submittal and approval of a
Landscape Documentation Package. Prior to construction, project applicants are required to
submit the Landscape Document Package to the local agency with jurisdiction over the project
(where applicable, the document package may be submitted to the state) and must receive
approval of the package content prior to initiating landscape construction activities. The
Landscape Document Package must include the following six items: (1) Project Information, (2)
Water Efficiency Landscape Worksheet (this item includes a water budget calculation that
identifies water use for all landscape areas), (3) Soil Management Report, (4) Landscape Design
Plan, (5) Irrigation Design Plan, and (6) Grading Design Plan.
California Code of Regulations, Title 24
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), also known as the California Building
Standards Code, consists of regulations to control building standards throughout the State. More
specifically, the California Electrical Code (Title 24, Part 3) and Green Building Standards Code
(also referred to as the CALGreen Code; Title 24, Part 11) stipulate minimum light intensities for
safety and security at pedestrian pathways, circulation ways, and paths of egress. All lighting for
the proposed project will comply with the requirements of the California Building Code.
California Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6)
The California Energy Code (CEC) provides allowances for lighting power and lighting control
requirements for various lighting systems, with the goal of reducing energy consumption through
efficient and effective use of lighting equipment.
Section 130.2 sets forth requirements for Outdoor Lighting Controls and Luminaire Cutoff
requirements. All outdoor luminaires rated above 150 watts shall comply with the backlight, up
light, and glare “BUG” in accordance with IES TM-15-11, Addendum A, and shall be provided
with a minimum of 40% dimming capability activated to full on by motion sensor or other
automatic control. This requirement does not apply to street lights for the public right of way,
signs or building façade lighting.
Section 140.7 requires that outdoor lighting power density allowances in terms of watts per area
for lighting sources other than signage. The lighting allowances are provided by Lighting Zone,
as defined in Section 10-114 of the CEC. Under Section 10-114, all urban areas within California
are designated as Lighting Zone 3.
Section 130.3 requires that sign lighting controls with any outdoor sign that is on day and night
must include a minimum 65% dimming at night. Section 140.8 of the CEC sets forth lighting
power density restrictions for signs.
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California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part 11)
The California Green Building Standards Code, which is Part 11 of Title 24, is commonly
referred to as the CALGreen Code. Paragraph 5.106.8, Light pollution reduction, provides that
all nonresidential outdoor lighting must comply with the following:


The minimum requirements in the CEC for Lighting Zones 1–4 as defined in Chapter 10
of the California Administrative Code; and



Backlight, Uplight and Glare (BUG) ratings as defined in the Illuminating Engineering
Society of North America’s Technical Memorandum on Luminaire Classification
Systems for Outdoor Luminaires (IESNA TM-15-11, Appendix G); and



Allowable BUG ratings not exceeding those shown in Table A5.106.8 in Section
5.106.85 of the CALGreen Code (excerpt included in Appendix B); or



Comply with a local ordinance lawfully enacted pursuant to Section 101.7, whichever is
more stringent.

Local
The Fullerton Plan
The Fullerton Plan (i.e., the City’s general plan) is the City’s governance tool focused on achieving
the “Fullerton Vision” by aligning City efforts, reaching out to partners in Fullerton and the region,
and engaging the Fullerton community (City of Fullerton 2012). The Fullerton Vision is a
statement of aspirations associated with improved quality of life included in the Fullerton Plan.
Part II of the Fullerton Plan consists of individual elements and goals and Master Element A, the
Fullerton Built Environment, which contains goals and policies relevant to aesthetic resources.
Relevant Goals of the Fullerton Built Environment element include the following:


Goal 1: Resilient and vital neighborhoods and districts.



Goal 2: A positive identity and distinctive image.

Relevant overarching policies of the Fullerton Built Environment Element related to Community
Development and Design include the following:


P1.5 Maintenance and Improvements of Existing Built Environment. Support
projects, programs, policies and regulations to maintain positive attributes of the built
environment and seek continual improvement.
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P1.8 Consideration of Neighborhood Impacts. Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to evaluate and consider short- and long-term impacts of significant planning
efforts or developments on nearby neighborhoods.



P1.11 Compatibility of Design and Uses. Support programs, policies and regulations to
consider the immediate and surrounding contexts of projects to promote positive design
relationships and use compatibility with adjacent built environments and land uses,
including the public realm.



P2.1 Perceived Image and Identity. Support regional and subregional efforts to improve
the public image and perception of Southern California, Orange County, and North
Orange County.



P2.2 Distinctive and Memorable Places. Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to promote distinctive, high-quality built environments whose form and
character respect Fullerton’s historic, environmental and architectural identity and create
modern places that enrich community life and are adaptable over time.



P2.4 Sense of Place. Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reinforce the
character and sense of place of established neighborhoods and districts by preserving and
enhancing the attributes which contribute to neighborhood and district identity, vitality
and livability.



P2.8 Responsiveness to Context. Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
respect the local context, including consideration of cultural and historic resources, existing
scale and character and development patterns of the surrounding neighborhood or district.



P4.4 Historic Character and Sense of Place. Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to reinforce the character and sense of place of established neighborhoods and
districts by protecting and preserving those elements in both the private and public realms
which contribute to the historic character through the use of tools including, but not
limited to, preservation overlay zones and landmark districts.



P4.7. Responsiveness to Historic Context. Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to design new buildings that respect the integrity of nearby historic buildings
while clearly differentiating the new from the historic.

The Fullerton Built Environment element also contains an exhibit that depicts existing and not
yet constructed scenic corridors. Exhibit 10, Scenic Corridors, primarily depicts existing
corridors identified by the City as displaying scenic qualities; however, details regarding the
specificity of the scenic qualities are not included in the Fullerton Plan. Also, The Fullerton Plan
does not contain development regulations or establish limitations on development located
adjacent to identified scenic corridors. Starting north of Berkeley Avenue, Harbor Boulevard,
and Brea Boulevard are City-designated scenic corridors.
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County of Orange General Plan
Contained within the General Plan Transportation Element, the County of Orange’s Scenic
Highway Plan (County of Orange 2005) identifies landscape corridors and viewscape corridors
within County boundaries. A landscape corridor traverses developed or developing areas and has
been designated for special treatment to provide a pleasant driving environment as well as
community enhancement. A viewscape corridor is a roadway that traverses areas within which
unique or unusual scenic resources and aesthetic values are found (County of Orange 2014).
All designated landscape corridors identified in the General Plan are located in southern Orange
County and the nearest corridor (Moulton Parkway) is situated over 18 miles away in the City of
Irvine. The nearest viewscape corridor to the Fullerton College campus, State Route (SR) 91
from the Riverside County line east to SR-55, is located more than 5 miles to the southeast in the
City of Orange area.

4.1.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to aesthetics are based on Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant
impact related to aesthetics would occur if the project would:
1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.
3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.
Thresholds 1 and 2 were eliminated from further consideration in the Initial Study. The Fullerton
Plan does not identify any scenic areas, vistas, or corridors in the vicinity of the Fullerton
College campus (City of Fullerton 2012). The project vicinity is characterized by public,
residential, religious institution, and commercial uses. A designated scenic corridor is located at
the intersection of Brea Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard approximately 0.4 miles northwest of
the project site (City of Fullerton 2012); however, views to Fullerton College from the corridor
are screened by intervening terrain, vegetation, and development. As there are no designated
scenic vistas in the City and development on the Fullerton College campus would not be visible
from the nearest City-designated scenic corridor, the project would not have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista.
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According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans 2017a, 2017b), the nearest
officially designated state scenic highway, SR-91 from SR-55 to east of Anaheim city limit, is
located over 5 miles from the project site at its closest point. Due to distance and intervening
development, development at Fullerton College is not visible from the designated scenic segment
of SR-91. The nearest eligible state scenic highway, SR-57 from SR-90 north to the Los Angeles
County line, is located more than 2 miles from the project site at its closest point (Caltrans
2017a). As mentioned above, development on the Fullerton College campus is not visible from
the nearest locally designated scenic corridor in Fullerton, and there are no County-designated
scenic highways within the vicinity of the campus (County of Orange 2005). As such, the
proposed project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway.
Because there are no designated scenic vistas within the vicinity of the proposed project site,
and because the proposed project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic
highway, Thresholds 1 and 2 are not further considered in Section 4.1.4. As such, the impact
analysis in Section 4.1.4 considers potential impacts to existing visual character and quality of
the site and its surroundings (Threshold 3) and new sources of substantial light and glare that
would adversely affect views in the area (Threshold 4).

4.1.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?
For the purposes of this analysis, changes to the visual character of the project site as a result of
implementation of the proposed project are assessed from public, off-campus viewing locations.
These general viewing locations represent views of the Fullerton College campus afforded to
sensitive viewers, and more specifically, to passing motorists and pedestrians, as well as residential
land uses located north, east, and south of the campus. Because students and staff of Fullerton
College are on campus voluntarily for higher education and employment purposes, the visual
expectations of these viewers are tempered by the existing assemblage of campus buildings and
facilities. In addition, because students and staff enter the campus and the associated visual
environment voluntarily, they are not considered sensitive viewers for the purposes of this analysis.
New Construction of Buildings and Facilities
Building/facility-specific analyses are provided below for proposed project elements identified as
“new construction.” A table is provided at the end of this subsection (i.e., the existing visual
character or quality impact analysis associated with new construction of buildings and facilities)
that summarizes the severity of visual character or quality impacts and lists applicable mitigation
measures on an individual building/facility basis.
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Welcome Center
As proposed, a new three-story, 44,000-gross-square-foot (GSF) Welcome Center would be
constructed at the northeastern corner of the Chapman Drive/Lemon Street intersection and on
the existing site of the two-story Music Building 1100. In addition to the demolition of the
existing Music Building and construction of a Welcome Center, this component would also
include enhanced landscaping along the Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street frontage. The
proposed architectural style of the Welcome Center Building is not known at this time. However,
it is anticipated that the design would incorporate familiar elements that would aid in the overall
visual compatibility of the building with structures in the Fullerton College campus core that are
not proposed to be modified (i.e., renovated, demolished, or replaced) at this time under the
proposed project.
Views to the new Welcome Center would primarily be available to nearby motorists on
Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street. Existing Fullerton College campus development to the
east, proposed Fullerton College campus development to the south, and buildings on the
Fullerton Union High School campus limit the availability of views to the Welcome Center
from more distant vantage points in the surrounding area. Although the proposed Welcome
Center Building (three stories) would be taller than the existing Music Building (two stories),
scale contrasts would be relatively subdued, and the proposed building would be constructed
within the two- to three-story range of nearby on- and off-campus development. Due to the
generally compatible building scale between the existing and proposed uses, perceptible visual
contrast would primarily be associated with the architectural styles and features, which, as
previously mentioned, has not yet been determined and would not generally constitute a
significant aesthetic impact due to the varied visual character of the Fullerton College built
environment. Existing and proposed buildings reveal the different stages of the Fullerton
College campus’s development, and as a result, a juxtaposition of architectural styles naturally
occurs as the campus ages and redevelops. However, a potentially significant aesthetic impact
may occur if new buildings are aesthetically incompatible with existing campus structures that
contribute to an existing historic district.
According to Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, Fullerton College campus has three areas that
appear to be eligible as historic districts: the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District,
the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior High
School Historic District (in this EIR, these will be referred to as historic districts). Although
design plans have not yet been developed, the Welcome Center Building would need to conform
with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation to ensure that adjacent new
construction is differentiated from the adjacent historic district contributors, but also compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features of the adjacent historic district
contributors. Mitigation Measure (MM) CUL-2 (see Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of this
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EIR) would be implemented and would require Welcome Center Building construction and
design plan conformity with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties and review of plans by a qualified architectural historian or historic
preservation specialist. Adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties would ensure that the architectural style and features of existing Fullerton
College campus buildings contributing to the nearby historic district are considered in the
construction and design plans of the new Welcome Center Building, and resulting visual
contrasts are minimized. Therefore, with implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to the existing
visual quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with the Welcome
Center would be less than significant.
New Instructional Building
A three-story, 72,400 GSF New Instructional Building is proposed in the Fullerton College campus
interior, north of the Physical Education Building 1200 on the existing site of a staff surface parking
lot. As with the Welcome Center, the proposed style of the new building is currently unknown;
however, the site is located near contributor buildings to the historic districts. Although design plans
have not yet been developed, the New Instructional Building would need to conform with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation to ensure that adjacent new construction is
differentiated from the adjacent historic district contributors, but also compatible with the massing,
size, scale, and architectural features of the adjacent historic district contributors. MM-CUL-2 would
be implemented and would require New Instructional Building construction and design plan
conformity with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
and review of plans by a qualified architectural historian or historic preservation specialist.
Adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties would
ensure that the architectural style and features of existing campus buildings contributing the nearby
historic district are considered in construction and design plans of the New Instructional Building and
resulting visual contrasts are minimized. Therefore, with implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to
the existing visual quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with the New
Instructional Building would be less than significant.
Horticulture and Vocational Services Center
A new Horticulture and Vocational Services Center is proposed in the northeastern portion of the
Fullerton College campus where the existing Horticulture Building 1600 Complex and Child
Development Center and temporary classrooms are located. Similar to existing conditions, new
one-story buildings would occupy the northeastern portion of campus and would include new
greenhouses and an instructional facility. In addition to providing space for the Fullerton College
campus biotechnical program and food/nutrition program, the instructional facility would also
provide classroom and support space for the Child Development Program. While the proposed
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style of the new Horticulture and Vocational Services Center is not known, this program element
would be similar to existing on-site uses and would include similar site programming. In
addition, buildings in the northeastern portion of the Fullerton College campus are physically
isolated from campus historic districts and generally consist of temporary and partially screened
buildings lacking a cohesive visual character. As such, impacts to the existing visual quality and
character of the Fullerton College campus associated with the Horticulture and Vocational
Services Center would be less than significant.
Centennial Parking Structure
As proposed, the four-story Centennial Parking Structure would provide 840 parking spaces and
would be located west of Sherbeck Field and north of the Classroom and Office Building 1400.
Unlike the existing four-story Lemon Street Parking Structure, the Centennial Parking Structure
would not be located along the Fullerton College campus perimeter, but the development would
be visible from Berkeley Avenue, Lemon Street, and residences located north and east of
Fullerton College. While the design of the parking structure is not known, the scale and mass of
the structure is anticipated to be comparable to the existing Lemon Street parking structure. The
distance between off-campus receptors and the parking structure may somewhat reduce the
apparent scale of the feature in off-campus views; however, the mass and scale of the structure
would be noticeably larger than existing field house buildings to the west. In addition, because
project-level information has not been developed, it is unknown if the development would be
sensitive to the scale, architectural style, and features of existing nearby Fullerton College
campus buildings. Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, impacts to the existing character of
the site and surroundings associated with Centennial Parking Structure are considered
potentially significant. Mitigation (MM-AES-1) has been provided that would help to break up
the mass and scale of the parking when viewed from off-campus vantage points. With
implementation of MM-AES-1, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Pedestrian Bridge
A new pedestrian bridge is proposed at the second story of the Centennial Parking Structure
and would connect the structure to Building 1400. Given the proposed location, off-site
views to the new pedestrian bridge would be primarily limited to brief glimpses of the
feature as motorists and pedestrians pass the Fullerton College campus entry point located
north of the softball field. Due to the anticipated brief duration of the view, implementation
of new campus landscaping that would further screen the feature from view, and with
implementation of MM-AES-1 for the Centennial Parking Structure, impacts to the existing
visual quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with the construction
of the new pedestrian bridge would be less than significant.
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Realignment of Campus Access to the Centennial Parking Structure
This element entails realignment of the primary vehicular access to allow for one-way traffic
southbound from Berkeley Avenue to the proposed structure and then eastbound from the structure
to Berkeley Avenue. This would also involve the construction of a new southerly driveway to the
new Centennial Parking Structure and a roundabout at the intersection of East Avenue and
Centennial Way. While realigned driveways along the Fullerton College campus perimeter would
be noticeable, they would represent relatively subtle changes to the overall visual character and
quality of the campus. As under current conditions, campus access would continue to flow from
Berkeley Avenue (north) to Berkeley Avenue (east), and the proposed roundabout would largely
be screened from off-campus viewers. This element essentially entails the continued presence of an
access road from Berkeley Avenue (north) to Berkeley Avenue (east) and does not include
particularly contrasting or incompatible design features. Therefore, impacts to the existing visual
quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with the realignment of campus
access to the Centennial Parking Structure would be less than significant.
New Parking Lots
New parking lots are proposed throughout the Fullerton College campus and, more specifically,
near the existing Berkeley Center lot, along Lemon Street, south of the Lemon Street parking
structure, south of East Chapman Avenue, and east of North Newell Place near the proposed
Chapman–Newell Instructional Building (labeled “Instructional Building Program Element” on
Figure 3-4). While identified as new construction, these lots are proposed where existing parking
lots are currently located on the Fullerton College campus. For example, the existing parking
areas adjacent to the west- and south-facing façades of the Berkeley Center would be expanded
and reconfigured in a more rectangular orientation under this element. Similarly, existing Lot C
West would be expanded from its existing footprint. Lastly, existing parking lots for church and
multi-family development are located off North Balcom Avenue, and new proposed parking may
be obscured from view by the proposed Chapman–Newell Instructional Building. Given the
prevalence of existing parking where new parking is proposed and with the implementation of
new campus landscaping that would partially screen and break up the mass of surface parking
lots as viewed from adjacent roads, impacts to the existing visual quality and character of the
Fullerton College campus associated with new parking lots would be less than significant.
New Maintenance and Operations Facility, Chiller Plant Addition, and Thermal
Energy Storage
The new, two-story Maintenance and Operations facility would display a form and scale largely
compatible with that of the Fullerton College campus development in the area, including existing
fieldhouse buildings and the chiller plant. Also, the building would be located on the site of an
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existing surface parking lot that is partially screened from the view of off-campus receptors by
the existing Lemon Street parking structure, tall mature trees along Berkeley Avenue,
horticulture buildings, and Fullerton Union High School athletic facilities. Because the two-story
structure is not anticipated to display strong visual contrast with nearby Fullerton College
campus buildings and would be partially screened by intervening development and landscaping,
impacts to the existing visual quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated
with the New Maintenance and Operations facility, chiller plant addition, and thermal energy
storage tank would be less than significant.
Aquatics Center
The Aquatics Center expansion would include the addition of new deck storage and buildings
(two classrooms and a small shower/locker room) that would be low profile and display
relatively small, rectangular footprints. Although the recommended removal of Classrooms
1956–1960 would enhance viewing opportunities from Chapman Avenue to the Aquatics Center,
the facility is surrounded by fencing, and new landscaping is proposed along the southern border
and in Lot 8 (see Figure 3-4) that would aid in the screening of new buildings. In addition, the
new buildings would be complimentary to the primary programming of the Aquatics Center and
would not create particularly noticeable visual contrast when viewed in the context of the pool
and adjacent tennis court complex. Impacts to the existing visual quality and character of the
Fullerton College campus associated with the Aquatics Center would be less than significant.
New Performing Arts Complex
The new Performing Arts Complex auditorium would include 40,300 GSF of building space and
would include an 80-foot-tall fly loft for backstage counterweight and rope rigging. The
auditorium would be a multistory structure, and the complex would also include support space,
laboratories, and classrooms in a two-story building that would be separate from the auditorium.
Construction of the new Performing Arts Complex would entail demolition of the existing Music
and Theatre Arts Buildings along Lemon Street, located north of the proposed Performing Arts
Complex location. Both the Music and Theatre Arts Buildings (two stories each, with the Theatre
Arts Building including a taller, rectangular area for performance rigging) are constructed in the
Modernist style and feature stucco exteriors. In addition to the Fullerton College campus
TV/Radio Program, Music and Theatre Arts Programs would be based in the new Performing
Arts Complex. Lastly, the Performing Arts Complex would be on the site of the existing
sculpture garden, immediately south of Chapman Avenue and east of Lemon Street.
Views to the new Performing Arts Complex would primarily be available to motorists on Chapman
Avenue and Lemon Street. Under existing conditions as motorists approach the Chapman Avenue/
Lemon Street intersection, Fullerton College campus views consist of the turf-covered and tree
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dotted sculpture garden and south- and east-facing stucco-clad façade of the Music and Theatre
Arts Buildings. College signage is provided at intersection corners and signifies arrival
to/departure from the Fullerton College campus. Upon implementation of the project, the sense of
arrival would be improved through installation of the new landscaping, signage, and development
north and south of Chapman Avenue (including the new Performing Arts Complex) that would
display comparable bulk and scale to the existing Music and Theatre Arts Buildings. Design plans
have yet to be developed for the new Performing Arts Complex, but it is assumed that the complex
would incorporate bulk, mass, and architectural styles and features that would be compatible with
the nearby Welcome Center. Visually compatible features in new development located north and
south of Chapman Avenue would help to achieve a consistent campus aesthetic and improve the
sense of arrival to the Fullerton College campus from eastbound Chapman Avenue. Therefore,
impacts to the existing visual quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with
the new Performing Arts Complex would be less than significant.
Landscaping
While specific landscape plans have not been developed for the proposed project, Fullerton
College may elect to remove existing landscaping and install new landscape elements on campus.
As described in Section 4.1, the existing landscaping on the Fullerton College campus lacks an
overall consistent theme and is not representative of the original campus design. For any new
landscape elements installed on campus that consists of an area equal to or greater than 2,500
square feet, Fullerton College would be required to comply with the Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance. To encourage the efficient use of water, the Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance recommends use of water-conserving plant and turf species, trees identified
in local tree ordinance, and plants from local and regional landscape program plant lists (California
Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 2.7, Section 492 (1)(A)(2)(4)(5)). Although
Fullerton College is not subject to City of Fullerton regulations, the City’s suggested droughttolerant plant list (City of Fullerton 2002) as reviewed and determined to include numerous species
of groundcovers, shrubs, and tree (to include genuses currently located on campus). Because of the
vast options of possible plant materials that may be installed on the Fullerton College campus and
the lack of an overall consistent landscape theme across the campus, new landscaping would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character of the campus. Impacts to the existing visual
quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with the removal and replacement
of existing landscaping would be less than significant.
Chapman–Newell Instructional Building (Program Level)
As proposed, the Chapman–Newell Instructional Building (labeled “Instructional Building
Program Element” on Figure 3-4) would be two stories in height. Although it is located across
Chapman Avenue from the Fullerton College Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000, which is
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proposed to undergo renovation, including installation of a new exterior board-formed finish (see
Renovation of Buildings and Facilities, below, for additional information), the new instructional
building would be surrounded by single-family residences to the west and south and would abut
a low-profile, single-story church to the east. Existing residences are primarily single-story
structures on small lots, and given the proposed scale and footprint of the new instructional
building (see Figure 3-4), the development may be visually incompatible with small, low-profile
structures in the immediate surrounding area that display architectural features of the Craftsman
style (in particular, the California Bungalow). Because design plans have not yet been developed,
the Chapman–Newell Instructional Building may lack the scale and features of surrounding
residential development. As such, development of the Chapman–Newell Instructional Building
may result in potentially significant aesthetic impacts to the adjacent East Townsite Historic
District. However, MM-CUL-2 would require Chapman–Newell Instructional Building
construction and design plan conformity with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties and review of plans by a qualified architectural historian.
Adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
would ensure that the architectural style and features of existing Fullerton College campus
buildings and the nearby historic district are considered in construction and design plans and
resulting visual contrasts are minimized. Therefore, with implementation of MM-CUL-2,
impacts to the existing visual quality and character associated with the Chapman–Newell
Instructional Building would be less than significant.
Summary – New Construction of Buildings and Facilities
Table 4.1-1 summarizes the anticipated impacts to the existing visual character and quality
associated with each proposed new building/facility construction. Where a potentially significant
impact would occur (as identified in the new building/facility construction analyses above)
applicable mitigation measures are identified. Table 4.1-1 is provided so that the lead agency and
the public may view the impact determinations associated existing visual character or quality and
new construction of buildings and facilities in a succinct format.
Table 4.1-1
New Construction of Buildings and Facilities
Building/Facility
Welcome Center
New Instructional Building
Horticulture and Vocational Services Center
Centennial Parking Structure
Pedestrian Bridge
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Severity of Visual Character/
Quality Impacts
Project Level
Significant
Significant
Less than significant
Significant
Less than significant

Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
MM-CUL-2 (see Section 4.3)
MM-CUL-2
N/A
MM-AES-1 (see Section 4.1.5)
N/A
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Table 4.1-1
New Construction of Buildings and Facilities
Building/Facility
Realignment of Campus Access to the
Centennial Parking Structure
New Parking Lots
New Maintenance and Operations Facility,
Chiller Plant Addition, and Thermal Energy
Storage Tank
Aquatics Center
New Performing Arts Complex
Chapman–Newell Instructional Building

Severity of Visual Character/
Quality Impacts
Less than significant

Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
N/A

Less than significant
Less than significant

N/A
N/A

Less than significant
Less than significant
Program Level
Significant

N/A
N/A
MM-CUL-2

Note: N/A = not applicable/no mitigation required.

Renovation of Buildings and Facilities
Building/facility-specific analyses are provided below for proposed project elements identified as
“renovation.” Table 4.1-2 is provided at the end of this subsection (i.e., the existing visual
character or quality impact analysis associated with renovation of buildings and facilities) that
summarizes the severity of visual character or quality impacts and lists applicable mitigation
measures on an individual building/facility basis.
Math Building 600
The Math Building 600 is located in the interior of the Fullerton College campus. Due to its
location and the presence of adjacent Library/Learning Resources Center Building 800, South
Science Building 400, Physical Education Building 1200), and Technical Education Building
900, the Math Building 600 is not visible from off-campus vantage points. In addition,
renovations to the existing building would primarily consist of interior finishes (e.g., installation
of heating, ventilation, air conditioning system and electrical modifications, remodeled
bathrooms). Although exterior renovations, including new openings on the building’s exterior to
improve air intake and new handrails in exterior stairwells, are proposed, these renovations
would be screened from the view of sensitive receptors and would not create overtly noticeable
strong visual contrast. Proposed renovations are of a scale that would not substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the Fullerton College campus and surroundings, and as
such, impacts would be less than significant.
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Physical Education Building 1200 – Wellness Center, Faculty Offices, and Health Center
Renovations to the Physical Education Building 1200 would primarily include interior building
systems and spaces; however, access throughout the building would be upgraded to meet current
compliance. As discussed in Chapter 4.3, Cultural Resources, the building is identified as a
contributor to the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District and proposed access
upgrades would need to be designed in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards;
MM-CUL-2 would require that all proposed Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance
work reference both the “Accessibility Considerations” section of the Rehabilitation Guidelines
and National Park Service Preservation Brief 32, Making Historic Properties Accessible, to
ensure that ADA compliance work minimizes changes to historic materials and features. From a
campus-wide aesthetics perspective primarily concerned with visual effects experienced from
off-campus locations, proposed ADA renovations at the Physical Education Building would not
be noticeable to motorists and pedestrians on Chapman and Berkeley Avenues. Further, the
addition of access ramps and other renovations that would improve access would not
substantially degrade the overall character of the Fullerton College campus. The renovations
represent a relatively small, incremental change to the exterior appearance of the Physical
Education Building that, combined with the limited viewing opportunities from off-campus
vantage points, would result in less than significant impacts to visual character and the quality of
the site and surrounding area.
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100
As with other proposed renovations, the renovations proposed at the Wilshire Theatre would
primarily be interior building systems and features, including improved lighting, updated
electrical systems, and improved backstage support areas. Because renovations to interior
building systems and features would generally not be noticeable to the public from off-campus
(or on-campus) vantage points and would entail alterations to existing systems and features,
interior renovations would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
Wilshire Theatre or surrounding Fullerton College campus area. However, in addition to interior
renovations, exterior renovations, including ADA access improvements and incorporation of a
designated box office area are proposed. As with the incorporation of ADA access at the
Physical Education Building, ADA renovations at the Wilshire Theatre would be partially
screened from view by site landscaping and are unlikely to dominate the visual scene such that
particularly strong visual contrast would be noted by viewers. As such, impacts to visual
character and quality associated with ADA renovations would be less than significant. Redesign
of the theatre to provide a designated box office could entail the construction of noticeable
alterations to the building’s exterior and the incorporation of elements (signage, lighting, glass or
similar windows, etc.) that would be necessary for operations but may contrast with the character
defining elements of the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District.
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.1-20

4.1 – AESTHETICS

Because design plans have not yet been developed, renovations to provide a designated box
office would need to be designed in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards.
MM-CUL-2 would require designated box office renovation conformity with The Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and review of renovation plans
by a qualified architectural historian. Adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties would ensure that the architectural style and features of the
Wilshire Theatre and existing Fullerton College campus buildings contributing the Wilshire
Junior High School Historic District are considered, and visual contrast is minimized. Therefore,
with implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to the existing visual quality and character of the
Fullerton College campus associated with the designated box office at the Wilshire Theatre
would be less than significant.
Business and Computer Information Systems Building 300 and Humanities Building 500
Renovations at both the Business and Computer Information Systems Building 300 and
Humanities Building 500 would include the reorganization and modernization of interior spaces
and systems and the alteration of building exteriors. Exterior alterations at the Business Building
300 would include remodeled entrances and ramps for ADA compliance, openings into exterior
walls for better air intake, and the installation of new louvers (i.e., blind or shutter systems
typically with horizontal slats) throughout the building. Exterior alterations at the Humanities
Building 500 would include installation of a board-formed finish and tiles to achieve visual
consistency with the 1930s-era buildings on the Fullerton College campus. Both buildings are
briefly visible from Lemon Street near Lot C West (see Figure 3-3) and were identified as
contributing buildings to an historic district. Because exterior renovations would entail
noticeable modifications to the exteriors of these buildings and because specific renovation plans
for these buildings have not yet been prepared, MM-CUL-2 would require Business and
Computer Information Systems Building 300 and Humanities Building 500 renovation plan
conformity with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and review of renovation plans by a qualified architectural historian or historic
preservation specialist. Therefore, with implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to the existing
visual quality and character of the Fullerton College campus associated with renovation of the
Business and Computer Information Systems Building 300 and Humanities Building 500 would
be less than significant.
Campus Services Building 840, Administration Building 100, and Fine Arts Gallery
Building 1000
In addition to reconfigured, reprogrammed, and redesigned spaces, renovation activities at these
buildings would also include the addition of testing space and doorway modifications for ADA
compliance (Campus Services Building 840), demolition of a 1957 addition and restoration of
the original entrance tower that was constructed in the 1930s (Administration Building 100), and
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installation of new glass doors, signage, and an exterior board-formed finish (Fine Arts Gallery
Building 1000). Interior renovations (e.g., reconfigured spaces, upgraded building systems)
would not be noticeable to viewers at public, off-campus locations; as such, they would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character of the Fullerton College campus. Students and
faculty would experience reconfigured interior spaces and upgraded infrastructure and buildings
systems; however, these viewer groups are not considered sensitive, as they are on campus
voluntarily for higher education and employment purposes. However, exterior renovations at
these buildings could entail alterations to the character-defining features of these buildings, which are
identified as contributors to the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District (Campus Services
Building 840 and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000) and Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion
Historic District (Administration Building 100).
Because design plans have not yet been developed, renovations to the Campus Services Building
840, Administration Building 100, and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 would need to be
designed in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards. MM-CUL-2 would
require conformity with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties and review of renovation plans by a qualified architectural historian. Therefore, with
implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to the existing visual quality and character of the
Fullerton College campus associated with the exterior renovations at the Campus Services
Building 840, Administration Building 100, and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 would be less
than significant.
Academic Computing Building 3100
The Academic Computing Building 3100 is located east of the Berkeley Center in the
northernmost portion of the Fullerton College campus. The building is largely screened from
public view along Berkeley Avenue by existing campus landscaping but is visible from the
private yards of several residences along Dorothy Drive. The building (and the Berkeley Center)
is physically isolated from the main Fullerton College campus by Berkeley Avenue and was not
identified as a contributing building to a historic district (see Chapter 4.3).
Both interior renovations and limited exterior renovations are proposed at the Academic
Computing Building. Interior renovations (including upgraded technology infrastructure and
building systems) would not entail visible modifications to the exterior of the building. As such,
interior renovations would not substantially degrade existing visual character and quality.
Exterior renovations would be limited to upgrading access to ensure ADA compliance, and these
modifications would generally be screened from public view along Berkeley Avenue by
proposed landscaping and would not contrast or detract from a character-defining feature of a
contributing building to a historic district. Therefore, proposed renovation of the Academic
Computing Building would result in less than significant impacts to visual character and quality
of the site and surrounding area.
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Summary – Renovation of Buildings and Facilities
Table 4.1-2 summarizes the anticipated impacts to the existing visual character and quality
associated with each proposed building/facility renovation. Where a potentially significant
impact would occur (as identified in the building/facility renovation analyses above) applicable
mitigation measures are identified.
Table 4.1-2
Renovation of Buildings and Facilities
Building/Facility
Math Building 600
Physical Education Building 1200 – Wellness
Center, Faculty Offices, and Health Center
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100
Business and Computer Information Systems
Building 300
Humanities Building 500
Campus Services Building 840
Administration Building 100
Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000
Academic Computing Building 3100

Severity of Visual Character/
Quality impacts
Less than significant
Significant

Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
N/A
MM-CUL-2 (see Section 4.3)

Significant
Significant

MM-CUL-2
MM-CUL-2

Significant
Significant
Significant
Significant
Less than significant

MM-CUL-2
MM-CUL-2
MM-CUL-2
MM-CUL-2
N/A

Note: N/A = not applicable/no mitigation required.

Demolition and Removal
Building/facility-specific analyses are provided below for proposed project elements identified as
“demolition.” Table 4.1-3 is provided at the end of this subsection (i.e., the existing visual
character or quality impact analysis associated with demolition) that summarizes the severity of
visual character or quality impacts and lists applicable mitigation measures on an individual
building/facility basis.
The proposed project proposes the demolition of numerous existing buildings on the Fullerton
College campus (see Table 4.1-3 for a complete list). Although several of the buildings are
contributing buildings to an identified historic district (see Chapter 4.3 for additional detail), they
would essentially be replaced by elements and amenities that are currently supported on the
Fullerton College campus. For example, the Berkeley Center would be demolished and would be
replaced by an expanded and landscaped surface parking, similar in character, form, and color to
the parking lot that currently borders the building to the west and south. Similarly, the Theatre
Arts (Building 1300) would be demolished, and the footprint of existing Lot C West would be
expanded (new landscaping is also proposed) to occupy a portion of the current Theatre Arts
Building footprint. Lastly, existing temporary and permanent horticulture buildings lacking a
consistent architectural theme would be demolished and replaced with new structures that would
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complement one another through the display of compatible styles and architectural features.
Although demolition activities would remove features from the Fullerton College campus visual
environment, new construction is proposed and would essentially replace the void created by
building removal. Further, where new building construction would be sited at the existing
location of a building contributing to a historic district, MM-CUL-2 would reduce visual
contrast between new uses and the remaining surrounding uses of the historic district. Therefore,
although demolition activities would result in the removal of several historic buildings from the
Fullerton College campus, the design of new campus development would ensure general
compatibility in visual character and architectural features.
Removal of 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place would create
a visual void along a segment of Chapman Avenue fronted by church and single-family
residential uses. Although the removal of existing buildings would be noticeable, design of the
development proposed at the site (i.e., the Chapman–Newell Instructional Building) would be
sensitive to the proximity to an existing historic district, the East Townsite Historic District, and
would conform with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties such that a visual impact to historic properties would be avoided. As such, renovation
plans would be reviewed by a qualified architectural historian. MM-CUL-2 would ensure that
the architectural style and features of the new Chapman–Newell Instructional Building considers
the scale and design of the adjacent residences and that visual contrast between new and existing
uses is minimized. Therefore, with implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to the existing
visual quality and character associated with removal of 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue
and 400 North Newell Place would be less than significant.
Summary – Demolition and Removal
Table 4.1-3 summarizes the anticipated impacts to the existing visual character and quality
associated with each proposed building/facility demolition. Where a potentially significant
impact would occur (as identified in the building/facility demolition analyses above) applicable
mitigation measures are identified.
Table 4.1-3
Demolition and Removal
Building/Facility
Berkeley Center Building 3000
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex
Theatre Arts Building 1300
Music Building 1100
Student Services 2 Building 000

Severity of Visual Character/
Quality Impacts
Project Level
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
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Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

9422.0001
4.1-24

4.1 – AESTHETICS

Table 4.1-3
Demolition and Removal
Building/Facility
Media Services/Academic
Computing/Maintenance and Operation
Shops Building 2300
Classrooms 1955–1960
Classrooms 1901–1904
Office Building 2200
Child Development Center/Temporary
Classrooms 1800, 1810, 1820, and 1830

Severity of Visual Character/
Quality Impacts
Less than significant

Applicable Mitigation Measure(s)
N/A

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

428, 434, and 438 East Chapman
Avenue and 400 North Newell Place

Program Level
Significant

MM-CUL-2 (see Section 4.3)

Note: N/A = not applicable/no mitigation required.

Site Improvement Elements
Parking/Vehicular Entry Improvements and Pedestrian Circulation
Proposed parking/vehicular entry improvements would have a less than significant impact on the visual
character and quality of the Fullerton College campus. Parking opportunities would generally be
increased, and new signage is proposed at vehicle entryways to enhance a sense of arrival. Vehicle drop
off points are also proposed to be clarified through signage and improved although, at this time,
specific methods to do so have not been developed. Expanded parking opportunities are generally
proposed where existing surface lots are currently located, and as such, impacts to existing visual
character and quality would be less than significant. Vehicular entry point improvements seek to
enhance the sense of arrival through replacement of Fullerton College campus signage with new
signage and through minor realignments of interior roadways. Pedestrian circulation is also proposed to
be improved through the incorporation of additional pathways from parking lots in the northern portion
of the Fullerton College campus south to the buildings in and near the campus core. This would be
achieved primarily through the inclusion of sidewalks and landscaping along new and existing campus
development located along Centennial Way. Therefore, the implementation of proposed
parking/vehicular entry improvements and pedestrian circulation improvements would not impact the
existing visual character and may enhance the student experience on campus. Overall, impacts to the
existing visual character and quality of the Fullerton College campus would be less than significant.
Infrastructure Improvements
Although infrastructure improvements could entail modification of building exteriors to
accommodate new utility connections, most are being proposed for ADA compliance or heating and
ventilation improvements. If alterations to building exteriors were to be required, the scale of such
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alterations is likely to be small and overlooked by casual observers. In addition, MM-CUL-2 would
be implemented for infrastructure improvements and would minimize perceptible visual contrast
through consideration of existing architectural styles and features and conformance with the
Standards for Rehabilitation (see Chapter 4.3, Cultural Resources). Upgraded utility lines and
upgrades to the chiller plant would not conflict with the existing character of the Fullerton College
campus because these improvements are in-kind replacements. Because the new thermal energy
storage tank would be located next to the chiller plant and south of the Maintenance and Operations
Building, this feature would be compatible with existing Fullerton College campus facilities in the
immediate area and would not contrast with the established visual character. The presence of utilities
and facilities and would not substantially degrade the visual character of the Fullerton College
campus. Therefore, impacts to the visual character and quality associated with proposed
infrastructure improvements would be less than significant.
Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?
Construction
The planning, design, and construction of the proposed project’s facilities would occur in a phased
approach over a 10-year period. Various construction projects would occur in each of the phases,
including construction of academic buildings, site improvements, and parking facilities, as well as
demolition of existing structures. As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction activities
would be conducted Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and Saturday from 7:00
a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Although nighttime lighting would not generally be needed for construction
activities, lighting may be needed during winter months when the hours of daylight are shorter than
in other seasons of the year. When in use, nighttime lighting for construction would be focused on
construction areas and in locations on the Fullerton College campus under active construction. In
addition, construction lighting would be shielded and directed downward and would be of the
minimum required intensity to provide for safe construction activity. Therefore, lighting necessary to
conduct construction activities is not anticipated to result in substantial lighting that could affect
nighttime views in the area. Impacts would be less than significant.
Operations
New Construction
Similar to existing campus buildings, new buildings and facilities on the Fullerton College
campus would include interior lighting for illumination of classrooms, instruction space,
walkways, restrooms, and other areas and exterior lighting for safety and security purposes.
Although it is assumed that new facilities would be constructed of similar materials as existing
buildings in order to visually integrate new construction into the existing Fullerton College
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campus environment, final building designs and materials have not yet been proposed or
identified. Similarly, the specific lighting plan and intensity of new lighting sources to
illuminate new buildings, facilities, and associated outdoor areas have not yet been developed.
Therefore, light and glare generated by these project-level elements may adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the surrounding area. As such, lighting and glare are considered
potentially significant impacts, and MM-AES-2 and MM-AES-3 have been provided to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Renovation
Although the renovation of buildings and facilities may entail the introduction of new energyefficient interior and/or exterior lighting systems, these new systems would generally operate
where existing lighting occurs. Furthermore, new lighting is proposed in public spaces to
promote an increased sense of safety and security for students and faculty alike. As such, the
replacement of existing lighting systems with new lighting systems would not result in lighting
that would substantially affect nighttime views in the area. Therefore, lighting and glare impacts
resulting from the renovation of buildings and facilities would be less than significant.
Site Improvements
Proposed site improvements are not anticipated to result in or create substantial new sources of
light and/or glare. New signage at vehicular entry points may include lighting elements;
however, these lights would be focused on new signage and would not result in significant
skyglow or light trespass onto residential properties. New lighting may be installed along interior
Fullerton College campus roadways; however, with implementation of MM-AES-2, new
lightning would be shielded and directed downward to avoid light spillover onto adjacent
properties. New lighting installed on campus buildings as a component of infrastructure
improvements would also be subject to MM-AES-2 to ensure that sensitive off-site viewers are
protected from light trespass and impacts to existing views of the night sky. In addition and as
demonstrated in Section 4.1.1, Fullerton College is located in an urban environment that is
regularly subjected to nighttime lighting associated with street lights, traffic signals, commercial
signage, exterior building lighting for safety and security, and residential lighting. Because
lighting associated with site improvements would generally be of the same intensity, type, and
installed for the same intent (i.e., general safety and security) as existing lighting in the area, and
with implementation of MM-AES-2, impacts would be less than significant.

4.1.5

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to the existing visual character
and quality and new sources of substantial light and glare to a less than significant level.
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MM-AES-1

Architectural and site design of the proposed Centennial Parking Structure shall
consider the existing scale of surrounding uses and implement appropriate measures
to reduce bulk and scale. A menu of design options (at least one shall be
implemented) includes the following:


Architectural design strategies to reduce the bulk and scale of new buildings
abutting or fronting roadways such as step-back design for floors above street
level to reduce spatial impingement on adjacent roadways



Architectural façades suitably articulated to provide visual interest



Landscape planters shall be considered on parking garages to soften floors above
street level



Other design elements such as screens or panels to soften the façade of the
parking structure

A landscape plan featuring drought-tolerant planting material consisting of canopy
trees, shrubs, and groundcover can soften the appearance of structure edges and
continuous façades and relieve solid, unbroken elevations. The landscape plan shall
be compatible with the architectural characteristics of the proposed structures and
visually compatible with the character of adjacent landscaping. Plant materials shall
be suitable for the given soil and climatic conditions and shall consider species
currently utilized in Fullerton College campus landscaping.
MM-AES-2

New sources of exterior/outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed downward
to avoid light spillover onto adjacent properties. Lighting shall also be of the
minimum required intensity to provide for safety and security purposes and shall
comply with the nonresidential outdoor lighting application requirements of the
California Energy Code and the California Green Building Standards Code.
Nighttime operation of new sources of lighting shall be consistent with that of
existing lighting sources on campus. New sources of exterior/outdoor lighting
shall also consider potential effects to nighttime views of adjacent motorists and
nearby residents. Interior lighting shall be turned off when not in operation or
operated on the lowest possible setting.

MM-AES-3

The use of reflective building materials shall be minimized to the extent
practicable. Building materials shall be consistent with the visual character of
existing and planned campus facilities and with the overall character of the
Fullerton College campus.

MM-CUL-2 (See Section 4.3, Cultural Resources)
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4.1.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

All potential impacts to the visual character and quality of the Fullerton College campus and the
surrounding area associated with proposed new construction, renovation, demolition, and site
improvements would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of MMCUL-2 and MM-AES-1.
With implementation of MM-AES-2 and MM-AES-3, potential impacts to day or nighttime
views resulting from the introduction of new substantial sources of light or glare would be less
than significant. No residual lighting or glare impacts would occur with implementation of MMAES-2 and MM-AES-3.

4.1.7

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would be located within or immediately adjacent to the Fullerton College
campus, which is located within a generally urban setting in the City. As previously discussed
in Section 4.1.3, there are no designated scenic vistas within the vicinity of the proposed
project site and the proposed project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic
highway viewshed. As such, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative scenic
vista or cumulative scenic highway viewshed impact. Mitigation has been proposed that would
reduce potential impacts to existing visual character associated with the proposed project to a
less than significant level.
Regarding lighting, the urban setting surrounding the Fullerton College campus supports
numerous nighttime lighting sources and contains buildings and facilities that have incorporated
glass features and other reflective elements. Because project- and program-level elements are
anticipated to use similar lighting schemes and designs as those currently used on campus,
including LED dimmable lighting, potential cumulative impacts to day and nighttime views in
the project area would not be cumulatively considerable. Further, compatibility with existing
building materials, lighting plans, and fixture types currently used on the Fullerton College
campus and in the surrounding area would ensure that future on- and off-campus development
would not significantly affect day or nighttime views in the area. As such, the project would not
contribute to a cumulative introduction of new source of substantial light and/or glare.

4.1.8
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4.2

AIR QUALITY

This section describes the existing setting of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (project) on air
quality and its contribution to regional air quality conditions, identifies associated regulatory
requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to
implementation of the proposed project. The analysis is based on the emission model outputs
prepared by Dudek, which are included as Appendix B of this environmental impact report
(EIR). Emissions associated with the proposed project were calculated using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.11 and are discussed in Section 4.2.4,
Impacts Analysis.
One comment letter related to air quality was received in response to the Notice of Preparation
(NOP). The letter was submitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). Notably, SCAQMD recommended that project-generated criteria air pollutant
emissions during construction and operations should be estimated using CalEEMod.
Additionally, the project’s construction and operational emissions are to be evaluated using their
recommended regional significance thresholds. SCAQMD recommended calculating localized
air quality impacts and comparing those results to the applicable localized significance threshold
(LST). A health risk assessment was recommended if the project would generate the use of
heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles. Finally, SCAQMD recommended that should the project
include any stationary sources that could generate toxic air contaminants (TACs), a permit may
be required and SCAQMD should be listed as a responsible agency and consulted. This air
quality analysis was performed in accordance with the SCAQMD recommendations provided in
the NOP comment letter as summarized above. The project would not generate heavy-duty diesel
fueled vehicles or include stationary sources that would generate TACs; as such, neither a health
risk assessment nor TAC emission calculations are required or presented herein and the project is
not anticipated to require a permit from SCAQMD. See Appendix A for a copy of the NOP and
comments received in response to the NOP.

4.2.1

Existing Conditions

The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which includes all of
Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino
Counties. The SCAB is a 6,745-square-mile area bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and
the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.
This section summarizes regional and local meteorological and topographical conditions,
pollutants and associated health effects, and sensitive receptors.
1

CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform to
calculate construction and operational emissions from land use development projects. It is available online at
www.caleemod.com (CAPCOA 2016).
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Meteorological and Topographical Conditions
The primary factors that determine air quality are the locations of air pollutant sources and the
amount of pollutants emitted. Meteorological and topographical conditions, however, are also
important. Factors such as wind speed and direction, air temperature gradients and sunlight, and
precipitation and humidity interact with physical landscape features to determine the movement
and dispersal of air pollutants. The SCAB’s air pollution problems are a consequence of the
combination of emissions from the nation’s second largest urban area, meteorological conditions
adverse to the dispersion of those emissions, and mountainous terrain surrounding the SCAB that
traps pollutants as they are pushed inland with the sea breeze (SCAQMD 2017a). Meteorological
and topographical factors that affect air quality in the SCAB are described below.2
Climate
The SCAB is characterized as having a Mediterranean climate (typified as semiarid with mild
winters, warm summers, and moderate rainfall). The general region lies in the semi-permanent
high-pressure zone of the eastern Pacific; as a result, the climate is mild and tempered by cool
sea breezes. The usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of
extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. The extent and severity of the air
pollution problem in the SCAB is a function of the area’s natural physical characteristics (e.g.,
weather and topography) and of manufactured influences (e.g., development patterns and
lifestyle). Moderate temperatures, comfortable humidity, and limited precipitation characterize
the climate in the SCAB. The average annual temperature varies little throughout the SCAB,
averaging 75F. However, with a less pronounced oceanic influence, the eastern inland portions
of the SCAB show greater variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures. All
portions of the SCAB have recorded temperatures over 100°F in recent years. Although the
SCAB has a semiarid climate, the air near the surface is moist because of the presence of a
shallow marine layer. Except for infrequent periods when dry air is brought into the SCAB by
offshore winds, the ocean effect is dominant. Periods with heavy fog are frequent, and low
stratus clouds, occasionally referred to as “high fog,” are a characteristic climate feature. Annual
average relative humidity is 70% at the coast and 57% in the eastern part of the SCAB.
Precipitation in the SCAB is typically 9 to 14 inches annually and is rarely in the form of snow
or hail because of typically warm weather. The frequency and amount of rainfall is greater in the
coastal areas of the SCAB.
The greatest precipitation in the City of Fullerton (City) occurs from December to March, during
which time the rainfall averages 1–2 inches per month. The average annual precipitation is 13.88
inches. The City has a mild climate with an annual average temperature of 65°F. The coolest
2

The discussion of meteorological and topographical conditions of the SCAB is based on information provided
in the Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (SCAQMD 2017a).
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months of the year are typically December and January, with an annual average low of 45°F. The
warmest months are typically July through September, with an annual average high of 84°F.
Prevailing wind direction in the City (as measured at the Fullerton Municipal Airport,
approximately 3.2 miles west of the site) is from the south (U.S. Climate Data 2016).
Sunlight
The presence and intensity of sunlight are necessary prerequisites for the formation of
photochemical smog. Under the influence of the ultraviolet radiation of sunlight, certain primary
pollutants (mainly reactive hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen (NOx)3) react to form secondary
pollutants (primarily oxidants). Because this process is time-dependent, secondary pollutants can
be formed many miles downwind of the emission sources. Southern California also has abundant
sunshine, which drives the photochemical reactions that form pollutants such as ozone (O3) and a
substantial portion of fine particulate matter (PM2.5, particles less than or equal to 2.5 microns in
diameter). In the SCAB, high concentrations of O3 are normally recorded during the late spring,
summer, and early autumn months, when more intense sunlight drives enhanced photochemical
reactions. Due to the prevailing daytime winds and time-delayed nature of photochemical smog,
oxidant concentrations are highest in the inland areas of Southern California.
Temperature Inversions
Under ideal meteorological conditions and irrespective of topography, pollutants emitted into the
air mix and disperse into the upper atmosphere. However, the Southern California region
frequently experiences temperature inversions in which pollutants are trapped and accumulate
close to the ground. The inversion, a layer of warm, dry air overlaying cool, moist marine air, is
a normal condition in coastal Southern California. The cool, damp, and hazy sea air capped by
coastal clouds is heavier than the warm, clear air, which acts as a lid through which the cooler
marine layer cannot rise. The height of the inversion is important in determining pollutant
concentration. When the inversion is approximately 2,500 feet above mean sea level (amsl), the
sea breezes carry the pollutants inland to escape over the mountain slopes or through the passes.
At a height of 1,200 feet amsl, the terrain prevents the pollutants from entering the upper
atmosphere, resulting in the pollutants settling in the foothill communities. Below 1,200 feet
amsl, the inversion puts a tight lid on pollutants, concentrating them in a shallow layer over the
entire coastal basin. Usually, inversions are lower before sunrise than during the daylight hours.
Mixing heights for inversions are lower in the summer and inversions are more persistent, being
partly responsible for the high levels of O3 observed during summer months in the SCAB. High
O3 levels in Southern California are generally the result of these temperature inversions
3

NOx is a general term pertaining to compounds of nitric oxide (NO), nitrogen dioxide (NO 2), and other
oxides of nitrogen.
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combining with coastal day winds and local mountains to contain the pollutants for long periods,
allowing them to form secondary pollutants by reacting in the presence of sunlight. The SCAB
has a limited ability to disperse these pollutants due to typically low wind speeds and the
surrounding mountain ranges.
As with other cities within the SCAB, the City is susceptible to air inversions. This traps a layer
of stagnant air near the ground where pollutants are further concentrated. These inversions
produce haziness, which is caused by moisture, suspended dust, and a variety of chemical
aerosols emitted by trucks, automobiles, furnaces, and other sources. Elevated concentrations of
particulate matter 10 microns or less than in diameter (PM10) and PM2.5 can occur in the SCAB
throughout the year, but occur most frequently in fall and winter. Although there are some
changes in emissions by day of the week and by season, the observed variations in pollutant
concentrations are primarily the result of seasonal differences in weather conditions.
Pollutants and Effects
Criteria Air Pollutants
Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and state governments have
established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations to protect public
health. The federal and state standards have been set, with an adequate margin of safety, at levels
above which concentrations could be harmful to human health and welfare. These standards are
designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or discomfort. Pollutants of concern
include O3, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), PM10, PM2.5,
and lead. These pollutants, as well as TACs, are discussed in the following paragraphs. 4 In
California, sulfates, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, and visibility-reducing particles are also
regulated as criteria air pollutants.
Ozone. O3 is a strong-smelling, pale blue, reactive, toxic chemical gas consisting of three oxygen
atoms. It is a secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by a photochemical process involving
the sun’s energy and O3 precursors. These precursors are mainly NOx and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). The maximum effects of precursor emissions on O3 concentrations usually
occur several hours after they are emitted and many miles from the source. Meteorology and
terrain play major roles in O3 formation, and ideal conditions occur during late spring, summer,
and early autumn on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures, and cloudless
skies. O3 exists in the upper atmosphere ozone layer as well as at the Earth’s surface in the
troposphere.5 The O3 that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Air
4

5

The descriptions of each of the criteria air pollutants and associated health effects are based on the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s “Criteria Air Pollutants” (EPA 2016a), CARB’s “Glossary of Air Pollution
Terms” (CARB 2016a), and CARB’s “Fact Sheet: Air Pollution Sources, Effects, and Control” (CARB 2009a).
The troposphere is the layer of the Earth’s atmosphere nearest to the surface of the Earth. The troposphere
extends outward about 5 miles at the poles and about 10 miles at the equator.
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Resources Board (CARB) regulate as a criteria air pollutant is produced close to the ground level,
where people live, exercise, and breathe. Ground-level O3 is a harmful air pollutant that causes
numerous adverse health effects and is thus considered “bad” O3. Stratospheric, or “good,” O3
occurs naturally in the upper atmosphere, where it reduces the amount of ultraviolet light (i.e., solar
radiation) entering the Earth’s atmosphere. Without the protection of the beneficial stratospheric
ozone layer, plant and animal life would be seriously harmed.
O3 in the troposphere causes numerous adverse health effects; short-term exposures (lasting for a few
hours) to O3 at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern
changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the
lung tissue, and some immunological changes (EPA 2013). These health problems are particularly
acute in sensitive receptors such as the sick, the elderly, and young children.
Nitrogen Dioxide. NO2 is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban
atmospheres. The major mechanism for the formation of NO2 in the atmosphere is the oxidation
of the primary air pollutant nitric oxide (NO), which is a colorless, odorless gas. NOx plays a
major role, together with VOCs, in the atmospheric reactions that produce O3. NOx is formed
from fuel combustion under high temperature or pressure. In addition, NOx is an important
precursor to acid rain and may affect both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. The two major
emissions sources are transportation and stationary fuel combustion sources such as electric
utility and industrial boilers. NO2 can irritate the lungs and may potentially lower resistance to
respiratory infections (EPA 2016b).
Carbon Monoxide. CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of
hydrocarbon, or fossil fuels. CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants,
refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains. In urban areas, such as the project location,
automobile exhaust accounts for the majority of CO emissions. CO is a nonreactive air pollutant that
dissipates relatively quickly; therefore, ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and
temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO concentrations are influenced by local meteorological
conditions, primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability. CO from motor vehicle
exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based temperature inversions are combined
with calm atmospheric conditions, which is a typical situation at dusk in urban areas from November
to February. The highest levels of CO typically occur during the colder months of the year, when
inversion conditions are more frequent.
In terms of adverse health effects, CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood,
reducing the blood’s ability to transport oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO
exposure can include dizziness, fatigue, and impairment of central nervous system functions
(CARB 2009b).
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Sulfur Dioxide. SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily from incomplete combustion
of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. The main sources of SO2 are coal and oil used in power plants
and industries; as such, the highest levels of SO2 are generally found near large industrial
complexes. In recent years, SO2 concentrations have been reduced by the increasingly stringent
controls placed on stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur content of fuels.
SO2 is an irritant gas that affects the throat and lungs and can cause acute respiratory symptoms
and diminished ventilator function in children. When combined with particulate matter, SO2 can
injure lung tissue and reduce visibility and the level of sunlight. SO2 can also yellow plant leaves
and erode iron and steel.
Particulate Matter. Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles
floating in the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. Particulate
matter can form when gases emitted from industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical
reactions in the atmosphere. PM2.5 and PM10 represent fractions of particulate matter. Coarse
particulate matter (PM10) consists of particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter and
is about 1/7 the thickness of a human hair. Major sources of PM10 include crushing or grinding
operations; dust stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood-burning stoves and fireplaces;
dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial
sources; windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical
reactions. Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) consists of particulate matter that is 2.5 microns or less
in diameter and is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair. PM2.5 results from fuel combustion
(e.g., from motor vehicles and power generation and industrial facilities), residential fireplaces,
and woodstoves. In addition, PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from gases such as sulfur
oxides (SOx), NOx, and VOCs.
PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny
particles can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the
respiratory tract. PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause
or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections.
Very small particles of substances such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage
directly or be absorbed into the blood stream, causing damage elsewhere in the body.
Additionally, these substances can transport adsorbed gases such as chlorides or ammonium into
the lungs, also causing injury. Whereas PM10 tends to collect in the upper portion of the
respiratory system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung
tissue. Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle and
produce haze and reduce regional visibility.
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People with influenza, people with chronic respiratory or cardiovascular disease, and the elderly may
suffer worsening illness and premature death as a result of breathing particulate matter. Premature
mortality has been linked to PM2.5 exposure even in otherwise healthy populations. People with
bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms from breathing particulate matter. Children may
experience a decline in lung function due to breathing PM10 and PM2.5 (EPA 2009).
Lead. Lead in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Sources of lead include leaded gasoline;
the manufacturing of batteries, paints, ink, ceramics, and ammunition; and secondary lead smelters.
Before 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead. Between 1978 and
1987, the phaseout of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly
95%. With the phaseout of leaded gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery recycling, and
manufacturing facilities are becoming lead-emissions sources of greater concern.
Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. Health effects
associated with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease,
and in severe cases, neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular concern are lowlevel lead exposures during infancy and childhood. Such exposures are associated with
decrements in neurobehavioral performance, including intelligence quotient (IQ) performance,
psychomotor performance, reaction time, and growth. Children are highly susceptible to the
effects of lead.
Sulfates. Sulfates are the fully oxidized form of sulfur, which typically occur in combination
with metals or hydrogen ions. Sulfates are produced from reactions of SO2 in the atmosphere.
Sulfates can result in respiratory impairment, as well as reduced visibility.
Vinyl Chloride. Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor, which has been
detected near landfills, sewage plants, and hazardous waste sites. Vinyl chloride forms as a result
of the microbial breakdown of chlorinated solvents. Short-term exposure to high levels of vinyl
chloride in air can cause nervous system effects such as dizziness, drowsiness, and headaches.
Long-term exposure through inhalation can cause liver damage, including liver cancer.
Hydrogen Sulfide. Hydrogen sulfide is a colorless, flammable gas that has a characteristic odor
of rotten eggs. Sources of hydrogen sulfide include geothermal power plants, petroleum
refineries, sewers, and sewage treatment plants. Hydrogen sulfide emissions can result in
nuisance odors, and exposure to higher concentrations of hydrogen sulfide can cause headaches
and breathing difficulties.
Visibility-Reducing Particles. Visibility-reducing particles are any particles in the air that
obstruct the range of visibility. Effects of reduced visibility can include obscuring the viewshed
of natural scenery, reducing airport safety, and discouraging tourism. Sources of visibilityreducing particles are the same as for PM2.5, described under “Particulate Matter.”
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Volatile Organic Compounds. Hydrocarbons are organic gases that are formed from hydrogen
and carbon and sometimes other elements. Hydrocarbons that contribute to formation of O3 are
referred to and regulated as VOCs (also referred to as reactive organic gases). Combustion
engine exhaust, oil refineries, and fossil-fueled power plants are the sources of hydrocarbons.
Other sources of hydrocarbons include evaporation from petroleum fuels, solvents, dry-cleaning
solutions, and paint.
The primary health effects of VOCs result from the formation of O3 and its related health effects.
High levels of VOCs in the atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing the amount
of available oxygen through displacement. Carcinogenic forms of hydrocarbons, such as
benzene, are considered TACs. There are no separate health standards for VOCs as a group.
Non-Criteria Air Pollutants
Toxic Air Contaminants. A substance is considered toxic if it has the potential to cause adverse
health effects in humans, including increasing the risk of cancer upon exposure, or acute and/or
chronic non-cancer health effects. In California, specific air toxics are designated as TACs
through a two-step process that was established in 1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant
Identification and Control Act. This two-step process of risk identification and risk management
and reduction was designed to protect residents from the health effects of toxic substances in the
air. Federal laws use the term hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) to refer to the same types of
compounds that are referred to as TACs under state law.
Examples include certain aromatic and chlorinated hydrocarbons, certain metals, and asbestos.
TACs are generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources, such as dry cleaners,
gas stations, combustion sources, and laboratories; mobile sources, such as automobiles; and area
sources, such as landfills. Adverse health effects associated with exposure to TACs may include
carcinogenic (cancer-causing) and noncarcinogenic effects. Noncarcinogenic effects typically
affect one or more target organ systems and may be experienced on either short-term (acute) or
long-term (chronic) exposure to a given TAC.
Diesel Particulate Matter. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is part of a complex mixture that
makes up diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust is composed of two phases, gas and particle, both of
which contribute to health risks. More than 90% of DPM is less than 1 micrometer in diameter
(about 1/70th the diameter of a human hair), and thus is a subset of PM2.5 (CARB 2016b). DPM
is typically composed of carbon particles (“soot,” also called black carbon, or BC) and numerous
organic compounds, including more than 40 known cancer-causing organic substances.
Examples of these chemicals include polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, benzene, formaldehyde,
acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 1,3-butadiene (CARB 2016b). The CARB classified “particulate
emissions from diesel-fueled engines” (i.e., DPM; 17 CCR 93000) as a TAC in August 1998.
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DPM is emitted from a broad range of diesel engines: on-road diesel engines of trucks, buses,
and cars and off-road diesel engines including locomotives, marine vessels, and heavy-duty
construction equipment, among others. Approximately 70% of all airborne cancer risk in
California is associated with DPM (CARB 2000). Because it is part of PM2.5, DPM also
contributes to the same non-cancer health effects as PM2.5 exposure. These effects include
premature death; hospitalizations and emergency department visits for exacerbated chronic heart
and lung disease, including asthma; increased respiratory symptoms; and decreased lung function
in children. Several studies suggest that exposure to DPM may also facilitate development of
new allergies (CARB 2016b). Those most vulnerable to non-cancer health effects are children,
whose lungs are still developing, and the elderly, who often have chronic health problems.
Odorous Compounds. Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health
hazard. Manifestations of a person’s reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g.,
irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological (e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea,
vomiting, and headache). The ability to detect odors varies considerably among the population,
and overall how odors are experienced is quite subjective. People may have different reactions to
the same odor. An odor that is offensive to one person may be perfectly acceptable to another
(e.g., coffee roaster). An unfamiliar odor is more easily detected and is more likely to cause
complaints than a familiar one. In a phenomenon known as odor fatigue, a person can become
desensitized to almost any odor, and recognition may only occur with an alteration in the
intensity. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency, and
intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the sensitivity of receptors.
Sensitive Receptors
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on
the population groups and the activities involved. People most likely to be affected by air
pollution include children, the elderly, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic
respiratory diseases. Facilities and structures where these air pollution-sensitive people live or
spend considerable amounts of time are known as sensitive receptors. Land uses where air
pollution-sensitive individuals are most likely to spend time include schools and schoolyards,
parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities
(sensitive sites or sensitive land uses) (CARB 2005a). SCAQMD identifies sensitive receptors as
residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, long-term healthcare facilities, rehabilitation
centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes (SCAQMD 1993).
The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the Fullerton College campus are residential land uses
approximately 65 feet to the north of campus and Fullerton Union High School, which is
approximately 75 feet to the west of campus. Impacts to sensitive receptors are discussed in
Section 4.2.4.
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4.2.2

Regulatory Setting

Federal
Criteria Air Pollutants
The federal Clean Air Act, passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis for the
national air pollution control effort. The EPA is responsible for implementing most aspects of the
Clean Air Act, including setting National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for major air
pollutants; setting HAP standards; approving state attainment plans; setting motor vehicle
emission standards; issuing stationary source emission standards and permits; and establishing
acid rain control measures, stratospheric O3 protection measures, and enforcement provisions.
Under the Clean Air Act, NAAQS are established for the following criteria pollutants: O 3, CO,
NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and lead.
The NAAQS describe acceptable air quality conditions designed to protect the health and
welfare of the citizens of the nation. The NAAQS (other than for O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and
those based on annual averages or arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once per
year. NAAQS for O3, NO2, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 are based on statistical calculations over 1- to
3-year periods, depending on the pollutant. The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to reassess the
NAAQS at least every 5 years to determine whether adopted standards are adequate to protect
public health based on current scientific evidence. States with areas that exceed the NAAQS
must prepare a state implementation plan that demonstrates how those areas will attain the
standards within mandated time frames.
Hazardous Air Pollutants
The 1977 federal Clean Air Act amendments required the EPA to identify national emission
standards for HAPs to protect public health and welfare. HAPs include certain VOCs, pesticides,
herbicides, and radionuclides that present a tangible hazard, based on scientific studies of
exposure to humans and other mammals. Under the 1990 federal Clean Air Act Amendments,
which expanded the control program for HAPs, 189 substances and chemical families were
identified as HAPs.
State
Criteria Air Pollutants
The federal Clean Air Act delegates the regulation of air pollution control and the enforcement
of the NAAQS to the states. In California, the task of air quality management and regulation has
been legislatively granted to CARB, with subsidiary responsibilities assigned to air quality
management districts and air pollution control districts at the regional and county levels. CARB,
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which became part of the California EPA in 1991, is responsible for ensuring implementation of
the California Clean Air Act of 1988, responding to the federal Clean Air Act, and regulating
emissions from motor vehicles and consumer products.
CARB has established California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are generally
more restrictive than the NAAQS. The CAAQS describe adverse conditions; that is, pollution
levels must be below these standards before a basin can attain the standard. Air quality is
considered in attainment if pollutant levels are continuously below the CAAQS and violate the
standards no more than once each year. The CAAQS for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour),
NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All
others are not to be equaled or exceeded. Table 4.2-1 presents the NAAQS and CAAQS.
Table 4.2-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant
O3
NO2g
CO
SO2h

PM10i
PM2.5i

Leadj, k

Hydrogen
sulfide
Vinyl
chloridej
Sulfates

Averaging Time
1 hour
8 hours
1 hour
Annual arithmetic mean
1 hour
8 hours
1 hour
3 hours
24 hours

California Standardsa
c
Concentration
0.09 ppm (180 g/m3)
0.070 ppm (137 g/m3)
0.18 ppm (339 g/m3)
0.030 ppm (57 g/m3)
20 ppm (23 mg/m3)
9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3)
0.25 ppm (655 g/m3)
—
0.04 ppm (105 g/m3)

National Standardsb
Primaryc,d
Secondaryc,e
Same as primary
—
standardf
3
f
0.070 ppm (137 g/m )
0.100 ppm (188 g/m3)
0.053 ppm (100 g/m3)
35 ppm (40 mg/m3)
9 ppm (10 mg/m3)
0.075 ppm (196 g/m3)
—
0.14 ppm (for certain
areas)g
0.030 ppm (for certain
areas)g
150 g/m3
—

Same as primary
standard
None
—
0.5 ppm (1,300 g/m3)
—

Annual

—

24 hours
Annual arithmetic mean
24 hours

50 g/m3
20 g/m3
—

Annual arithmetic mean
30-day average
Calendar quarter

12 g/m3
1.5 g/m3
—

Rolling 3-month
average
1 hour

—

1.5 g/m3 (for certain
areas)k
0.15 g/m3

0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3)

—

—

24 hours

0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3)

—

—

24- hours

25 µg/m3

—

—
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Table 4.2-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant
Visibility
reducing
particles

Averaging Time
8 hour (10:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. PST)

California Standardsa
c
Concentration
Insufficient amount to produce
an extinction coefficient of
0.23 per kilometer due to the
number of particles when the
relative humidity is less than
70%

National Standardsb
Primaryc,d
Secondaryc,e
—
—

Source: CARB 2016c.
Notes: O3 = ozone; ppm = parts per million by volume; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide;
mg/m3= milligrams per cubic meter; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10
microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns; PST = Pacific standard time.
a
California standards for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, suspended particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5), and visibility-reducing
particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. CAAQS are listed in the Table of
Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.
b
National standards (other than O3, NO2, SO2, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not
to be exceeded more than once per year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site
in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected
number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than 1. For PM2.5, the 24hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.
c
Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference temperature of
25°Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C
and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.
d
National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health.
e
National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse
effects of a pollutant.
f
On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour O3 primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.
g
To attain the national 1-hour standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at
each site must not exceed 100 parts per billion (ppb). Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of ppb. California standards are in
units of ppm. To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards, the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In
this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.
h
On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established, and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To
attain the national 1-hour standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each
site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until 1 year after an area is
designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment of the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in
effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.
i
On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 g/m3 to 12.0 g/m3. The existing national 24hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 g/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 μg/m3. The
existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 g/m3 were also retained. The form of the annual primary and
secondary standards is the annual mean averaged over 3 years.
j
The CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as TACs with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined.
These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.
k
The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 μg/m3 as a
quarterly average) remains in effect until 1 year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated
nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008
standard are approved.

Toxic Air Contaminants
The state Air Toxics Program was established in 1983 under Assembly Bill (AB) 1807 (Tanner).
The California TAC list identifies more than 700 pollutants, of which carcinogenic and
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noncarcinogenic toxicity criteria have been established for a subset of these pollutants pursuant
to the California Health and Safety Code. In accordance with AB 2728, the state list includes the
(federal) HAPs. The Legislature enacted the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and
Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588) in 1987 to address public concern over the release of TACs
into the atmosphere. AB 2588 law requires facilities emitting toxic substances to provide local
air pollution control districts with information that will allow an assessment of the air toxics
problem, identification of air toxics emissions sources, location of resulting hotspots, notification
of the public exposed to significant risk, and development of effective strategies to reduce
potential risks to the public over 5 years. TAC emissions from individual facilities are quantified
and prioritized. High-priority facilities are required to perform a health risk assessment. If
specific thresholds are exceeded, the facility operator is required to communicate the results to
the public in the form of notices and public meetings.
In 2000, CARB approved a comprehensive Diesel Risk Reduction Plan to reduce diesel
emissions from both new and existing diesel-fueled vehicles and engines (CARB 2000). The
regulation is anticipated to result in an 80% decrease in statewide diesel health risk in 2020
compared with the diesel risk in 2000. Additional regulations apply to new trucks and diesel fuel,
including the On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel Vehicle (In-Use) Regulation (CARB 2014), On-Road
Heavy Duty (New) Vehicle Program (CARB 2005b), In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle
Regulation (CARB 2011), and New Off-Road Compression-Ignition (Diesel) Engines and
Equipment program (CARB 2008). These regulations and programs have timetables by which
manufacturers must comply and existing operators must upgrade their diesel-powered
equipment. There are several Airborne Toxic Control Measures that reduce diesel emissions,
including In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets (13 CCR 2449 et seq.) and In-Use On-Road
Diesel-Fueled Vehicles (13 CCR 2025).
California Health and Safety Code, Section 41700
This section of the California Health and Safety Code states that a person shall not discharge
from any source whatsoever quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public; or that
endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any of those persons or the public; or that
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. This section
also applies to sources of objectionable odors.
Local
South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCAQMD is the regional agency responsible for the regulation and enforcement of federal, state,
and local air pollution control regulations in the SCAB, where the project is located. SCAQMD
operates monitoring stations in the SCAB, develops rules and regulations for stationary sources
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and equipment, prepares emissions inventory and air quality management planning documents,
and conducts source testing and inspections. SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plans
(AQMPs) include control measures and strategies to be implemented to attain state and federal
ambient air quality standards in the SCAB. SCAQMD then implements these control measures
as regulations to control or reduce criteria pollutant emissions from stationary sources or
equipment. Each AQMP update incorporates significant new scientific data, including updated
emissions inventories, ambient measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality
modeling tools. The most recent adopted AQMP is the 2016 AQMP (SCAQMD 2017a), which
was adopted by the SCAQMD governing board on March 3, 2017. The previous AQMP was the
2012 AQMP, which was adopted in February 2013 (SCAQMD 2013). Summaries of the 2012
AQMP and the 2016 AQMP are provided below.
The 2012 AQMP proposed policies and measures to achieve federal and state standards for improved
air quality in the SCAB and those portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (formerly named the
Southeast Desert Air Basin) that are under SCAQMD jurisdiction. The 2012 AQMP is designed to
meet applicable federal and state requirements for O3 and particulate matter. The 2012 AQMP
documents the finding that attainment of the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard is impracticable by 2015
and that the SCAB should be classified as a serious nonattainment area along with the appropriate
federal requirements. The 2012 AQMP includes the planning requirements to meet the 1-hour O3
standard. The 2012 AQMP demonstrates attainment of the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014 in
the SCAB through adoption of all feasible measures. Finally, the 2012 AQMP updates the EPAapproved 8-hour O3 control plan with new measures designed to reduce reliance on the Clean Air
Act Section 182(e)(5) long-term measures for NOx and VOC reductions. The 2012 AQMP reduction
and control measures, which are outlined to mitigate emissions, are based on existing and projected
land use and development. The EPA, with a final ruling on April 14, 2016, approved the Clean Air
Act planning requirements for the 24-hour PM2.5 standard portion and on September 3, 2014,
approved the 1-hour O3 Clean Air Act planning requirements.
The 2016 AQMP is a regional blueprint for achieving air quality standards and healthful air. The
2016 AQMP represents a new approach, focusing on available, proven, and cost-effective
alternatives to traditional strategies, while seeking to achieve multiple goals in partnership with
other entities promoting reductions in GHGs and toxic risk, as well as efficiencies in energy use,
transportation, and goods movement (SCAQMD 2017b). Because mobile sources are the
principal contributor to the SCAB’s air quality challenges, SCAQMD has been and will continue
to be closely engaged with CARB and EPA, who have primary responsibility for these sources.
The 2016 AQMP recognizes the critical importance of working with other agencies to develop
funding and other incentives that encourage the accelerated transition of vehicles, buildings, and
industrial facilities to cleaner technologies in a manner that benefits not only air quality but also
local businesses and the regional economy. These “win-win” scenarios are key to
implementation of this 2016 AQMP with broad support from a wide range of stakeholders.
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SCAQMD Rules
Emissions that would result from construction activities and/or operation of the proposed project
are subject to the rules and regulations of SCAQMD (2014), which include the following:

6
7
8
9

10
11



Rule 401 – Visible Emissions:6 This rule establishes the limit for visible emissions from
stationary sources.



Rule 402 – Nuisance:7 This rule prohibits the discharge of air pollutants from a facility that
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public or damage to business or property.



Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust:8 This rule requires fugitive dust sources to implement best
available control measures for all sources and prohibits all forms of visible particulate
matter from crossing any property line. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made
condition capable of generating fugitive dust, and identifies measures to reduce fugitive
dust. This includes soil treatment for exposed soil areas. Treatment shall include, but not
necessarily be limited to, periodic watering, application of environmentally safe soil
stabilization materials, and/or roll compaction as appropriate.



Rule 431.2 – Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels:9 The purpose of this rule is to limit the
sulfur content in diesel and other liquid fuels for the purpose of reducing the formation of
SOx and particulates during combustion and of enabling the use of add-on control devices
for diesel-fueled internal combustion engines. The rule applies to all refiners, importers,
and other fuel suppliers such as distributors, marketers, and retailers, as well as to users
of diesel, low-sulfur diesel, and other liquid fuels for stationary-source applications in the
SCAQMD. The rule also affects diesel fuel supplied for mobile sources.



Rule 1113 – Architectural Coatings:10 This rule requires manufacturers, distributors,
and end users of architectural and industrial maintenance coatings to reduce VOC
emissions from the use of these coatings, primarily by placing limits on the VOC content
of various coating categories.



Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities:11 This rule
establishes work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition
and renovation, including the removal and disturbance of asbestos-containing materials.

Rule 401 Visible Emissions: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-401.pdf?sfvrsn=4.
Rule 402 Nuisance: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-402.pdf?sfvrsn=4.
Rule 403 Fugitive Dust: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-403.pdf?sfvrsn=4.
Rule 431.2 Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule431-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4.
Rule 1113 Architectural Coatings: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/r1113.pdf?sfvrsn=17.
Rule 1403 Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/defaultsource/rulebook/reg-xiv/rule-1403.pdf.
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Southern California Association of Governments
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional planning agency
for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties and serves
as a forum for regional issues relating to transportation, the economy, community development,
and the environment. SCAG serves as the federally designated metropolitan planning
organization for the Southern California region and is the largest metropolitan planning
organization in the United States. With respect to air quality planning and other regional issues,
SCAG has prepared the 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan: Helping Communities Achieve a
Sustainable Future (2008 RCP) for the region (SCAG 2008). The 2008 RCP is a problem-solving
guidance document that directly responds to what SCAG has learned about Southern California’s
challenges through the annual State of the Region report card (SCAG 2008).
On April 7, 2016, SCAG’s Regional Council adopted the 2016 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The 2016 RTP/SCS is a long-range
visioning plan that balances future mobility and housing needs with economic, environmental,
and public health goals. The 2016 RTP/SCS charts a course for closely integrating land use and
transportation so that the region can grow smartly and sustainably. The 2016 RTP/SCS was
prepared through a collaborative, continuous, and comprehensive process with input from local
governments, county transportation commissions, tribal governments, nonprofit organizations,
businesses, and local stakeholders within the Counties of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. In June 2016, SCAG received its conformity
determination from the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration
indicating that all air quality conformity requirements for the 2016 RTP/SCS and associated
2015 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Consistency Amendment through
Amendment 15-12 have been met (SCAG 2016).
As previously noted, the SCAQMD Final 2016 AQMP applies the updated SCAG growth
forecasts assumed in the 2016 RTP/SCS.
City of Fullerton General Plan
The Fullerton Plan, adopted on May 1, 2012 (City of Fullerton 2012a, 2012b), serves as the
City’s general plan and includes the following goals and policies that apply to the project:
The Built Environment
Goal 5

A balanced system promoting transportation alternatives that enable mobility and an
enhanced quality of life.
Policy 5.2: Support regional and subregional efforts to increase alternatives to and
infrastructure supporting reduction of single occupant vehicle trips.
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Policy 5.13: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to encourage transit
improvements that incentivize investment and link neighborhoods, while fitting the
scale and traffic patterns of the surrounding area.
Policy 5.16: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to encourage the
development of private and/or public infrastructure facilitating the use of alternative
fuel vehicles.
Goal 6

A bicycle-friendly city where bicycling is a safe and convenient alternative to motorized
transportation and a recreational opportunity for people of all ages and abilities.
Policy 6.1: Support regional and subregional efforts to ensure bicyclists are considered
when developing new or retrofitting existing transportation facilities and systems.
Policy 6.4: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to recognize that
every street in Fullerton is a street that a bicyclist can use.
Policy 6.7: Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to reduce negative
impacts to and increase opportunities for bicycle users and the bicycle network in
private and public development projects.
Policy 6.12: Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to provide
convenient bicycle parking and other bicycle facilities in existing and potential high
demand locations within the City, such as educational institutions, parks, business
districts, transit stops, retail, commercial and employment centers.
Policy 6.14: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to consider bicycle
friendly design using new technologies and innovative treatments.

The Natural Environment
Goal 21

Protection and improvement of air quality.
Policy 21.2: Support regional and subregional efforts to promote a transportation
system coordinated with air quality improvements.
Policy 21.4: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to promote a
balance of residential, commercial, industrial, recreational and institutional uses
located to provide options to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled.
Policy 21.5: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce impacts to
air quality from the improper handling and disposal of commercial products.
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Policy 21.6: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce impacts to
air quality caused by private and public construction projects.
Policy 21.7: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce impacts to
air quality caused by the design or operation of a site or use.
Ambient Air Quality
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Designation
Pursuant to the 1990 federal Clean Air Act amendments, EPA classifies air basins (or portions
thereof) as attainment or nonattainment for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether the
NAAQS have been achieved. Generally, if the recorded concentrations of a pollutant are lower
than the standard, the area is classified as attainment for that pollutant. If an area exceeds the
standard, the area is classified as nonattainment for that pollutant. If there are not enough data
available to determine whether the standard is exceeded in an area, the area is designated as
unclassified or unclassifiable. The designation of unclassifiable/attainment means that the area
meets the standard or is expected to meet the standard despite a lack of monitoring data. Areas
that achieve the standards after a nonattainment designation are redesignated as maintenance
areas and must have approved maintenance plans to ensure continued attainment of the
standards. The California Clean Air Act, like its federal counterpart, called for the designation of
areas as attainment or nonattainment, but based on the CAAQS rather than the NAAQS. Table
4.2-2 identifies the current attainment status of the project site with respect to the NAAQS and
CAAQS, and the attainment classifications for the criteria pollutants.
Table 4.2-2
South Coast Air Basin Attainment Classification
Pollutant
Ozone (O3) – 1 hour
Ozone (O3) – 8 hour
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Carbon monoxide (CO)
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)a
Coarse particulate matter (PM10)
Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
Lead (Pb)
Hydrogen sulfide
Sulfates
Visibility-reducing particles
Vinyl chloride

Designation/Classification
Federal Standards
State Standards
No federal standard
Nonattainment
Extreme nonattainment
Nonattainment
Unclassifiable/attainment
Attainment
Attainment/maintenance
Attainment
Not designated (a)
Attainment
Attainment/maintenance
Nonattainment
Serious nonattainment
Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Attainment
No federal standard
Unclassified
No federal standard
Attainment
No federal standard
Unclassified
No federal standard
No designation

Sources: EPA 2016c (federal); CARB 2016d (state).
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Notes: Attainment = meets the standards; Attainment/Maintenance = achieve the standards after a nonattainment designation; Nonattainment
= does not meet the standards; Unclassified or Unclassifiable = insufficient data to classify; Unclassifiable/Attainment = meets the standard or
is expected to be meet the standard despite a lack of monitoring data.
a
Federal designations for SO2 are on hold by EPA; EPA expects to make the designations by December 2017 (EPA 2016d).

In summary, the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for federal and state O3 standards
and federal and state PM2.5 standards. The SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for state
PM10 standards; however, it is designated as an attainment area for federal PM10 standards. The
SCAB is designated as an attainment area for federal and state CO standards, federal and state
NO2 standards, and state SO2 standards. Although the SCAB has been designated as
nonattainment for the federal rolling 3-month average lead standard, it is designated attainment
for the state lead standard (CARB 2016d; EPA 2016c).
Despite the current nonattainment status, air quality within the SCAB has generally improved
since the inception of air pollutant monitoring in 1976. This improvement is mainly due to
lower-polluting on-road motor vehicles, more stringent regulation of industrial sources, and the
implementation of emission reduction strategies by SCAQMD. This trend toward cleaner air has
occurred in spite of continued population growth. Despite this growth, air quality has improved
significantly over the years, primarily due to the impacts of the region’s air quality control
program. PM10 levels have declined almost 50% since 1990, and PM2.5 levels have also declined
50% since measurements began in 1999 (CARB 2016c). The only air monitoring station that is
currently exceeding or projected to exceed the 24-hour PM2.5 standard from 2011 forward is the
Mira Loma Station in Western Riverside County. Similar improvements are observed with O3,
although the rate of O3 decline has slowed in recent years.
Local Ambient Air Quality
The proposed project site’s local ambient air quality is monitored by SCAQMD. CARB, air
districts, and other agencies monitor ambient air quality at approximately 250 air quality
monitoring stations across the state. Air quality monitoring stations usually measure pollutant
concentrations 10 feet above ground level; therefore, air quality is often referred to in terms of
ground-level concentrations.
The Anaheim Monitoring Station, located at 1630 West Pampas Lane in the City of Anaheim, is
the nearest air-monitoring station to the project site. The data collected at this station are
considered representative of the air quality experienced in the project vicinity. Air quality data
from 2014 through 2016 for the Anaheim Monitoring Station are provided in Table 4.2-3.
Because SO2 levels were not monitored at the Anaheim–Pampas Lane Monitoring Station,
measurements were taken from the Costa Mesa Monitoring Station.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.2-19

4.2 – AIR QUALITY

Table 4.2-3
Local Ambient Air Quality Data
Monitoring
Station
Anaheim

Unit

Averaging Time

ppm

Maximum 1-hour
concentration
Maximum 8-hour
concentration

ppm

Anaheim

Anaheim

Costa Mesa

ppm

Maximum 1-hour
concentration

ppm

Annual
concentration

ppm

Maximum 1-hour
concentration

ppm

Maximum 8-hour
concentration

ppm

Maximum 1-hour
concentration
Maximum 24-hour
concentration
Annual
concentration

ppm
ppm

Anaheim

g/m3

g/m3

Anaheim

Maximum 24-hour
concentration

Annual
concentration

g/m3

Maximum 24-hour
concentration

g/m3

Annual
concentration

Agency/
Method
State

Ambient Air
Quality
Standard
Ozone (O3)
0.09

Measured
Concentration by Year
2014 2015
2016

Exceedances by Year
2014
2015 2016

0.111

0.100

0.103

2

1

2

State
0.070
Federal
0.070
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
State
0.18
Federal
0.100
State
0.030
Federal
0.053
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
State
20
Federal
35
State
9.0
Federal
9
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Federal
0.075

0.082
0.081

0.081
0.080

0.075
0.074

6
6

1
1

4
4

0.075
0.076
0.014
0.015

0.059
0.059
0.014
0.015

0.064
0.064
0.015
0.014

0
0
—
—

0
0
—
—

0
0
—
—

—
3.1
—
2.1

—
3.1
—
2.2

—
2.6
—
2.1

—
0
—
0

—
0
—
0

—
0
—
0

0.088

0.045

0.033

0

0

0

Federal

0.14

0.014

0.011

0.007

0

0

0

Federal

0.030

0.003

0.001

0.001

—

—

—

59.0

ND

12.0
(2)
0.0
(0)
—

12.1
(2)
0.0
(0)
—

ND
(ND)
ND
(0)
—

ND
(0)
—
—

Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10)a
State
50
84.0
Federal

150

85.0

59.0

49.0

State

20

26.7

25.3

ND

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)a
Federal
35
45.0

45.8

32.0

ND
(4)

ND
(3)

State
Federal

14.8
ND

ND
ND

—
—

—
—

12
12.0

16.1
ND

Sources: CARB 2016e; EPA 2016b.
Notes: ppm = parts per million by volume; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; — = not available; ND = insufficient data available to
determine the value.
Data were taken from CARB iADAM (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam) or EPA AirData (http://www.epa.gov/airdata/) and represent the highest
concentrations experienced over a given year.
Exceedances of federal and state standards are shown for O3 and particulate matter. Daily exceedances for particulate matter are estimated
days because PM10 and PM2.5 are not monitored daily. All other criteria pollutants did not exceed either federal or state standards during the
years shown. There is no federal standard for 1-hour ozone, annual PM10, or 24-hour SO2, nor is there a state 24-hour standard for PM2.5.
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The Anaheim monitoring station is located at 1630 West Pampas Lane, Anaheim, California 92802.
The Costa Mesa monitoring station is located at 2850 Mesa Verde Drive East, Costa Mesa, California 92626.
a
Measurements of PM10 and PM2.5 are usually collected every 6 days and every 1 to 3 days, respectively. Number of days exceeding the
standards is a mathematical estimate of the number of days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had
each day been monitored. The numbers in parentheses are the measured number of samples that exceeded the standard.

Existing Campus Operational Emissions
Emissions generated during operation of existing buildings and facilities on campus were
estimated to provide a baseline for comparison to projected operational emissions generated by
buildout of buildings and facilities in the proposed project. Year 2016 was used to represent
existing conditions.12 Operation of the project would produce VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and
PM2.5 emissions from area sources, energy sources, and mobile sources. Area sources include the
use of consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping equipment. Energy sources
include emissions associated with natural gas consumption. Mobile sources include emissions
associated with motor vehicle trips to project land uses. The existing operation of the Fullerton
College campus generates air emissions primarily through vehicular traffic generated by
students, faculty, staff, employees, and visitors to the campus.
Emissions associated with existing daily traffic were modeled using weekday trip-generation
rates, which were calculated using the project traffic generation values provided in the traffic
impact analysis report (included as Appendix E to this EIR). CalEEMod default Saturday and
Sunday trip-generation rates were adjusted based on weekday trip-generation rates per land use
type, because weekend trip-generation rates were not provided in the traffic impact analysis
report. CalEEMod default data for temperature, variable start information, and emission factors
were conservatively used for the model inputs. Project-related traffic was assumed to consist of a
mixture of vehicles in accordance with the model outputs for traffic. Emission factors
representing the vehicle mix and emissions for 2016 emission factors were used to represent
existing conditions.
In addition to estimating mobile source emissions, CalEEMod was also used to estimate emissions
from the project site sources, which include gasoline-powered landscape maintenance equipment,
consumer products, and architectural coatings for the maintenance of buildings. The estimated
existing operational emissions were based on existing land use defaults and total area (i.e., square
footage) of buildings and facilities that were in operation in 2016. Existing development of academic,
general administrative, auxiliary, and recreational land uses on the Fullerton College campus totals
815,734 gross square feet (GSF) and 3,755 parking lot spaces. Default values provided by
CalEEMod were changed for the VOC content of architectural coatings. The non-residential
architectural coating VOC content was changed to 50 grams per liter (g/L) for interior coatings and
100 g/L for exterior coatings, from the default value of 250 g/L in CalEEMod based on compliance
with SCAQMD Rule 1113 and use of low-VOC flat coatings.

12

Most of the existing data for the Fullerton College campus reflect conditions from 2014 to 2016. Year 2016
was selected for purposes of the baseline analysis.
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Emissions from energy sources, which include natural gas appliances and space and water
heating, were also estimated using CalEEMod. Default values for indoor and outdoor water use
were changed to 10,259,769 and 16,047,331 gallons per year, respectively, based on water
consumption from the 2013–2014 fiscal year. Default values for solid waste generation rates
were used. Natural gas consumption defaults were also revised through Title 24 and non-Title 24
natural gas energy intensities to values of 34.24 and 17.54 thousand British thermal units (BTU)
per 1,000 square feet per year, respectively, to reflect Fullerton College’s natural gas
consumption for the 2015–2016 fiscal year. Electricity consumption defaults were also revised
through Title 24 and non-Title 24 electricity intensities, and lighting energy intensities to values
of 90.54, 47.06, and 82.17 kilowatt-hours per 1,000 square feet per year.
Table 4.2-4 presents the maximum daily emissions associated with the operation of the existing
Fullerton College buildings and facilities. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter
daily emissions results from CalEEMod. Details of the emission calculations are provided in
Appendix B.
Table 4.2-4
Existing Conditions 2016 Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions
Emission Source
Area
Energy
Mobile
Total emissions

VOCs

NOx

18.32
1.25
70.73
90.30

0.03
11.35
275.02
286.40

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
2.96
0.00
9.53
0.07
923.71
2.51
936.20
2.58

PM10

PM2.5

0.01
0.86
196.60
197.47

0.01
0.86
54.92
55.79

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter.
See Appendix B for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod.
Unmitigated emissions are presented as no mitigation measures and associated emission reductions were assumed.

4.2.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to air quality are based on
Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et
seq.). According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact related to air
quality would occur if the project would:
1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
2. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.
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3. Result in a cumulatively considerable new increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative threshold emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).
4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
No topics related to air quality were eliminated in the Initial Study for the proposed project;
therefore, all topics are discussed in the impacts analysis.
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) indicates that, where available,
the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to determine whether the project would have a
significant impact on air quality. SCAQMD has established Air Quality Significance
Thresholds, as revised in March 2015, that set forth quantitative emission significance
thresholds below which a project would not have a significant impact on ambient air quality
under existing and cumulative conditions. The quantitative air quality analysis provided herein
applies the SCAQMD thresholds identified in Table 4.2-5 to determine the potential for the
project to result in a significant impact under CEQA.
Table 4.2-5
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Pollutant
VOCs
NOx
CO
SOx
PM10
PM2.5
Leada
TACsb
Odor
NO2 1-hour average
NO2 annual arithmetic mean

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds
Construction
Operation
(pounds per day)
(pounds per day)
75
55
100
55
550
550
150
150
150
150
55
55
3
3
TACs and Odor Thresholds
Maximum incremental cancer risk 10 in 1 million
Chronic and acute hazard index 1.0 (project increment)
Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutantsc
SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an
exceedance of the following attainment standards:
0.18 ppm (state)
0.030 ppm (state) and 0.0534 ppm (federal)
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Table 4.2-5
SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Pollutant
CO 1-hour average
CO 8-hour average

PM10 24-hour average
PM10 annual average
PM2.5 24-hour average

Criteria Pollutants Mass Daily Thresholds
Construction
Operation
(pounds per day)
(pounds per day)
SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significant if it causes or contributes to an
exceedance of the following attainment standards:
20 ppm (state) and 35 ppm (federal)
9.0 ppm (state/federal)
10.4 g/m3 (construction)d
2.5 g/m3 (operation)
1.0 g/m3
10.4 g/m3 (construction)d
2.5 g/m3 (operation)

Source: SCAQMD 2015.
Notes: SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; VOC = volatile organic compounds; lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides
of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; TAC = toxic air
contaminant; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
Greenhouse gas thresholds for industrial projects, as added in the March 2015 revision to the SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds,
were not include included in Table 4.2-4 as they will be addressed within the greenhouse gas emissions analysis and not the air quality study.
a
The phase-out of leaded gasoline started in 1976. Since gasoline no longer contains lead, the proposed project is not anticipated to result
in impacts related to lead; therefore, it is not discussed in this analysis.
b
TACs include carcinogens and non-carcinogens.
c
Ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2, unless otherwise stated.
d
Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD Rule 403.

A project would result in a substantial contribution to an existing air quality violation of the
federal or state standards for O3 (see Table 4.2-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards), which is a
nonattainment pollutant, if the project’s construction or operational emissions would exceed the
SCAQMD VOC or NOx thresholds shown in Table 4.2-5. These emission-based thresholds for
O3 precursors are intended to serve as a surrogate for an “ozone significance threshold” (i.e., the
potential for adverse O3 impacts to occur) because O3 itself is not emitted directly (see the
previous discussion of O3 and its sources), and the effects of an individual project’s emissions of
O3 precursors (VOCs and NOx) on O3 levels in ambient air cannot be determined through air
quality models or other quantitative methods.
In addition to the emission-based thresholds in Table 4.2-5, SCAQMD recommends the
evaluation of localized air quality impacts to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the
project as a result of construction activities. The significance thresholds for NO2 and CO
represent the allowable increase in concentrations above background levels in the vicinity of a
project that would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the relevant ambient air quality
standards, whereas the threshold for PM10 represents compliance with Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust).
The significance threshold for PM2.5 is intended to ensure that construction emissions do not
contribute substantially to existing exceedances of the PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. For
project sites of 5 acres or less, SCAQMD’s Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology
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(LST Methodology; SCAQMD 2009a) includes lookup tables that can be used to determine the
maximum allowable daily emissions that would satisfy the localized significance criteria (i.e.,
the emissions would not cause an exceedance of the applicable concentration limits for NO2, CO,
PM10, and PM2.5) without performing project-specific dispersion modeling. The allowable
emission rates depend on the following parameters:
1. Source–receptor area in which the project is located
2. Size of the project site
3. Distance between the project site and the nearest sensitive receptor (e.g., residences,
schools, hospitals)
The project site is located in Source Receptor Area 16 (North Orange County). SCAQMD
provides guidance for applying CalEEMod to the LSTs. LST pollutant screening level
concentration data is currently published for 1-, 2-, and 5-acre sites for varying distances.
Fullerton College campus building projects would be located near sensitive receptors. The
nearest off-site sensitive-receptor land uses, residential land uses (multifamily) to the north and
Fullerton Union High School to the west, are located approximately 65 feet to the north and 75
feet to the west of the project site boundary. Thus, of the proposed project components, two
areas were analyzed because construction of these facilities could occur relatively close to
sensitive receptors: (1) the Theater Arts Building 1300 and Music Building 1100, and (2) the
Berkeley Center Building 3000. The values from the SCAQMD lookup tables for SourceReceptor Area 16 for a 2-acre project site and the closest distances (25 meters (82 feet)) are
shown in Table 4.2-6.
Table 4.2-6
Localized Significance Thresholds for Source Receptor Area 16
(North Orange County)

Pollutant
NO2
CO
PM10
PM2.5

Thresholds
(pounds per day)
2 Acres
147
762
6
4

Source: SCAQMD 2009a.
Notes: NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter.
LST thresholds were determined based on the values for a 2-acre site at a distance of 25 meters (82 feet) from the nearest sensitive receptor.
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4.2.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
As previously discussed, the project site is located within the SCAB under the jurisdiction of
SCAQMD, which is the local agency responsible for administration and enforcement of air
quality regulations for the area. SCAQMD has established criteria for determining consistency
with the AQMP, currently the 2016 AQMP, in Chapter 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3, in the
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993). The criteria are as follows:


Consistency Criterion No. 1: The proposed project will not result in an increase in the
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards of the interim emissions
reductions specified in the AQMP.



Consistency Criterion No. 2: The proposed project will not exceed the assumptions in
the AQMP or increments based on the year of project buildout and phase.

Consistency Criterion No. 1
The impact analysis for CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Threshold 2, which evaluates the
project’s potential to violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation impact analysis, addresses Consistency Criterion No. 1, which
similarly focuses on the potential for the project to result in an increase in the frequency or
severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely
attainment of the NAAQS/CAAQS or interim emission reductions in the AQMP.
The SCAB is a nonattainment area for O3, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5 under the NAAQS and/or
CAAQS, as shown in Table 4.2-2, South Coast Air Basin Attainment Classification. CalEEMod
Version 2016.3.1 was used to estimate emissions for the project and the for the existing Fullerton
College campus buildings operational emissions that would be replaced or demolished as part of
the project. As concluded in the analysis under Threshold 2, the proposed project would not
result in a net increase of VOC, NOx, PM10, or PM2.5 emissions that would exceed the SCAQMD
thresholds; therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact associated with the
potential violation of an air quality standard. Accordingly, the proposed project is not anticipated
to contribute to the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or delay timely
attainment of the NAAQS/CAAQS or interim emission reductions in the 2016 AQMP.
Consistency Criterion No. 2
While striving to achieve the NAAQS for O3 and PM2.5 and the CAAQS for O3, PM10, and PM2.5
through a variety of air quality control measures, the 2016 AQMP also accommodates planned
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growth in the SCAB. Projects are considered consistent with, and would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of, the AQMP if the growth in socioeconomic factors (e.g., population,
employment) is consistent with the underlying regional plans used to develop the AQMP (per
Consistency Criterion No. 2 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993)).
SCAQMD primarily uses demographic growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories
(e.g., population, housing, employment by industry) developed by SCAG for its RTP/SCS
(SCAG 2016), which is based on general plans for cities and counties in the SCAB, for the
development of the AQMP emissions inventory (SCAQMD 2017a).13 The SCAG 2016
RTP/SCS and the associated Regional Growth Forecast is generally consistent with the local
plans; therefore, the 2016 AQMP is generally consistent with local government plans.
The proposed project would not directly induce substantial population growth in the area because
there is no new housing proposed as part of the project. Rather, the proposed project would serve
the existing community for educational and vocational training. Although the proposed project
would include the construction of new facilities, which could attract visitors to the Fullerton
College campus and would be open for public use and could occasionally house special events,
generally, Fullerton College students and staff would be the primary users of these facilities. The
newly constructed facilities would therefore not result in substantial population growth. The
proposed project is consistent with The Fullerton Plan, which anticipated the District’s intended
growth on the Fullerton College campus. Because the proposed project is consistent with The
Fullerton Plan, it would be considered consistent with the SCAG 2016 Regional Growth Forecast
and would not conflict with the 2016 AQMP or exceed the assumptions in the 2016 AQMP.
Additionally, Fullerton College is currently zoned Public-Land (P-L) and has a general plan land
use designation of School Facility. The proposed project would be consistent with the current
zoning and general plan land use designation as well as SCAG’s growth projections anticipated
in the Final 2016 AQMP. Vehicle trips and trip distance would be consistent with SCAG’s
growth projections anticipated in the 2016 AQMP. As such, it is reasonable to assume vehicle
trip generation associated with the proposed project has been anticipated in the SCAG growth
projections because the land use would remain the same (i.e., educational facility). Because the
proposed project is consistent with the anticipated population growth of the City of Fullerton and
the surrounding cities and the associated vehicle trips have been factored into the underlying
13

Information necessary to produce the emission inventory for the SCAB is obtained from the SCAQMD and
other governmental agencies, including CARB, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and
SCAG. Each of these agencies is responsible for collecting data (e.g., industry growth factors, socio-economic
projections, travel activity levels, emission factors, emission speciation profile, and emissions) and developing
methodologies (e.g., model and demographic forecast improvements) required to generate a comprehensive
emissions inventory. SCAG incorporates these data into their Travel Demand Model for estimating/projecting
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and driving speeds. SCAG’s socio-economic and transportation activities
projections in their 2016 RTP/SCS are integrated in the 2016 AQMP (SCAQMD 2017a).
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growth projections of the 2016 AQMP, the proposed project would not result in a conflict with,
or obstruct implementation of, the applicable air quality plan. Accordingly, the proposed project
would meet Consistency Criterion No. 2 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.
Summary
Because the proposed project would be consistent with the overall goal and intent of the
Fullerton College campus Master Plan and would not generate substantial population and
employment that was not accounted for in The Fullerton Plan or the SCAG 2016 Regional
Growth Forecast, and the proposed project would not generate emissions that would exceed the
SCAQMD thresholds, impacts relating to the proposed project’s potential to conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the 2016 AQMP would be less than significant.
Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
Construction and operation of the proposed project would result in the emissions of criteria air
pollutants that may cause exceedances of federal and state ambient air quality standards or
contribute to existing nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. The following discussion
identifies potential short- and long-term impacts that would result from implementation of the
proposed project.
Construction Impacts
Construction of the proposed project would result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the
local airshed caused by on-site sources (i.e., off-road construction equipment, soil disturbance,
and VOC off-gassing) and off-site sources (i.e., on-road haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker
vehicle trips). Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the
level of activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.
Therefore, such emission levels can only be approximately estimated with a corresponding
uncertainty in precise ambient air quality impacts.
As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, development of the proposed project is planned
incrementally. Phasing for development is planned in three segments, resulting in an estimated
buildout of the proposed project by 2026. Notably, the timing has not yet been determined for the
renovation of Wilshire Theatre Building 2100, Administration Building 100, Math Building 600,
Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000, Academic Computing Building 3100, Campus Services Building
840, the Health Center, and the second phase of construction of the Performing Arts Complex. All of
these facilities were assumed to be constructed in Phase 3 for purposes of the emissions calculations.
Accordingly, construction emissions were modeled by each project component in three separate
phases: Phase 1 (2017–2018), Phase 2 (2019–2022), and Phase 3 (2023–2026).
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Emissions from the construction of each project component were estimated using CalEEMod.
Table 4.2-7 presents the general construction equipment mix used for the air pollutant emissions
modeling of the proposed project. The equipment mix was generally followed for all
construction modeling scenarios. For this analysis, it was generally assumed that heavy
construction equipment would be operating at the site for approximately 8 hours a day (or less),
5 days a week (22 days per month), during project construction. However, the construction
phases (i.e., demolition, grading), construction equipment, and equipment hours of operation
varied depending on the project component. Default construction worker, vendor trips, haul truck
trips, and trip lengths as provided in CalEEMod were used. Default haul truck trips as provided
in CalEEMod were assumed during demolition activities, which are based on the total square
footage of buildings to be demolished within each demolition subphase. It was assumed that
during site preparation activities all soil would be balanced on site and no soil import or export
would be required. To be conservative, it was assumed that approximately five haul truck trips
per day would occur during grading activities to capture potential import or export of material.
Specific CalEEMod assumptions for each model scenario, including quantity of equipment, are
provided in Appendix B.
Table 4.2-7
Construction Scenario Assumptions
Average Daily
Worker OneWay Trips
16

Average Daily
Vendor OneWay Trips
0

Total Haul
Truck One-Way
Trips
10 to 332

Site preparation

18

0

0

Grading

16

0

10

Building construction

60 to 158

24 to 62

0

Paving

14 to 16

0

0

Architectural coating

12 to 32

0

0

Construction Phase
Demolition

Equipment
Concrete/industrial saws
Rubber-tired dozers
Tractors/loaders/backhoes
Rubber-tired dozers
Tractors/loaders/backhoes
Excavators
Graders
Rubber-tired dozers
Trackers/loaders/backhoes
Cranes
Forklifts
Generator sets
Trackers/loaders/backhoes
Welders
Bore/drill rigsa
Pavers
Paving equipment
Rollers
Air compressors

Quantity
1
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
3
1
3
1
1
2
2
2
1

Notes: See Appendix B for complete results.
a
Bore/drill rigs was used to represent use of a pile driver, which was only assumed during construction of the Centennial Parking Structure.
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Implementation of the project would generate air pollutant emissions from entrained dust, offroad equipment, vehicle emissions, architectural coatings, and asphalt pavement application.
Entrained dust results from the exposure of earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance
and movement of soil, primarily during the grading and site preparation phases, resulting in PM10
and PM2.5 emissions. The project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to
control dust emissions generated during the grading activities. Standard construction practices
that would be employed to reduce fugitive dust emissions include watering of the active sites
twice per day depending on weather conditions. Internal combustion engines used by
construction equipment, vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks), and worker vehicles would result in
emissions of VOCs, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The application of architectural coatings, such
as exterior/interior paint and other finishes, would also produce VOC emissions. Default values
provided by CalEEMod were changed for the VOC content of architectural coatings; however,
the contractor is required to procure architectural coatings from a supplier in compliance with the
requirements of SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). The non-residential
architectural coating VOC content was changed from the default value of 250 g/L in CalEEMod
to 50 g/L for interior coatings and 100 g/L for exterior coatings, based on compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 1113 and use of low-VOC flat coatings.
During Phase 1, construction of the new instruction building, construction of the Centennial
Parking Structure, construction of a new Maintenance and Operations facility, construction of a
thermal energy storage tank, expansion of the chiller plant, and renovation of Humanities
Building 500 would total 370,325 GSF, and the total size of buildings demolished (residences
along East Chapman Avenue and North Newell Place) would be 7,320 GSF (Google Earth
2015).14 In addition, Parking Lots 4 and 3 would be demolished. Construction was assumed to
commence in August 2017 and reach completion by December 2018, for a total duration of
approximately 17 months.15 Table 4.2-8 presents the estimated maximum daily construction
emissions generated during construction of the proposed project in Phase 1.
Table 4.2-8
Phase 1 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
VOCs

NOx

8.72

82.55

Year
2017
14

15

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
52.61
0.11

PM10

PM2.5

8.72

5.33

Demolition quantities for 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place were estimated
using approximate square footage as measured using Google Earth. Although it is likely that these buildings
would be removed, not demolished, a worst-case scenario was analyzed.
Timing estimates of the proposed project buildout were based on the preliminary project phasing schedule.
Because CalEEMod uses real dates (e.g., January 15, 2024) to calculate construction emissions, assumptions were
made as to key dates for each phase. While all dates reflected in this EIR are estimates and actual dates may differ
depending on funding, weather, future campus needs, and other factors, this analysis represents a conservative
assessment of likely air quality impacts.
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Table 4.2-8
Phase 1 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
VOCs

NOx

10.89
10.89
75
No

72.84
82.55
100
No

Year
2018
Maximum Daily
SCAQMD threshold
Threshold exceeded?

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
52.20
0.11
52.61
0.11
550
150
No
No

PM10

PM2.5

8.74
8.74
150
No

5.13
5.33
55
No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.
See Appendix B for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod.
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by SCAQMD Rule 403 and assumes watering of the site two times per day.
Emissions presented in the above table are provided in the “mitigated” CalEEMod output because the estimates include emission reductions associated
with required compliance with regulations, which are not mitigation measures, but are represented in CalEEMod as mitigated emissions.

As shown in Table 4.2-8, daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD
significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5 during Phase 1 construction.
Phase 2 of construction was assumed to commence in January 2019 and finish in December
2022, lasting approximately 36 months. Phase 2 includes renovation of Business Building 300,
construction of a new Horticulture and Vocational Sciences Center and Lab School, construction
of the first phase of the Performing Arts Complex, construction of a new Welcome Center, and
construction of a new instructional building, which would all total approximately 248,677 GSF.16
Demolished facilities would include Horticulture Building 1600, Buildings 1800 through 1830,
Student Services Building 2000, Music Building 1100, and Theatre Arts Building 1300, in
addition to Parking Lots 10 and B. The total area of buildings demolished would be 146,482
GSF. Table 4.2-9 presents the estimated maximum unmitigated daily construction emissions
generated during Phase 2 construction.
Table 4.2-9
Phase 2 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
VOCs

NOx

8.15
7.68
7.19

63.86
60.60
54.66

Year
2019
2020
2021

16

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
46.52
0.09
45.90
0.10
44.62
0.09

PM10

PM2.5

7.19
6.89
6.61

4.45
4.17
3.90

The estimated number of buildings to be constructed in each phase and the construction schedule are based on
current estimates. The actual number and schedule may change; however, these assumed estimates are
representative for purposes of assessing the potential for significant air quality impacts.
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Table 4.2-9
Phase 2 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
VOCs

NOx

5.12
8.15
75
No

33.64
63.86
100
No

Year
2022
Maximum Daily
SCAQMD threshold
Threshold exceeded?

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
39.64
0.08
46.52
0.10
550
150
No
No

PM10

PM2.5

3.12
7.19
150
No

1.90
4.45
55
No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.
See Appendix B for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod.
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by SCAQMD Rule 403 and assumes watering of the site two times per day.
Emissions presented in the above table are provided in the “mitigated” CalEEMod output because the estimates include emission reductions associated
with required compliance with regulations, which are not mitigation measures, but are represented in CalEEMod as mitigated emissions.

As shown in Table 4.2-9, daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD
significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5 during Phase 2 construction.
Phase 3 of construction is assumed to commence in January 2023 and reach completion in April
2026, a total of 40 months of construction. Phase 3 would include construction of the second phase of
the Performing Arts Complex, in addition to renovation of Wilshire Theatre Building 2100, Campus
Services Building 840, the Health Center, Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000, faculty lounge and
offices, Administration Building 100, Math Building 600, and Academic Computing Building 3100,
which would all total approximately 142,266 GSF.17 Demolished facilities, including a portion of
Administration Building 100, Berkeley Center Building 3000, and removal of temporary buildings,
would total 33,991 GSF. Table 4.2-10 presents the estimated maximum unmitigated daily
construction emissions generated during Phase 3 construction.
Table 4.2-10
Phase 3 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
VOCs

NOx

5.51
5.37
2.93

39.02
37.66
15.29

Year
2023
2024
2025

17

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
40.61
0.08
40.56
0.08
20.08
0.04

PM10

PM2.5

2.97
5.44
1.54

1.98
3.07
0.81

The estimated number of buildings to be constructed in each phase and the construction schedule are based on
current estimates. The actual number and schedule may change; however, these assumed estimates are
representative for purposes of assessing the potential for significant air quality impacts.
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Table 4.2-10
Phase 3 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
VOCs

NOx

1.32
5.78
75
No

1.16
43.58
100
No

Year
2026
Maximum Daily
SCAQMD threshold
Threshold exceeded?

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
2.07
0.00
40.61
0.08
550
150
No
No

PM10

PM2.5

0.19
11.20
150
No

0.09
6.56
55
No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.
See Appendix B for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod.
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by SCAQMD Rule 403 and assumes watering of the site two times per day.
Emissions presented in the above table are provided in the “mitigated” CalEEMod output because the estimates include emission reductions associated
with required compliance with regulations, which are not mitigation measures, but are represented in CalEEMod as mitigated emissions.

As shown in Table 4.2-10, daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD
significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5 during Phase 3 construction.
In summary, the project would not exceed SCAQMD criteria air pollutant thresholds during
construction of Phase 1, Phase 2, or Phase 3. Therefore, construction impacts of the proposed
project would be less than significant.
Operational Impacts
Operation of the proposed project would produce VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5
emissions from area sources, including natural gas combustion, use of consumer products, and
motor vehicle trips to project land uses. The proposed project would primarily impact air quality
through vehicular traffic generated by students, faculty, staff, employees, and visitors.
Emissions associated with existing and project-generated daily traffic were modeled using
weekday trip-generation rates, which were calculated using the project traffic generation values
provided in the traffic impact analysis report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers
(Appendix E). CalEEMod default data for temperature, variable start information, and emission
factors were conservatively used for the model inputs. Project-related traffic was assumed to
consist of a mixture of vehicles in accordance with the model outputs for traffic. Emission
factors representing the vehicle mix and emissions for 2027 emission factors were used to
represent project buildout and the first full year of operation.
CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions from the project site sources, which include gasolinepowered landscape maintenance equipment, consumer products, and architectural coatings for
building maintenance. The estimation of proposed operational emissions was based on proposed
land use defaults and total area (i.e., square footage) of buildings and facilities that would be in
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operation in Year 2027, with a few exceptions. Default values provided by CalEEMod were
changed for the VOC content of architectural coatings for maintenance. The non-residential
architectural coating VOC content was changed from the default value of 250 g/L in CalEEMod
to 50 g/L for interior coatings and 100 g/L for exterior coatings, based on compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 1113 and use of low-VOC flat coatings.
Emissions from energy sources, which include natural gas appliances and space and water heating,
were also estimated using CalEEMod. Default values for indoor and outdoor water use and
electricity and natural gas consumption (through Title 24 and non-Title 24 natural gas energy
intensities) were adjusted and are based on the historical energy use rates of existing facilities; see
“Existing Campus Operational Emissions” in Section 4.2.1, Existing Conditions, for intensities.
Additionally, default values in CalEEMod were used for solid waste generation. In 2027, upon
buildout of the proposed project, existing development and proposed development of academic,
general administrative, auxiliary, and recreational land uses on the Fullerton College campus would
total approximately 1,174,074 GSF. A total of 4,212 parking spaces would be provided on campus.
Table 4.2-11 presents the maximum daily emissions associated with operation of the proposed
project. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from
CalEEMod and incineration enclosure calculations. Details of the emission calculations are
provided in Appendix B. The estimated existing emissions in 2016, as shown in Table 4.2-4,
Existing Conditions 2016 Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Emissions, were subtracted
from the proposed project emissions, and the net change in emissions is compared with
SCAQMD significance thresholds.
Table 4.2-11
Buildout Year 2027 Estimated Daily Maximum Operational Emissions
Emission Source
Area
Energy
Mobile
Total emissions
Existing emissions
Net change in emissions
SCAQMD threshold
Threshold exceeded?

VOCs

NOx

27.19
1.32
36.87
65.38
90.30
(24.92)
55
No

0.03
12.03
138.41
150.47
286.40
(135.93)
55
No

CO
SOx
Pounds per Day
3.25
0.00
10.11
0.07
469.35
2.05
482.71
2.12
936.20
2.58
(453.49)
(0.46)
550
150
No
No

PM10

PM2.5

0.01
0.91
219.70
220.62
197.47
23.15
150
No

0.01
0.91
59.66
60.58
55.79
4.79
55
No

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.
See Appendix B for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod..
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As shown in Table 4.2-11, the net change in combined daily area, energy, and mobile source
emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD operational thresholds for VOCs, NOx, CO, SOx,
PM10, or PM2.5. Although the proposed project would increase the Fullerton College campus
population (students, faculty, and staff) and the buildings relative to existing conditions, the
emissions of most of the air pollutants would decrease over the next 10 years. This reduction
would occur, in part, because more stringent motor vehicle emission standards would reduce
total emissions as older, high-emission vehicles are replaced with newer, cleaner vehicles. In
addition, the demolition of older existing Fullerton College campus facilities and the addition of
new, more energy-efficient buildings would also be responsible for this reduction. Other sources
of emissions, such as consumer products and architectural coatings for building maintenance,
would increase because the estimated emissions from these sources are a function of building
area, which would increase. In addition, the net PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are indicated to
increase, primarily because paved road dust, which is a function of total vehicle miles traveled,
would not be affected by motor vehicle emission standards and other factors that tend to reduce
project emissions over time.
Because the net change in emissions resulting from the proposed project would not exceed the
SCAQMD operational thresholds for VOCs, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, or PM2.5, the proposed project
would result in a less than significant impact on air quality.
Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable new increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative threshold emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
See Section 4.2.7, Cumulative Impacts, for a discussion of this threshold.
Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Localized Significance Thresholds
Sensitive receptors include but are not limited to residential land uses, schools, open space and
parks, recreational facilities, hospitals, resident care facilities, daycare facilities, or other
facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be affected by poor air
quality. The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the Fullerton College campus are residential
land uses to the north of campus and Fullerton Union High School, located west of campus.
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in temporary sources of
fugitive dust and construction vehicle emissions. Long-term operation of the proposed project
would result in daily vehicular trips that would generate local emissions that could expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
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As indicated in the discussion of the thresholds of significance (see Section 4.2.3), SCAQMD
also recommends the evaluation of localized NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 impacts as a result of
construction activities to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the project site. The
closest off-site existing sensitive receptors (multifamily residences) are located within 65 feet of
the proposed demolition of Berkeley Center Building 3000. Additionally, Fullerton Union High
School is located within 75 feet of construction activities that include demolition and
redevelopment of the Music Building 1100 and Theatre Arts Building 1300 sites.
The proposed demolition of Music Building 1100 and Theatre Arts Building 1300 would occur
during Phase 2, and demolition of Berkeley Center Building 3000 would occur during Phase 3.
For the purposes of the LST analysis, it is assumed that the demolition of Music Building 1100
and Theatre Arts Building 1300 would be 2 acres in area and the sensitive receptors would be
located within 25 meters (82 feet) of construction activity, demolition of Berkeley Center
Building 3000 would be 2 acres in area and the sensitive receptors would be located within 25
meters.18 Estimated maximum on-site emissions generated during construction at Music Building
1100, Theatre Arts Building 1300, and Berkeley Center Building 3000 were used.
The impacts were analyzed using methods consistent with those in SCAQMD’s LST
Methodology (SCAQMD 2009a). The allowable emission rates for Source–Receptor Area 16
(North Orange County) from the SCAQMD LST Methodology lookup tables are shown in Table
4.2-12 and compared to the maximum daily on-site construction emissions of these pollutants
during the demolition.
Table 4.2-12
Construction Local Significance Thresholds Analysis
NO2
CO
PM10
Emission Source
Pounds per Day
Grading at Buildings 1100 and 1300 site: 2.0-acre site and 25-meter distance to receptor assumeda
On-site construction emissions
24.28
13.77
4.09
SCAQMD LST
147
762
6
LST exceeded?
No
No
No
Grading at Building 3000 site: 2.0-acre site and 25-meter distance to receptor assumedb
On-site construction emissions
15.58
12.52
3.61
SCAQMD LST
147
762
6
LST exceeded?
No
No
No

PM2.5

2.56
4
No
2.12
4
No

Source: SCAQMD 2009a.
Notes: NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South
Coast Air Quality Management District; LST = localized significance threshold.
18

Per the SCAQMD Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds (SCAQMD
2009b), the maximum daily disturbed acreage was determined based on the potential area of disturbance (acres
per 8 hours per day) from specified equipment (tractor, grader, dozer at 0.5 acres disturbed each, and scrapers at
1 acre disturbed each).
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See Appendix B for complete results.
See Appendix B for CalEEMod output data for Phase 2 and Phase 3.
These estimates reflect control of fugitive dust required by Rule 403.
a
Greatest on-site NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 is associated with the Grading 3 subphase of Phase 2.
b
Greatest on-site NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 is associated with the Grading 2 subphase of Phase 3.

As shown in Table 4.2-12, construction activities would not generate emissions in excess of sitespecific LSTs during the respective construction phases, and impacts to sensitive receptors in the
vicinity of the project site would be less than significant.
Carbon Monoxide Hotspots
Mobile source impacts occur on two scales of motion. Regionally, project-related travel will add to
regional trip generation and increase the vehicle miles traveled within the local airshed and the
SCAB. Locally, project traffic will be added to the City’s roadway system near the Fullerton College
campus. If such traffic occurs during periods of poor atmospheric ventilation, is composed of a large
number of vehicles cold-started and operating at pollution-inefficient speeds, and is operating on
roadways already crowded with non-project traffic, there is a potential for the formation of
microscale CO hotspots in the area immediately around points of congested traffic. Because of
continued improvement in mobile emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle growth and/or
congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the SCAB is steadily decreasing.
Projects contributing to adverse traffic impacts may result in the formation of CO hotspots. To
verify that the project would not cause or contribute to a violation of the CO standard, a
screening evaluation of the potential for CO hotspots was conducted. The traffic impact analysis
report and Section 4.12, Traffic and Circulation, evaluated whether there would be a decrease in
the level of service (LOS) (i.e., increased congestion) at the intersections affected by the project.
The potential for CO hotspots was evaluated based on the results of the traffic impact analysis.
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Institute of Transportation Studies
Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO Protocol) (Caltrans 1997) was followed.
In accordance with the CO Protocol, CO hotspots are typically evaluated when the LOS of an
intersection or roadway decreases to LOS E or worse; signalization and/or channelization is added to an
intersection; and/or sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, and hospitals are located in the
vicinity of the affected intersection or roadway segment. In general, SCAQMD recommends that a
quantitative CO hotspots analysis be performed for any intersections where the LOS worsens from C to
D or for intersections that experience an increase in volume-to-capacity ratio of 2% or more as a result
of a proposed project for intersections rated LOS D or worse.
According to the CO Protocol, there is a cap on the number of intersections that need to be
analyzed for any one project. For a single project with multiple intersections, only the three
intersections representing the worst LOS ratings of the project, and, to the extent they are
different intersections, the three intersections representing the highest traffic volumes, need be
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analyzed. For each intersection failing a screening test as described in this protocol, an additional
intersection should be analyzed (Caltrans 1997).
The traffic impact analysis report evaluated 32 key intersections in the project vicinity to assess
Existing conditions, Cumulative traffic conditions, and Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic
conditions. Table 4.2-13 summarizes the Year 2030 Buildout conditions, Year 2030 Buildout
Plus Project traffic conditions, and whether a CO hotspot analysis is required per the CO
Protocol and SCAQMD recommendations. Based on the CO hotspot screening evaluation, the
intersection of Harbor Boulevard at Orangethorpe Avenue (PM Peak Hour) under the Year 2030
Buildout Plus Project scenario was determined to generate the greatest volume of vehicles that
would potentially result in a CO hotspot. Two other intersections were analyzed—the Lemon
Street at Orangethorpe Avenue (PM Peak Hour) and State College Boulevard at Chapman
Avenue (PM Peak Hour) intersections—because they would result in the second- and thirdgreatest volume of vehicles at an impacted intersection.
Table 4.2-13
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

1.

2.
3.

Key Intersection
Harbor Boulevard at
Valley Dew Drive/Brea
Boulevard
Harbor Boulevard at
Berkeley Avenue
Lemon Street at Berkeley
Avenue

Year 2030 Buildout
Traffic Conditions

Year 2030 Buildout
Plus Project Traffic
Conditions

Time
Period
a.m.
p.m.

ICU/HCM
(s/v)
36.3
35.9

ICU/HCM
(s/v)
37.1
36.3

a.m.
p.m.

41.1
63.9
58.6
41.2
16.5
13.4
56.3
67.5
84.6
71.3
40.6
46.8
18.4
23.2
44.8
70.1
56.0
27.2

44.3
66.0
66.3
41.9
16.9
13.2
59.3
70.3
93.8
78.2
42.6
53.6
19.3
24.4
48.9
79.0
56.2
29.4

a.m.
p.m.

4.

Hornet Way at Berkeley
Avenue

a.m.
p.m.

5.

Euclid Street at Malvern
Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Chapman Avenue

a.m.
p.m.

Lemon Street at Chapman
Avenue
Berkeley Avenue at
Chapman Avenue

a.m.
p.m.

Raymond Avenue at
Chapman Avenue
Acacia Avenue at
Chapman Avenue

a.m.
p.m.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

a.m.
p.m.

a.m.
p.m.

a.m.
p.m.
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LOS
D
D
D
E
E
D
B
B
E
E
F
E
D
D
B
C
D
E
E
C

Requires CO
Hotspot
Analysis?

LOS
D
D

Year 2030
Buildout
Project
ICU/HCM
Increase
(s/v)
0.8
0.4

D
E
E
D
B
B
E
E
F
E
D
D
B
C
D
E
E
C

3.2
2.1
7.7
0.7
0.4
0.0
3.0
2.8
9.2
6.9
2.0
6.8
0.9
1.2
4.1
8.9
0.2
2.2

No

Yes/No
No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
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Table 4.2-13
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

11.
12.

13.

14.

Key Intersection
State College Boulevard at
Chapman Avenue
State Route 57
Southbound Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
State Route 57
Northbound Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at Wilshire
Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Commonwealth Avenue

Year 2030 Buildout
Traffic Conditions

Year 2030 Buildout
Plus Project Traffic
Conditions

a.m.
p.m.

ICU/HCM
(s/v)
60.5
119.1
40.4
29.0

LOS
E
F
D
C

ICU/HCM
(s/v)
66.6
127.0
42.7
30.0

a.m.
p.m.

102.9
81.8

F
F

a.m.
p.m.

B
B

Time
Period
a.m.
p.m.

Requires CO
Hotspot
Analysis?

LOS
E
F
D
C

Year 2030
Buildout
Project
ICU/HCM
Increase
(s/v)
6.1
7.9
2.3
1.0

108.8
86.6

F
F

5.9
4.8

No

B
B
E
E
D
D
D
E
C
B
F
F
D
F
C
C

0.0
0.0
1.7
1.2
0.6
1.1
0.6
0.3
0.0
0.2
3.0
2.9
1.1
4.5
0.0
0.3

No

E
E
D
D
D
E
C
B
F
F
D
F
C
C

12.5
10.6
70.4
61.4
52.8
52.8
42.3
78.4
21.2
15.0
86.4
115.5
51.5
93.1
23.3
30.1

Yes/No
Yes
No

16.

Lemon Street at
Commonwealth Avenue

a.m.
p.m.

17.

Harbor Boulevard at
Valencia Drive
Lemon Street at Valencia
Drive

a.m.
p.m.

Harbor Boulevard at
Orangethorpe Avenue
Lemon Street at
Orangethorpe Avenue

a.m.
p.m.

Harbor Boulevard at State
Route 91 Westbound
Ramps
Lemon Street at State
Route 91 Westbound
Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at State
Route 91 Eastbound
Ramps
Lemon Street at State
Route 91 Eastbound
Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
Bastanchury Road

a.m.
p.m.

12.5
10.6
68.7
60.2
52.2
51.7
41.7
78.1
21.2
14.8
83.4
112.6
50.4
88.6
23.3
29.8

a.m.
p.m.

34.3
38.9

C
D

35.5
40.3

D
D

1.2
1.4

No

a.m.
p.m.

25.0
25.3

C
C

25.1
25.5

C
C

0.1
0.2

No

a.m.
p.m.

32.7
28.6

C
C

33.4
29.0

C
C

0.7
0.4

No

a.m.
p.m.
a.m.
p.m.

F
E
C
B
B
B

144.9
89.2
16.6
15.4
13.3
13.4

F
F
C
C
B
B

0.7
0.5
0.8
1.1
0.1
0.3

No

College Driveway No. 1 at
Berkeley Avenue
Centennial Way at
Berkeley Avenue

144.2
88.7
15.8
14.3
13.2
13.1

15.

18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.
27.

a.m.
p.m.

a.m.
p.m.

a.m.
p.m.

a.m.
p.m.
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Table 4.2-13
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Key Intersection
Lemon Street at Parking
Structure
Lemon Street at Fullerton
College Drive

Time
Period
a.m.
p.m.
a.m.
p.m.

Berkeley Avenue at
College Driveway No. 2
Berkeley Avenue at
College Driveway No. 3

a.m.
p.m.

Berkeley Avenue at
Brookdale Place

a.m.
p.m

a.m.
p.m

Year 2030 Buildout
Traffic Conditions

Year 2030 Buildout
Plus Project Traffic
Conditions

ICU/HCM
(s/v)
12.0
19.0
23.5
22.2
14.7
13.5
12.6
12.9
14.8
14.9

ICU/HCM
(s/v)
13.0
21.9
25.4
25.2
20.6
16.4
12.6
13.5
16.3
16.1

LOS
B
C
C
C
B
B
B
B
B
B

LOS
B
C
C
C
C
C
B
B
C
C

Year 2030
Buildout
Project
ICU/HCM
Increase
(s/v)
1.0
2.9
1.9
3.0
5.9
2.9
0.0
0.6
1.5
1.2

Requires CO
Hotspot
Analysis?
Yes/No
No
No
No
No
No

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; ICU/HCM = Intersection Capacity Utilization/Highway Capacity Manual; LOS = level of service; s/v = seconds
per vehicle.
Bold entries indicate unacceptable LOS of D, E, and F.

In accordance with the SCAQMD recommendations, a site-specific CO hotspot analysis was
performed for the above intersections for the Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic conditions
scenario. The potential impact of the proposed project on local CO levels was assessed for the
above intersections with the Caltrans CL4 interface, based on the California LINE Source
Dispersion Model (CALINE4), which allows microscale CO concentrations to be estimated
along each roadway corridor or near intersections (Caltrans 1998a).
The modeling analysis was performed for worst-case wind angle, in which the model selects the
wind angles that produce the highest CO concentrations at each of the receptors. The suburban
land classification of 40 inches (100 centimeters) was used for the aerodynamic roughness
coefficient, which determines the amount of local air turbulence that affects plume spreading.
The at-grade option was used in the analysis; for at-grade sections, CALINE4 does not permit
the plume to mix below ground level. The mixing zone, which is defined as the width of the
roadway plus 10 feet (3 meters) on either side, was estimated for each roadway using Google
Earth (2016). The calculations assume a mixing height of 3,280 feet (1,000 meters), a flat
topographical condition between the source and the receptor (link height of 0 meters), and a
meteorological condition of little to almost no wind (3.3 feet (1 meter) per second), consistent
with Caltrans guidance (Caltrans 1998b).
The vehicle emissions factor was predicted using CARB’s mobile source emissions inventory
model, EMFAC2014, and represents the weighted average emission rate of the local Orange
County vehicle fleet expressed in grams per mile per vehicle. Consistent with the traffic report,
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emission factors for the buildout year of 2030 were used in the CALINE4 model. Emission
factors were based on a 10 mph average speed for all of the intersections, a temperature of
54°F,19 and an average humidity of 55%. The hourly traffic volume anticipated to travel on each
link, in units of vehicles per hour, was based on the traffic impact analysis report (Appendix E).
Because project-generated traffic would have a direct impact for all of the intersections in the
PM peak hours, vehicle counts for the PM hours were used. Modeling assumptions are outlined
in Appendix B.
Four receptor locations at each intersection were modeled to determine CO ambient
concentrations. A receptor was assumed on the sidewalk at each corner of the modeled
intersections, for a total of four receptors adjacent to the intersection, to represent the possibility
of extended outdoor exposure. CO concentrations were modeled at these locations to assess the
maximum potential CO exposure that could occur in 2030. A receptor height of 5.9 feet (1.8
meters) was used in accordance with Caltrans recommendations for all receptor locations
(Caltrans 1998b).
The maximum 1-hour CO background concentration of 3.1 parts per million by volume (ppm),
as measured in 2014 (see Table 4.2-3, Local Ambient Air Quality Data), was assumed in the
CALINE4 model. The model provides predicted concentrations in parts per million at each of the
receptor locations. To estimate an 8-hour average CO concentration, a persistence factor of 0.6,
as is recommended for suburban locations, was applied to the output values.
The results of the model are shown in Table 4.2-14. Model input and output data are provided in
Appendix B.
Table 4.2-14
CALINE4 Predicted Carbon Monoxide Concentrations
Intersection
Harbor Boulevard at Orangethorpe Avenue (PM Peak Hour)
Lemon Street at Orangethorpe Avenue (PM Peak Hour)
State College Boulevard at Chapman Avenue (PM Peak Hour)

Maximum Modeled Impact Buildout 2030 (ppm)
1-hour
8-hour
3.5
2.1
3.4
2.0
3.5
2.1

Source: Caltrans 1998a (CALINE4).
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; ppm = parts per million.
a
8-hour concentrations were obtained by multiplying the 1-hour concentration by a factor of 0.6, as referenced in Caltrans 1997, Table B.15.

19

The Caltrans Institute of Transportation Studies’s Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO
Protocol) (Caltrans 1997) guidance is to use the smallest mean minimum temperature observed in January over
the past 3 years plus the temperature adjustment for the geographic location and time period. The smallest mean
minimum at the Anaheim Monitoring Station was 49°F in January 2016 (WRCC 2017). Assuming a 5°F
correction factor for both AM and PM traffic conditions, average morning and evening temperature would be
approximately 54°F (Caltrans 1997).

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.2-41

4.2 – AIR QUALITY

As shown in Table 4.2-14, maximum CO concentrations predicted for the 1-hour averaging
period would be 3.5 ppm, which is below the state 1-hour CO standard of 20 ppm (see Table
4.2-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards, for state standards). Maximum predicted 8-hour CO
concentrations of 2.1 ppm would be below the state CO standard of 9 ppm. Neither the 1-hour
nor 8-hour state standard would be equaled or exceeded at any of the intersections studied.
Accordingly, CO hotspot impacts would be less than significant
Toxic Air Contaminants
TACs are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in
serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. The nearest
sensitive receptors to the project site are residences located approximately 82 feet from the
proposed construction boundary. Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually
described in terms of cancer risk. SCAQMD recommends an incremental cancer risk threshold of
10 in 1 million. “Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a person
continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70year exposure period will contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment risk-assessment methodology. In addition, some TACs have
noncarcinogenic effects. SCAQMD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more for acute (shortterm) and chronic (long-term) effects (OEHHA 2015).20
As described in Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this EIR, due to the age of
some of the existing buildings, demolition activities could result in the release of contaminated
materials and hazardous substances such as lead-based paint or asbestos. Demolition activities
could result in airborne entrainment of asbestos, particularly where structures built prior to 1980
would be demolished. However, these materials would be removed in accordance with
regulatory requirements prior to demolition pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1403 – Asbestos
Demolition and Removal, which establishes survey, notification, and work practice requirements
to prevent asbestos emissions during building demolition. In addition, implementation of
Mitigation Measure (MM) HAZ-1 would ensure that SCAQMD Rule 1403 would be enforced
and that any potential lead-based paint or asbestos materials would be handled appropriately.
Diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions would be emitted from heavy equipment operations
and heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction equipment is subject to a CARB Airborne
Toxics Control Measure for in-use diesel construction equipment to reduce DPM emissions. As
described above for the LST analysis, PM10 (representative of DPM) emissions and exposure
would be minimal. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health
20

Non-cancer adverse health risks are measured against a hazard index, which is defined as the ratio of the
predicted incremental exposure concentrations of the various noncarcinogens from the proposed project to
published reference exposure levels that can cause adverse health effects.
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risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should
be based on a 30-year exposure period for the maximally exposed individual resident; however,
such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the
project. Because the project involves phased demolition and construction activities in many areas
across the Fullerton College campus, the project would not require the extensive use of heavyduty construction equipment or diesel trucks in any one location over the duration of
development, which would limit the exposure of any nearby individual sensitive receptor to
TACs. Due to the relatively short period of exposure at any individual sensitive receptor and
minimal particulate emissions generated on site, TACs generated during construction would not
be expected to result in concentrations causing significant health risks.
Operation of the proposed project would not result in any non-permitted direct emissions (e.g.,
those from a point source such as diesel generators) or result in a substantial increase in diesel
vehicles (i.e., delivery trucks) over existing baseline conditions. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site to substantial
TAC concentrations and impacts would be less than significant.
Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
The occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depends on numerous factors. The nature,
frequency, and intensity of the source; the wind speeds and direction; and the sensitivity of
receiving location each contribute to the intensity of the impact. Although offensive odors
seldom cause physical harm, they can be annoying and cause distress among the public and
generate citizen complaints.
Potential odors produced during construction would be attributable to architectural coatings,
asphalt pavement application, and concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of
construction equipment. Odorous compounds would be emitted in varying amounts on the
Fullerton College campus, depending on where construction activities were occurring. In
general, odors are highest near the source but disperse quickly with distance, resulting in reduced
off-site exposure. In addition, SCAQMD has established rules that would reduce odor-causing
compounds, including restriction of the VOC content (the source of odor-causing compounds) in
paints. Sensitive receptors located near the proposed construction sites, including Fullerton
Union High and residential land uses, may be affected. However, construction of the proposed
project would use typical construction techniques in compliance with SCAQMD rules and any
odors associated with project construction activities would be temporary and would cease upon
completion of construction. Therefore, impacts associated with odors during construction would
be less than significant.
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Land uses and industrial operations that typically are associated with odor complaints include
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding facilities (SCAQMD 1993).
Accordingly, it is not anticipated that any operational sources under the proposed project would
result in objectionable odors.

4.2.5

Mitigation Measures

Impacts related to air quality were found to be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

4.2.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Because there would be no significant impacts requiring mitigation, residual impacts would be
less than significant.

4.2.7

Cumulative Impacts

Development of the proposed project, combined with known and reasonably foreseeable growth in the
area, could result in cumulatively considerable emissions of nonattainment criteria air pollutants.
In analyzing cumulative impacts from the proposed project, the assessment must specifically
evaluate a project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the SCAB is
designated as nonattainment for the federal or state standards. Implementation of the proposed
project would generate short-term air pollutant emissions during construction and long-term
operational emissions associated with vehicle traffic to and from the Fullerton College campus,
as well as energy use of buildings and facilities.
Cumulative localized impacts could occur if the construction of a project component were to
occur concurrently with another off-campus project. Construction under the proposed project
would occur in multiple phases over 10 years throughout the Fullerton College campus.
Construction schedules for potential future projects near the Fullerton College campus are
currently unknown; therefore, potential construction impacts associated with two simultaneous
projects are speculative. The CEQA Guidelines state that if a particular impact is too speculative
for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact (14
CCR 15145). This analysis is nonetheless provided in an effort to show good-faith analysis and
comply with CEQA’s information disclosure requirements.
Air pollutant emissions associated with construction activity of future projects would be reduced
through implementation of control measures required by SCAQMD. Cumulative PM10 and PM2.5
emissions would be reduced because all future projects would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403
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(Fugitive Dust), which sets forth general and specific requirements for all construction sites in
the SCAQMD. The maximum daily PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed the significance
thresholds during proposed project construction activities. Fugitive dust, as well as vehicle and
equipment exhaust, generated during project construction would contribute to the SCAB’s
nonattainment designation for PM10 and PM2.5; however, this contribution would not be
considered cumulatively considerable.
With regard to operational cumulative impacts associated with nonattainment pollutants, in
general, if a project is consistent with the community and general plans, it has been accounted for
in the attainment demonstration contained within the state implementation plan and would
therefore not cause a cumulatively significant impact on the ambient air quality. As discussed in
Section 4.2.4, Impacts Analysis, the proposed project would result in population growth that is
consistent with the growth projections anticipated in SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP. Accordingly, the
proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
nonattainment pollutants in the SCAB, and this impact would be less than significant.
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4.3

CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section describes the existing cultural resources of the Fullerton College campus, identifies
associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation
measures related to implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan project (proposed
project; project). The discussion in this section is based on the Cultural Resources Study for this
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared by Dudek in April 2017 and the
Paleontological Resources Survey Report prepared by Dudek in January 2017. Both reports are
included in Appendix C.

4.3.1

Existing Conditions

Cultural resources include prehistoric resources and historical-period resources. Prehistoric
resources are physical properties resulting from human activities that pre-date written records
and are generally identified as isolated finds or sites. Prehistoric resources can include village
sites, temporary camps, lithic (stone tool) scatters, roasting pits/hearths, milling features, rock
features, and burials. Historical resources consist of physical properties, structures, or built
items resulting from human activities after the time of written records. In North America, the
historical period is generally considered to be equivalent to the period since European contact,
beginning in AD 1492. Historical resources can include archaeological remains and
architectural structures. Historical archaeological site types include town sites, homesteads,
agricultural or ranching features, mining-related features, refuse concentrations, and features or
artifacts associated with early military use of the land. Historical architectural resources can
include houses, cabins, barns, lighthouses, early military structures, and local structures such
as missions, post offices, and meeting halls.
4.3.1.1

Historical Setting

The following section provides an overview of the history of Fullerton College by major
historical periods, a description of the Fullerton College campus development and expansion,
and the campus architects. For more detail, refer to the Cultural Resources Report in Appendix C
of this EIR.
History of Fullerton College
Educational development in the City of Fullerton (City) quickly followed the City’s founding in
1887. Although high schools and grammar schools were the frontrunners in educational
development, City residents and leaders quickly realized that they needed an educated workforce
for their growing city. In 1907 California became the first state with legislation that allowed for
the establishments of junior colleges. The City of Fullerton quickly adopted the legislation and
by April of 1913 established a junior college program stemming from the Fullerton Union High
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School. According to Fullerton College Library’s Fullerton College: A Pictorial History,
Fullerton Junior College (FJC) first opened in September of 1913 with the following:
...enrollment of twenty-eight male and female students who registered for twelve
classes, including English, Art, History, Logic, Psychology, Mathematics,
Physics, Chemistry, German, Mechanical Drawing, and Manual Training (Richey
et al. 2012).
On April 10, 1933, the California Field Act was passed to allow state input, inspection, and
approval on school building plans. The Field Act was established as a reactionary legislative act
to the Long Beach Earthquake of 1933 and the resulting damage and destruction caused to
schools throughout Southern California. The 6.4 magnitude earthquake proved that many schools
were unsafe and had been constructed without safeguards to protect against earthquake damage.
Moving forward, all school building renovations and constructions had to be compliant with
Field Act legislation to avoid a repeat of the events of the Long Beach Earthquake. In 1949,
Donald Beach Kirby, president of the American Institute of Architects (AIA) in San Francisco,
stated that all schools since 1933 met the requirements laid out by the Field Act of 1933 (SDU
1949; Alquist 2007).
In 1933, the Board of Trustees purchased 16 acres of land one block east of Fullerton Union
High School. The acquisition of this parcel of land was the first official step taken by the board
to separate the high school from the new FJC Campus. The Board of Trustees hired architect
Harry K. Vaughn (1882–1962) to replace Carleton M. Winslow (Vaughn’s mentor) as campus
architect. Winslow was hired by the District in 1919 and designed all major buildings on the
adjacent Fullerton Union High School campus. Prior to arriving in Fullerton, Vaughn had
worked closely with Winslow on the extremely influential Panama–California International
Exposition in San Diego (1915–1917) and followed Winslow back to Los Angeles to work on
the high school project. While working with Winslow on the high school campus, Vaughn
oversaw the finalization of drawings as well as construction of the buildings.
For its new FJC Campus, the college put Vaughn in charge of the design, planning, and
development of the FJC Campus from 1935 to 1942. Vaughn brought a great deal of experience
and expertise to the FJC Campus design. Prior to becoming the FJC Campus architect, Vaughn
had studied and worked under accomplished California architects Irving Gill, William Sterling
Hebbard, and Octavius Morgan. However, his most relevant experience was gained during his
time working on Fullerton Union High School buildings with Winslow (Richey 2010).
The Great Depression and World War II
Although the Great Depression financially devastated most of the country, the development of
the FJC Campus continued. Vaughn operated as the FJC Campus architect with the assistance of
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Works Progress Administration (WPA) funds, designing and supervising construction of
numerous buildings on the FJC Campus until 1942.
While architectural development continued during the Depression, enrollment also increased.
With 4-year university enrollments on the decline due to financial instability, FJC provided an
affordable option for the students of the City of Fullerton and the surrounding communities,
eventually reaching an enrollment of 1,500 by September 1939. However, FJC was not immune
to the effects of World War II (WWII) and experienced a rapid decline in enrollment after 1939,
as many potential students were drafted or volunteered for the military. FJC persevered through
the war, implementing new programs to support the war effort by training workers for defense
industry jobs. FJC had the Adult Education Department staff working 6 days a week in multiple
shifts to keep the school doors open from 7:00 a.m. to midnight, 6 days per week. Other
activities on the FJC Campus further supported the war effort, such as letter writing and making
clothing for the troops (LAT 1935; Richey et al. 2012).
Postwar Expansion on Campus
As the war was ending in 1944, the Servicemen Readjustment Act, also known as the G.I. Bill of
Rights (G.I. Bill), was signed into law by President Franklin D. Roosevelt. The act afforded
servicemen and women the opportunity to receive an education without having to worry about
the high costs of tuition, and provided a monthly stipend for living expenses. The act also
covered the costs of schoolbooks and other necessary supplies. These government incentives
resulted in approximately 1.7 million veterans enrolling in colleges by 1947, accounting for
nearly 49% of college admissions under the G.I. Bill. Of the 16 million WWII veterans in the
United States, 7.8 million participated in higher education programs because of the G.I. Bill.
Although FJC did its best to anticipate the educational needs of WWII veterans, it was ultimately
unprepared for the rush of student veterans. In the school year 1944–1945, only 15 veterans were
enrolled at FJC. By 1946–1947, after the G.I. Bill had officially been signed into law, that
number jumped drastically to 843 students. Not only did FJC have the largest freshman class in
its history, but men outnumbered women by more than two to one. FJC found itself in dire need
of funding to accommodate the demands of the veteran student population. The veteran
population also had a different set of needs than that of the typical college student. Many of the
veterans had not yet graduated high school and had to complete special courses at Fullerton
Union High School. In addition, many of the veterans returning from war were older and
married, with young children at home. Some were in need of special psychological, vocational,
and other types of counseling.
Housing was ultimately the biggest problem on the FJC Campus. The City had already
experienced a drought in the housing market during the 1920s and 1930s, and the problem only
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worsened after the war when veterans returned home to settle down and start families,
discovering that there was no housing available. To help remedy the problem, FJC established
a Veterans Home in 1946, the only school-sponsored housing for G.I. students in Southern
California. The Veterans Home served as a dormitory for up to 40 single veterans and was
located at the end of Las Palmas Drive in Sunny Hills. Because many veterans were married
with small children, the Board of Trustees purchased a 4.1-acre property for $10,126 in 1946
from City librarian Carrie Sheppard and her mother Dixie Carolyn to house married veterans
and their families. The property was located adjacent to the northern boundary of the FJC
Campus with a 276-foot frontage along North Harvard Avenue (now Lemon Street). With the
support of the Federal Public Housing Authority, FJC was able to set up 25 temporary
dwellings. Eventually 51 dwelling units were constructed, providing homes for 125 married
veterans and their families on the FJC Campus.
This was a tremendous accomplishment for FJC and an example of great cooperation among
agencies; FJC was the first educational institution in California to apply for and be granted
veteran student housing. The federal government provided the housing, the state government
paid for all associated utilities, and FJC donated the land to build the property. The G.I. housing
at 1000 North Harvard Avenue would eventually become known as “College View,” and would
remain in place just north of the FJC Campus until around 1956. Although originally constructed
for veterans of WWII, the onset of the Korean War provided a good reason to keep the housing
in place for years to follow. By 1956, 381 Korean War veterans were enrolled at FJC, many of
whom lived in College View (LAT 1954).
With a growing post-war population, residents of the City of Fullerton approved tax increases
and bond measures in support of the development of new schools and the expansion of existing
campuses. FJC hired Pasadena architectural firm Taylor, Warren, Nishimoto and Conner (later
Taylor and Conner) to design a new master plan for the FJC Campus. This led to a number of
new building projects on the FJC Campus, all under the architectural design of William H.
Taylor, including a new Science Building, Gymnasium, Library, Student Center, Technical
Education Building, Art–Home Economics Building, and North Orange County Community
College District (District) Administration Center.
In 1965, FJC Superintendent Ernest G. Lake replaced architects Taylor and Conner with William
E. Blurock and Associates. In addition to designing new buildings, Blurock’s firm made
additions to the existing Library and Science Buildings. Hoping that the addition of new
buildings would finally be adequate to accommodate its student population, the District parted
with the temporary classrooms it had obtained from the federal government at the end of WWII.
By 1968, the District was forced to lease portable classrooms after underestimating its growing
student body. By the time FJC reached its 50th anniversary in 1963, its regular daytime student
enrollment had risen to 9,000, approximately 560 courses were being offered, and the FJC
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Campus had grown to over 57 acres. In 1965, enrollment saw an unexpected sharp rise in the
number of male students, who were hoping to avoid being drafted into the military. Other
changes happening in 1965 were the split of Fullerton Union High School and FJC (LAT 1965a,
1965b, 1967a).
In 1965, FJC received the green light for expansion plans that would shape the FJC Campus’s
future with the northern perimeter construction endeavor with the City of Fullerton. The plans
would create a new road that would extend from Berkeley Avenue, cross Lemon Street, and
continue west toward Harbor Boulevard. The 1965 agreement between the City and the District
laid the groundwork for FJC’s expansion in 1967 that included the purchase of lots along
Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street. The parcels and buildings located at 816 North Lemon
Street, 816½ North Lemon Street, 820 North Lemon Street, and 319 Chapman Avenue were
successfully purchased by FJC and the buildings were demolished in preparation for the
construction of the Music and Theatre Buildings (LAT 1965c; Richey et al. 2012).
Politics and Social Change
In the 1960s and into the 1970s, FJC students were growing increasingly more political against
the backdrop of McCarthyism and the growing anti-communist movement.
Faculty members continued to feel shut out from all policy-making decisions on campus and
found themselves with almost no opportunity to speak honestly or partake in any organization
with a minority viewpoint for fear it would elicit controversy. In the 1960s, the District officially
merged with other nearby college districts to form the North Orange County Junior College
District, later changed to the North Orange County Community College District (District)
(Richey et al. 2012).
Economic Uncertainty
In June 1971, the District Board of Trustees approved the new Master Plan for FJC, which called
for the rehabilitation of three buildings—the Business Education, North Science, and Art–Home
Economics Buildings—as well as construction of new facilities, including a multi-use
stadium/outdoor amphitheater. Unfortunately, a lackluster economy prevented new building
projects from being approved to move forward. Although existing buildings were eventually
refurbished, FJC focused on smaller projects such as new lighting in the parking lots, new tennis
courts, expansion of the Print Shop, new air-conditioning units for several buildings, updated
athletic facilities, and the addition of a new Reading Center, Women’s Center, Veterans Affairs
office, Service for the Disabled Center, Student Affairs office, Office of Community Services,
and Artist-in-Residence Program. In August 1972, the Board of Trustees voted to officially
change the name of Fullerton Junior College (FJC) to Fullerton College.
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In the latter part of the 1970s, Fullerton College, along with the most of the United States,
continued to experience challenging economic conditions. On the heels of the Vietnam War, the
country entered a recession, causing a decline in the Fullerton College student population. The
Arab oil embargo of 1973–1974 caused a sharp rise in gasoline prices, and the passage of
Proposition 13 in 1978 resulted in massive cutbacks and layoffs throughout Fullerton College. A
19% cutback in the state budget resulted in over 200 classes being canceled, a reduction in the
number of satellite campuses, and dissolution of over 100 positions. The school library was
subjected to a 73% budget cut, leaving little funding for new books. In response to the economic
crisis, the District implemented student fees for health services and parking. The school’s
agricultural program was also completely phased out in 1972, and physical education was no
longer a required course (Richey et al. 2012).
In the 1980s, the Fullerton College campus was once again feeling pressed for space. Although
no new classrooms were added, Fullerton College did make some additions and modifications
for new facilities. In 1982, the photography and journalism laboratories were added to Building
500, outdated exterior lighting was replaced, old payphones were replaced, and a new
telecommunications system linking all 25 buildings was installed. In compliance with Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Fullerton College made numerous modifications to
accommodate wheelchair access. In 1980, Fullerton College purchased the Chapman–Wilshire
Schools, which included unused land in the northeastern portion of the property. Fullerton
College opted to construct a new Student Services Center on this portion of land. Other new
construction on campus included the Child Development Center Building and a greenhouse
located at the Horticulture Complex (Richey et al. 2012).
Campus Development and Expansion
Original Campus Master Plan (1935–1942)
Campus development at FJC was intertwined with the Fullerton Union High School buildings
for many years in its early history, but in 1935 Harry K. Vaughn ushered in a new era for FJC
with his campus plan on the newly acquired 16 acres of land. Vaughn was assisted by
landscape architect Ralph D. Cornell in his plan and would receive a great deal of WPA and
Public Works Administration (PWA) funding for executing the campus plan (Richey 2010):
Having already supervised the construction of all the buildings on the high school
campus while working for Carleton Winslow, Vaughn was eminently qualified
for his new assignment as college campus architect. Using Public Works
Administration (PWA), then Work Projects Administration (WPA) funds, Vaughn
designed, then supervised, the construction of all of the new campus
buildings…Vaughn also designed the walls for the sunken garden and additional
landscaping features ($47,793), which the WPA funded. Forty-five percent of the
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building costs were paid by the federal government, with the remainder supplied
by the school district.
Typical of the time, Vaughn chose Spanish Colonial Revival as the architectural style for the
early campus buildings, and the layout was greatly influenced by Thomas Jefferson’s plan for
the University of Virginia. Vaughn oriented the buildings facing a large central greenspace
with shared services buildings, like the library and student services, in the center. The WPA
also provided Vaughn and FJC with the funding for the construction of a greenhouse and for
landscaping. With this funding, the horticulture students of FJC were able to grow plants to
place throughout the FJC Campus, accenting Vaughn’s plan. Although 12 buildings were
planned and designed by Vaughn, only the Commerce Building, Administration Building,
Technical Trades Building, Campus Services Building 840, and Greenhouse Building were
constructed and still stand today (Richey 2010; Epting 2014; LAT 1935).
Taylor and Conner’s Campus Expansion Master Plan (1953–1965)
With a growing post-war population, development of new schools and the expansion of
existing campuses was necessary. FJC hired Pasadena architectural firm Taylor, Warren,
Nishimoto and Conner (later Taylor and Conner) to design a new master plan for the FJC
Campus in 1953 and a number of new building projects on the FJC Campus, including a new
Science Building, Gymnasium, Library, Student Center, Technical Education Building, Art–
Home Economics Building, Applied Arts Building, and Berkeley Center Building 3000. In
1955–1956, the firm also designed an architecturally incompatible wing to the Administration
and Social Science Building, which attempted to blend the new modern style with the original
Spanish Colonial Revival style.
Taylor and Conner’s original design was for a campus-wide master plan that, in addition to
multiple new buildings, included drastic changes to landscape and hardscape features. Plans
called for a more streamlined look, including the addition of concrete walkways throughout the
FJC Campus. Although new landscaping was added during the redesign, the number of plants,
trees, and shrubs was drastically cut. As stated in Fullerton College: A Pictorial History, this
“gradually changed the look and feel of the campus” (Richey et al. 2012). Although the
construction of these buildings was much needed in terms of new classroom space/educational
facilities, they intruded on college’s original Spanish Colonial Revival design, and have been
viewed in a negative light by many, as recounted in Fullerton College: A Pictorial History:
Over the decades, the campus buildings designed in the 1930s by Harry K. Vaughn
and built with federal relief funds had withstood the test of time and become
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The buildings
designed by Taylor and Conner following World War II, however, were in a serious
state of disrepair and no longer suited the needs of the campus. The decision was
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made to demolish many of the post-World War II structures and replace them with
Hispano Moresque-styled buildings compatible with the historic Spanish Colonial
Revival buildings constructed in the 1930s and 1940s. The result was a harmonious
blending of the old and new, with the diversity of architecture making the campus
more enjoyable and enriching (Richey et al. 2012).
When original 1930s FJC Campus architect Harry K. Vaughn visited the FJC Campus after the
remodel, it is said that he was furious about the changes to the FJC Campus and vowed to never
work with FJC again. Research indicates that many of the original Taylor buildings from the late
1950s and early 1960s have since been demolished. In addition to the subject property, extant
Taylor buildings seen on the Fullerton College campus today include the Berkeley Center
(1960), the Music and Theatre Arts Buildings (1967), the Art–Home Economics Building
(1959), the Technical Education Building (1960), and various modifications to the 1930s
buildings (LAT 1960; Mudrick et al. 2015; Richey et al. 2012).
Blurock’s Campus Expansion Projects (1965–1984)
In 1965 FJC made the decision to terminate its agreement with Taylor and Conner and move
forward with hiring William E. Blurock as the FJC Campus architect. Blurock’s first
contribution to the FJC Campus was the construction of an addition to the Library Building. By
the time Blurock began his tenure at FJC, the 1957 Library had outgrown its building and more
space was required to meet the increasing enrollment numbers. Blurock completed the library
addition by 1968. Blurock was also responsible for an addition to the Science Building and
renovations and additions to numerous other buildings on campus. During the 1960s and 1970s,
FJC grew and expanded based on the needs of the students and of the industries that would be
recipients of FJC graduates. Blurock completed numerous renovations to the existing buildings
on the FJC Campus but was also responsible for the Child Development Center (circa (c.) 1980),
Math Audio–Tutorial Building (c. 1970), and the Student Center and Pedestrian Bridge (1984)
during his time at FJC (LAT 1965d, 1966a, 1966b, 1967b, 1971a, 1971b; Richey et al. 2012).
Chapman and Wilshire School Acquisition (1980–1984)
In 1980, the District acquired the Chapman School and Wilshire Junior High School (Wilshire
School), located across the street on the south side of Chapman Avenue. The District renovated
the buildings and turned them into the Wilshire Continuing Education Center in 1983. Once
renovations were completed, the school started operations in the buildings in 1984. The purchase
of the schools came with undeveloped land that Fullerton College intended to use for further
expansion and development, including the construction of a new Student Center in 1984
designed by Blurock (Richey et al. 2012).
Although the Wilshire School buildings are the only buildings remaining on the plot to the south
of Chapman Avenue, there was another school located beside the Wilshire School known as the
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Chapman School. According to a 1949 Sanborn map of the area, the Wilshire and Chapman
Schools were multi-building school complexes arranged on a large parcel of land to the south of
FJC. The Chapman school grounds were composed of a large one-story school building with an
L-shaped plan, a roughly rectangular one-story building to the east labeled as Kindergarten, a
playground to the east, and a one-story cafeteria building (Sanborn 1949).
The Wilshire School is also shown on the Sanborn map from 1949 as a three-building school
complex. The Wilshire School appears to be oriented toward Wilshire Avenue, with two onestory classroom buildings that appear to be rectangular in plan and connected by an open
walkway between the buildings. To the north of the classrooms stands a building labeled
Auditorium, which is the Wilshire Theatre (Sanborn 1949).
According to a California Department of Parks and Recreation Historic Resources Inventory
Form from 1979, the following information was recorded about the Wilshire School property:
Wilshire Junior High School bounded by Lemon, Chapman, Lawrence, and
Wilshire is the latest building in an area which has been in continuous use for
educations institutions since 1889. The first was a small red brick school house,
constructed a year after the formation of the Fullerton Elementary School District
near Lemon & Wilshire. The structure was in constant use and was modernized
through the years until 1914 when it was replaced by a new, twelve-room
building, the Wilshire School. By this time enrollment had increased from 333 in
1906 to 470. In 1919 the School District acquired the rest of the land around
Wilshire School and in 1921, Chapman School, at the corner of Lemon and
Chapman, was built. By 1924 two additional elementary schools, Ford and Maple
had been constructed elsewhere in town, and average daily attendance in the
District had increased to 1,336. The 1933 earthquake caused severe damage to
this complex and in 1934 it was deemed necessary to make repairs and
reconstruction. The Chapman School was restored and one classroom added for a
total of 14 classrooms, and Wilshire School was totally demolished. The building
was replaced by a new structure and an auditorium was built between it and
Chapman School, joined by an archway. Wilshire School area was the location for
a soup kitchen during the Depression (DPR 1979).
The current Wilshire School buildings were designed by Donald Beach Kirby in 1936 using
PWA funding. The original Wilshire School was heavily damaged during the earthquake in 1933
and was unable to be saved. Kirby’s new school buildings dominated the block between
Chapman Avenue and Wilshire Avenue. Today three buildings remain from Kirby’s original
designs: the Wilshire Theatre, 100 Wilshire Avenue, and 200 Wilshire Avenue. The school shut
down in the early 1980s and the District purchased these buildings and renovated them for use as
an Auditorium and Continuing Education Center (Epting 2014; LAT 1983).
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Chapman Avenue Residential Acquisitions
During the 1980s and 1990s, Fullerton College acquired residential properties to the south of the
main Fullerton College campus on Chapman Avenue as part of their campus expansion plan. The
residential properties located south of Chapman Avenue were originally multi-family or singlefamily residences that maintain their original uses or remain vacant. The only alterations made to
the vacant properties were boarding up entry points to prevent vagrancy. Three of the residential
properties were previously evaluated by GPA Consulting (GPA) in 2015 and do not require
additional evaluations for the purposes of this study. The previously evaluated buildings include
428 East Chapman Avenue, 434 East Chapman Avenue, and 438 East Chapman Avenue. Dudek
evaluated all remaining properties on the project site, which include 325–327 North Newell
Place, 409 North Newell Place, 416 East Chapman Avenue, 418 East Chapman Avenue, and 420
East Chapman Avenue. The City of Fullerton and the Orange County Assessor’s office were
unable to provide information on the properties in question. Visits were made in person to the
Assessor’s office and Permits office on March 22, 2017, and all possible building information
was obtained at that time. City Directories for the City of Fullerton were accessed in person at
the Fullerton Public Library Local History Room on March 22, 2017, and all pertinent
information is included in the Cultural Resources Report (Appendix C).
Campus Architects
Harry K. Vaughn (1882–1962)
Harry K. Vaughn was born in Wisconsin and moved to San Diego in 1906. Shortly after his
arrival in San Diego, Vaughn became a draftsman for the architectural firm of Hebbard and Gill.
After the dissolution of the Hebbard and Gill partnership in 1907, Vaughn made the decision to
stay on with Hebbard as a draftsman. His career continued under Hebbard until 1913, when he
went to work for Carleton M. Winslow. With Winslow’s appointment to Architect in Residence
for the Panama–California International Exposition in San Diego, Vaughn gained valuable
experience working with Winslow at the exposition to design many of the temporary buildings.
Following Winslow’s success at the exposition, he and Vaughn relocated to Los Angeles. While
living in Los Angeles, Vaughn obtained his certification in architecture after completing the
required coursework at the University of Southern California. While working with Winslow,
Vaughn also worked with another noted architect, Irving Gill. Vaughn’s first experiences with
the FJC began when Winslow was named the Fullerton College architect in 1919. During his
time under Winslow, Vaughn designed and supervised numerous construction projects. Vaughn
also began to make a name for himself and was hired to design the Louis E. Plummer residence
in 1927. The superintendent’s fondness for Vaughn likely influenced the Board of Trustees on
the decision to hire Vaughn for the new FJC Campus project in 1933.
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Following in the footsteps of his previous employers, Vaughn was greatly influenced by the
Spanish Colonial Revival style and incorporated it into his designs for FJC. Vaughn designed the
following buildings during his time at FJC:


Commerce Building, 1936



Greenhouse, c. 1937



Administration Building, 1938



North Science Building, 1938



Student Union Building, 1940

During Vaughn’s time at FJC, he built a following and was asked to take on other architectural
projects in the City of Fullerton, including the Fullerton Public Library. A great deal of
Vaughn’s work was based on WPA funding; once the WPA work was completed, Vaughn
returned to San Diego and continued his architectural career with the California Department of
Public Works, Division of Architecture (Michelson 2015a; Richey 2010; Richey et al. 2012;
Morris et al. 2004; Flanigan 1987).
Ralph D. Cornell (1890–1972)
Ralph D. Cornell was born in Nebraska and relocated to California in 1908. Following his graduation
from Pomona College in 1914, he continued his studies at Harvard University and in 1917 was
awarded the degree of Master Landscape Architect. Prior to his service in World War I, Cornell
worked as an architect at the firm of Harries and Hall in Toronto, Canada. Upon his return from the
war, Cornell settled in Los Angeles and opened one of the very first practices specializing in landscape
architecture (Tyack 2011; TCLF 2014; Michelson 2015b). His principal works in California include
Hillside Memorial Park Cemetery (1945); Los Angeles Civic Center Grounds (1956); Beverly Gardens
Park (1931); Glen Haven Memorial Park (c. 1940); Restoration of Rancho Los Cerritos (1931); Grand
Park (1956); Los Angeles Mall (1973–1975); Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Grounds
(c. 1959); Pasadena’s Central Park (1927); Pasadena’s Washington Park (1922); Pomona College
Grounds (beginning in 1919); Los Angeles Music Center Grounds; University of California, Los
Angeles Grounds (beginning in 1937); and Torrey Pines (1922).
Cornell’s work at FJC began in 1935 when he teamed with Vaughn to create the general campus
plan for FJC’s new site. Heavily influenced by the University of Virginia campus, Cornell and
Vaughn sought to design a series of pathways, walkways, and open spaces that worked
cohesively with the surrounding buildings (Epting 2014).
Cornell’s design aesthetic was restrained and mindful of the natural environment. In addition to
his numerous residential and public projects, Cornell also served as a landscape architect at
Pomona College (1919–1959); University of California, Los Angeles (1937–1972); and
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University of Hawaii (1928–1972). Another notable point in Cornell’s career was when he was
appointed as Landscape Architect Consultant for the Federal Relief Administration in 1935.
Cornell’s contributions to Southern California landscape architecture were fundamental to the
development of the Southern California landscape (Tyack 2011; TCLF 2014; Michelson 2015b).
Donald Beach Kirby, Architect (1905–1980)
The principal works of Donald Beach Kirby, the architect for the Wilshire School buildings, include the
Maharajah of Indore Residence in Santa Ana (1940), Player’s Café in Hollywood (1941), Miss Burke’s
School in San Francisco (1950), Castle Air Force Base in Merced (1953), Post Library Presidio in San
Francisco (1958), Hunter’s View Public Housing in San Francisco (1955), and Upper Noe Fieldhouse
in San Francisco (1955). Born in Denver and educated at the University of Pennsylvania, Kirby came
to Los Angeles in 1929 and worked under two accomplished California architects for a few years.
Kirby’s training under Reginald D. Johnson and Gordon B. Kaufmann lasted a short time, and in 1933
Kirby decided to strike out on his own. From 1934 to 1942 Kirby served as the National Housing
Administration director. In 1945, Kirby relocated to San Francisco, continued a very successful
architectural practice, won awards from the AIA and Association of School Administrators for his
work on the Burke School, and won the Certificate of Distinguished Service from the AIA. During his
time in Southern California, Kirby designed the Wilshire School buildings using WPA funds (AIA
1970; AR 1952; AF 1956; Marsh 1994; Michelson 2015c; Lowe 1986; Priaulx 1957; SDU 1957; SFC
1980; Who’s Who 1974–1975).
William Henry Taylor, Architect (1912–1995)
William Henry Taylor, a prominent architect in the San Gabriel Valley whose principal works during
the mid-century include the Public Bathhouse and Pool in Palmdale (1951); 3164 Brookdale Road in
Studio City (1952); Pasadena City College buildings (1954); Whittier Intermediate School (1956);
Wilson Junior High School in Glendale (1956); the FJC Science Building, Gymnasium, Library,
Student Center, Technical Education Building, and Art–Home Economics Building (1960); the FJC
Applied Arts Building (1962); the FJC Administration Building expansion (1964); the FJC Music
and Theatre Arts Buildings (1966); the FJC Library expansion (1969); residences in the Poppy Peak
Drive district in Pasadena (1968); and the Pasadena Unified School District Services Center (1970).
In 1953, FJC started its second expansion phase, which continued into the 1960s. The Pasadena
architectural firm of Taylor, Warren, Nishimoto and Conner (later Taylor and Conner) was selected
by the FJC trustees to develop a new master plan for the FJC Campus, with Taylor serving as the
buildings’ principal designer.
In the 1960s, building and expansion plans continued with the architectural and design services
of Taylor and Conner. Taylor would go on to design several more buildings for the Fullerton
Union High School and FJC, including an Auto Shop Facility, an Applied Arts Building, a Music
Building, and a Theatre Building (AIA 1962; Richey et al. 2012).

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.3-12

4.3 – CULTURAL RESOURCES

William E. Blurock (1922–2012)
William E. Blurock was born and raised in Los Angeles, California. He graduated from the
University of Southern California School of Architecture in 1947, despite his studies being
interrupted at the onset of WWII. While stationed in Foggia, Italy, Blurock flew 62 missions as a
P-38 Lightning fighter pilot for the U.S. Army Air Corps as part of the 82nd Operations Group,
flying over parts of Europe and North Africa. At the end of the war, he stayed abroad for 1 year
to complete coursework at the University of Florence School of Architecture before returning to
California and completing his degree in architecture (Bissell 2012; Michelson 2015d).
His professional career includes the following:


Blurock, Pleger, Hogan and Ellerbroek, Architects, Orange County, California (1952–1959)



William E. Blurock and Associates, Architects; Principal, William Blurock Associates,
Newport Beach, California (1960–1974)



William Blurock & Partners, Newport Beach, California (1975–1982)



The Blurock Partnership (TBP), Newport Beach, California (1983–1994)

Examples of his work on other educational buildings in Orange County between the 1950s and
1970s include the following:


Orange Coast College, Costa Mesa, California: 1950s Facilities Master Plan (association
with Richard Neutra/Robert Alexander) and 1970 Facilities Master Plan



University of California, Irvine: 1965 Original Master Plan, Phases I and IA (association
with William Pereira)



Fullerton College, Fullerton, California:1970 Facilities Master Plan



Golden West College, Huntington Beach, California: 1972 Master Plan Update



Saddleback College, Mission Viejo, California: 1976 Campus Master Plan



Coastline Community College, Fountain Valley, California: 1978 Facilities Master Plan



Irvine Valley College, Irvine, California: 1978 Original Facilities Master Plan

Blurock is considered to be a visionary architect for his work ranging from the 1950s through the
1970s, particularly in the field of modern educational design. Over the course of his career,
Blurock designed and planned buildings on 32 California college campuses and a number of
other educational facilities throughout the state. He is known for pioneering the one-building
model for schools, which consisted of an open plan of classrooms, without doors, clustered
around an interior common area.
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4.3.1.2

Paleontological Setting

The project site is the Fullerton College campus, in the City of Fullerton, California. This area is
underlain by nonmarine sediments of the Pleistocene (~2.7 million years ago–12,000 years ago)
La Habra Formation (map unit Qlhc) and Holocene (<12,000 years ago) alluvium/alluvial fan
deposits (map units Qa and Qyfsa). The alluvium/alluvial fan deposits emanated from the Coyote
Hills to the north via Brea Creek, which currently flows southward to the west of the project site
(McLeod 2016). In addition, there are older Pleistocene alluvial deposits (map unit Qoa) mapped
at the surface less than 0.5 miles to the west of the project site (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 2001).
Pleistocene age fossils have been found at shallow depths within surficial sedimentary deposits
throughout Southern California (Miller 1971; Jefferson 1991). Given the close proximity of
Pleistocene outcrops (the La Habra Formation crops out at the northwesternmost edge of the
project site), it is likely that Pleistocene age deposits underlie the Fullerton College campus at
depth, and these deposits have been known to produce Ice Age fossils elsewhere in Fullerton
(Miller 1971; Jefferson 1991; McLeod 2016). Pleistocene age fossils found in the area include a
diversity of terrestrial Ice Age amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals including mammoths,
horse, bison, camel, and sloth (Miller 1971; Jefferson 1991; Eisentraut and Cooper 2002; Rivin
and Sutton 2010).

4.3.2

Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances

Federal
National Historic Preservation Act
The National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) establishes the nation’s policy for
historic preservation and sets in place a program for the preservation of historic properties by
requiring federal agencies to consider effects to significant cultural resources (e.g., historic
properties) prior to undertakings.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the
effects of projects on historic properties (resources included in or eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP)). It also gives the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the state
historic preservation offices an opportunity to consult. Federal agencies issuing permits for the
proposed project are required to comply with National Historic Preservation Act requirements.
National Register of Historic Places
Although there is no federal nexus for this project, NRHP criteria were addressed in
consideration of previous evaluations that identified the Fullerton College campus as potentially
eligible for the NRHP.
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The NRHP is the United States’ official list of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
worthy of preservation. Overseen by the National Park Service under the U.S. Department of the
Interior, the NRHP was authorized under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. Its
listings encompass all National Historic Landmarks and historic areas administered by the
National Park Service.
NRHP guidelines for the evaluation of historic significance were developed to be flexible and to
recognize the accomplishments of all who have made significant contributions to the nation’s
history and heritage. Its criteria are designed to guide state and local governments, federal
agencies, and others in evaluating potential entries in the NRHP. For a property to be listed in or
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, the property must be demonstrated to possess
integrity and to meet at least one of the following criteria:
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology,
engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association, and:
A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of our history; or
B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinction; or
D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history (NPS 2002, p. 2).
In addition to meeting at least one of these four criteria, listed properties must also retain
sufficient physical integrity of those features necessary to convey historic significance. The
NRHP has identified the following seven aspects of integrity: (1) location, (2) design, (3) setting,
(4) materials, (5) workmanship, (6) feeling, and (7) association.
Properties are nominated to the NRHP by the state historic preservation officer of the state in
which the property is located, by the federal preservation officer for properties under federal
ownership or control, or by the tribal preservation officer if on tribal lands. Listing in the NRHP
provides formal recognition of a property’s historic, architectural, or archaeological significance
based on national standards used by every state. Once a property is listed in the NRHP, it
becomes searchable in the NRHP database of research information. Documentation of a
property’s historic significance helps encourage preservation of the resource.
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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State
California Public Resources Code
California Public Resources Code, Sections 5097–5097.6, identifies that the unauthorized
disturbance or removal of archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources located on
public lands is a misdemeanor. It prohibits the knowing destruction of objects of antiquity
without a permit (express permission) on public lands, and it provides for criminal sanctions.
This section was amended in 1987 to require consultation with the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) whenever Native American graves are found. Violations that involve
taking or possessing remains or artifacts are felonies.
California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.5, states the following:
No person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy,
injure, or deface, any historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological
or vertebrate paleontological site, including fossilized footprints, inscriptions
made by human agency, rock art, or any other archaeological, paleontological or
historic feature situated on public lands, except with the express permission of the
public agency having jurisdiction over the lands (California Public Resources
Code, Section 5097.5).
California Register of Historical Resources
In California, the term “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to, “any object, building,
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically
significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California” (California Public
Resources Code, Section 5020.1(j)). In 1992, the California legislature established the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) “to be used by state and local agencies, private groups,
and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to indicate what properties are to be
protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California Public
Resources Code, Section 5024.1(a)). The criteria for listing resources on the CRHR, enumerated
below, were expressly developed to be in accordance with previously established criteria
developed for listing in the NRHP. According to California Public Resources Code, Section
5024.1(c)(1–4), a resource is considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial
integrity,” and (ii) meets at least one of the following criteria:
(1)

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2)

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.
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(3)

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values.

(4)

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history (California Public Resources Code, Section
5024.1(c)(1–4)).

In order to understand the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must have passed to
obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with the resource. A resource
less than 50 years old may be considered for listing in the CRHR if it can be demonstrated that
sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance (see 14 CCR 4852(d)(2)).
The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric
and historic resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and
properties listed or formally designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically listed
in the CRHR, as are the state landmarks and points of interest. The CRHR also includes properties
designated under local ordinances or identified through local historical resource surveys.
California Environmental Quality Act
The following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statutes (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) are of
relevance to the analysis of archaeological, historic, paleontological, and tribal cultural resources:


CEQA Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique archaeological resource.”



CEQA Section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) define “historical
resources.” In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines the phrase
“substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” and also
defines the circumstances when a project would materially impair the significance of a
historical resource.



CEQA Section 21074(a) defines “tribal cultural resources.”



CEQA Section 5097.98 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) set forth standards and
steps to be employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any
location other than a dedicated ceremony.



CEQA Sections 21083.2(b) and 21083.2(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4
provide information regarding the mitigation framework for archaeological and historic
resources, including examples of preservation-in-place mitigation measures. Preservation
in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites
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because it maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological context, and
may also help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with
the archaeological site(s).
More specifically, under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it
may cause “a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” (California
Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(b)). If a site is either listed or eligible
for listing in the CRHR, or included in a local register of historic resources, or identified as
significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of California Public
Resources Code, Section 5024.1(q)), it is a “historical resource” and is presumed to be
historically or culturally significant for purposes of CEQA (California Public Resources Code,
Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(a)). The lead agency is not precluded from determining that a
resource is a historical resource even if it does not fall within this presumption (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(a)).
A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” reflecting a
significant effect under CEQA means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historical resource would be materially impaired” (14 CCR 15064.5(b)(1); California Public
Resources Code, Section 5020.1(q)). In turn, the significance of a historical resource is
materially impaired when a project:

(1)

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in
the California Register; or

(2)

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its identification in
an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section
5024.1(g) of the PRC, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of
the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is
not historically or culturally significant; or

(3)

Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and
that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as determined
by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5(b)(2)).
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Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA inquiry begins with evaluating whether a project site
contains any “historical resources,” then evaluates whether that project will cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource such that the resource’s historical
significance is materially impaired.
If it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archaeological or
paleontological resource, the lead agency may require that reasonable efforts be made to permit
any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent
that they cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (California Public
Resources Code, Sections 21083.2(a)–(c)).
CEQA Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
(1)

Contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information.

(2)

Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or
the best available example of its type.

(3)

Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important
prehistoric or historic event or person (California Public Resources
Code, Section 21083.2(g)).

Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources are generally not considered a significant
environmental impact (California Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2(a); 14 CCR
15064.5(c)(4)). However, if a non-unique archaeological resource qualifies as a tribal cultural
resource (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21074(c), 21083.2(h)), further
consideration of significant impacts is required.
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines assigns special importance to human remains and
specifies procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. As described
previously, these procedures are detailed in California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98.
California Health and Safety Code 7050.5
California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods,
regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those
remains. California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 et seq., requires that if human remains
are discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation
of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains shall occur until the
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County Coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5b). California Public Resources Code,
Section 5097.98 also outlines the process to be followed in the event that remains are discovered. If
the coroner determines or has reason to believe the remains are those of a Native American, the
coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours (Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will notify a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the landowner, the MLD may inspect the site of
discovery. The inspection must be completed within 24 hours of notification of the MLD by the
NAHC. The MLD may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the
human remains and items associated with Native Americans.
Local
Historical Resources
The Fullerton Plan
The Built Environment and Revitalization sections of The Fullerton Plan, the City’s General Plan
(City of Fullerton 2012a), briefly discuss goals and policies associated with preservation of the
built environment. The following are excerpted portions pertinent to the Fullerton College
Facilities Master Plan.
Goal 4

Value and preserve historic resources.
Policy 4.2: Awareness of Historic Resources
Support programs and policies to raise the awareness of the value of historic
resources in strengthening communities, conserving resources, fostering economic
development, and enriching lives.
Policy 4.3: Historic Resources Maintenance and Enhancement
Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to promote the maintenance,
restoration, and rehabilitation of historical resources.
Policy 4.4: Historic Character and Sense of Place
Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to reinforce the character and
sense of place of established neighborhoods and districts by protecting and preserving
those elements in both the private and public realms which contribute to the historic
character through the use of tools including, but not limited to, preservation overlay
zones and landmark districts.
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Policy 4.5: Historic Building Preservation
Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to encourage the protection and
preservation of individual historic structures throughout the City, but with particular
attention to the preservation of noteworthy architecture in the downtown.
Policy 4.7: Responsiveness to Historic Context
Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to design new buildings that
respect the integrity of nearby historic buildings while clearly differentiating the new
from the historic.
Policy 4.9: Historic Building Retrofits
Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to encourage the retrofit of
historic buildings in ways that preserve their architectural design character, consistent
with life safety considerations, maintaining the unique visual image of Fullerton.
Goal 11

Revitalization activities that result in community benefits and enhance the quality of
life in neighborhoods, districts, and corridors.
Policy 11.3: Preservation-Based Revitalization
Support policies, projects, and programs concerning historic preservation to protect
Fullerton’s heritage, revitalize neighborhoods, generate design and construction jobs,
and bolster the community’s sense of place.

City of Fullerton Municipal Code
In the City of Fullerton Municipal Code (City of Fullerton 2001), a “Significant Property” is
defined as an individual building, structure, or feature that is considered a historical or cultural
resource in the City and that is eligible for “Historical Landmark” designation. A list of
Significant Properties is contained in the Resource Management Element of The Fullerton Plan.
15.48.060. Criteria for Designation
A. In considering a request for a “Historical Landmark” designation, the following criteria
shall be used in determining eligibility:
1. Character, interest or value as part of the heritage of the city.
2. Location as a site of a historic event.
3. Identification with a person or persons or groups who significantly contributed to the
culture and development of the city.
4. Exemplification of a particular architectural style or way of life important to the city.
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.3-21

4.3 – CULTURAL RESOURCES

5. Exemplification of the best remaining architectural types in an area.
6. Identification as the work of a person or persons whose work has influenced the
heritage of the city, the state of California or the United States.
7. Embodiment of elements of outstanding attention to architectural design, detail,
materials, or craftsmanship.
8. Relationship to other landmarks, where the preservation of one has a bearing on the
preservation of another.
9. A unique location or singular physical characteristic representing an established and
familiar visual feature of a neighborhood.
10. Integrity as a natural environment that strongly contributes to the well being of the
people of the city.
B. In considering a request for a “Landmark District” designation, support of the designation
should be demonstrated by a substantial majority of the property owners within the
boundary of the proposed district.
Paleontological Resources
The Fullerton Plan Environmental Impact Report (City of Fullerton 2012b) addresses potential
impacts to paleontological resources and outlines mitigation measures to reduce impacts to
paleontological resources to a less than significant level. For example, a Phase I cultural
resources study is required to determine where a project might impact paleontological resources.

4.3.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to cultural resources are based on
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a
significant impact related to cultural resources would occur if the project would:
1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.
4. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.
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No topics related to cultural resources were eliminated in the Initial Study for the proposed
project; therefore, all topics are covered in the Program EIR impacts analysis.

4.3.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?
Dudek Architectural Historians Samantha Murray, MA, RPA; Sarah Corder, MFA; and Kara R.
Dotter, MSHP, conducted a pedestrian survey of the project site on February 20, 2017. The project
site includes an entirely developed active college campus and a small residential section across the
street from the main Fullerton College campus on the south side of Chapman Avenue. Although
intensive-level archaeological survey methods (i.e., regularly spaced pedestrian transects) were not
warranted, Ms. Murray (who is cross-trained as an archaeologist) spot-checked areas of exposed
sediment throughout. All buildings and structures that were constructed prior to 1972 were
photographed, researched, and evaluated in consideration of CRHR designation criteria and
integrity requirements and in consideration of potential impacts to historical resources under
CEQA. The 45-year rule was established by OHP in recognition of the fact that there is often a lag
between the point at which resources are identified and the date that planning decisions are made
on projects. The survey entailed walking all portions of the Fullerton College campus and
documenting each building with notes and photographs, specifically noting their character-defining
features, spatial relationships, and observed alterations.
On February 24, 2017, Dudek contacted Oscar Saghieh, Project Manager of Campus Capital
Projects, to inquire about access to Fullerton College campus building as-built drawings and
schematics, and to obtain copies of any available reports and historic reference documents on file
with Fullerton College or the District. Mr. Saghieh arranged for access to the District’s electronic
collection of campus as-built drawings and schematics, which date from 1933 to 2013.
Dudek documented the fieldwork using field notes, digital photography, close-scale field maps,
and aerial photographs. Photographs of the project site were taken with a Canon Power Shot
SD90 digital camera with 12 megapixels and 3× optical zoom; a 20-megapixel Canon EOS
Rebel T5i DSLR with an EF-S 18–55 mm f/3.5-5.6 IS STM lens; and a Canon Power Shot
SX160 IS digital camera with 16 megapixels and 16× optical zoom. All field notes, photographs,
and records related to the current study are on file at Dudek’s Pasadena, California, office.
Dudek also reviewed a set of documents and photographs available online through the Fullerton
College Library called Fullerton College: A Pictorial History, which includes a collection of
historic photographs of the Fullerton College campus with content largely written by Debora
Richey et al. in 2012.
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Other sources of information regarding the history and development of the Fullerton College
campus included the following:


Los Angeles Times (1923–current), accessed via ProQuest Historical Newspapers



Los Angeles Times, accessed via Newspapers.com



San Diego Union, accessed via Genealogybank.com



San Francisco Chronicle, accessed in person at Fullerton Public Library Local History
Room on March 16, 2017



Fullerton News Tribune, accessed in person at Fullerton Public Library Local History
Room on March 16, 2017



Fullerton City Directories, accessed in person at the Fullerton Public Library Local
History Room on March 16, 2017



Archival and historical files, accessed in person at the Fullerton Public Library Local
History Room on March 16, 2017



Fullerton Through the Years: A Survey of Architectural, Cultural & Environmental
Heritage, accessed through the City of Fullerton’s website at www.cityoffullerton.com



Historical aerial photograph research from the years 1952, 1953, 1954, 1963, 1972, 1994,
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012 (NETROnline 2017)



1927–1949 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps (Sanborn)

As described in the project description (Chapter 3 of this Program EIR), the District is proposing
various improvements to the Fullerton College campus that include new construction,
renovation, and demolition. The following paragraphs provide an impacts analysis of all
proposed activities.
Table 4.3-1 provides an overview of all buildings and structures surveyed as part of the cultural
resources study, including a photograph of each building, current building name, current building
number (if applicable), historic building name (if applicable), year built (if known), a general
physical description of the building, and any alterations identified either through building
development research or during the cultural resources survey. Dates and details of construction
and alterations were confirmed through building development research conducted on the District
facilities management website, as well as archival research. The W1 and W2 buildings are used
by the School of Continuing Education, and were surveyed because they are part of the project
area, although Fullerton College does not propose any alterations to these buildings as part of the
Facilities Master Plan.
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The following buildings are not listed in Table 4.3-1 because they are of recent construction and
are not proposed for alteration or demolition as part of the proposed project:


College Center/Food Services Building 200



South Science Building 400



Library–Learning Resource Center Building 800



Auto/Machining/Printing Building 900



Classroom Office Building 1400



Classrooms and Food Bank Building 1900



Sculpture/3D Arts, outside Building 2100



Wilshire Continuing Education Building W3



Chiller plant
Table 4.3-1
Fullerton College Campus Buildings and Structures Surveyed

Current Building Number and Name
Built
Description
Original Campus Master Plan Buildings (Vaughn, 1935–1942)
Built as part of the original campus
100 Administration
1938
plan by Vaughn, the two-story
Spanish Colonial Revival style
building with Churrigueresque style
elements is irregular in plan, with a
square tower jutting upwards at the
juncture between the main portion
and the south-facing ell. The lowsloped side-gabled roof and
hipped tower roof are covered in
Mission-style half-barrel clay tiles.
Each gable end sports a projection
sheltering a small decorative niche
with scalloped detailing along the
arch intrados. The building is
characterized by board-formed
concrete on the exterior with
Churrigueresque flourishes at the
roofline, main entry doors, and
second-floor-level French doors.
There are multiple entry points, but
the original main elevation faces
south toward East Chapman
Avenue. The original main
elevation is obscured by a modern
one-story, flat-roof addition with a
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1957 (Taylor): Addition
to south elevation
altered original L-shape
building plan.
1963 (Taylor): Interior
reconfiguration, addition
of wire glass to
windows, and addition
of aluminum and glass
entry door to south
elevation.
1987 (tBP/Architecture
Inc.): Interior
reconfiguration, updates
to electrical plans and
updates to interior
finishes.
2000 (Hill): Seismic
upgrades.
2001 (Asuncion): HVAC
system upgrades.
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Table 4.3-1
Fullerton College Campus Buildings and Structures Surveyed
Current Building Number and Name

Built

300 Business and Computer Information

1936
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Description
variety of metal windows. The
second story of the main elevation
remains visible, and features a
series of five large multi-lite metalframed windows in arched
openings. Windows on the original
building are wood-framed and of
varying shapes and styles.
Built as the first building in
Vaughn’s campus plan, this twostory Spanish Colonial Revival
building with Churrigueresque style
elements is rectangular in plan and
features a low-sloped side-gabled
roof clad in Mission-style halfbarrel clay tiles. A large octagonal
cupola straddles the ridgeline near
the center of the roof, with an arch
sheltering a bell at the southern
gable end and dentil moulding
lining the cornice. The main
elevation faces east toward the
center of campus with the
recessed main entrance having
double wooden doors topped by a
lunette window. The main entry is
emphasized by the use of
Churrigueresque design elements,
including a stilted arch with fluting
above the impost line, three
horseshoe-arch windows with
elaborate metalwork at the second
floor, and a scallop-capped niche
flanked by pilasters on a
decorative parapet rising from the
cornice line. Secondary entry
points on each remaining elevation
are similarly detailed, but are less
elaborate and at a reduced scale.
The building was constructed of
poured-in-place board-formed
concrete, featuring a projecting
molded string course capped by a
row of stretcher bricks.
Fenestration is regular, with twoby-two inoperable casement
windows directly above two-by-two
operable casement windows
presenting as a single window unit.

Identified Alterations
2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrade.

1962 (Taylor): Interior
alterations, plumbing
and mechanical system
upgrades.
1980 (Blurock): Interior
plan reconfigurations;
update of finishes;
electrical, plumbing, and
mechanical system
upgrades; replacement
of plaster ceiling with
reflective ceiling.
2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrade.
2005 (McMurray):
Changes to stairs on
north elevation.
Date Unknown: Addition
of a free-standing
exterior elevator on the
north elevation.
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Table 4.3-1
Fullerton College Campus Buildings and Structures Surveyed
Current Building Number and Name

600 Math
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Built

1938

Description
Near either end of the main
elevation is a French door, located
midway between floors, opening
onto a shallow, elliptically arched
concrete bracket and protected by
elliptically arched decorative
ironwork. Exterior staircases on
either end of the building grant
access to the second floor.
The two-story Spanish Colonial
Revival building with
Churrigueresque style elements is
rectangular in plan and features a
low-sloped side-gabled roof clad in
Mission-style half-barrel clay tiles.
A large octagonal cupola straddles
the ridgeline near the center of the
roof, with two front vertical
protrusions at each gable end and
dentil moulding lining the cornice.
The main elevation faces west
toward the center of campus, with
the recessed main entrance having
a single, wide wooden door beside
a hinged partial-width section,
topped by a lunette window. The
main entry is emphasized by the
use of Churrigueresque design
elements, including a stilted arch
with decorative voussoirs above
the impost line and flanked by
quoins, three subtly-pointed
equilateral-arch windows at the
second floor, and a niche flanked
by grooved pilasters on a
decorative stepped parapet rising
from the cornice line. Secondary
entry points on each remaining
elevation are similarly detailed, but
are less elaborate and at a
reduced scale. The building was
constructed of poured-in-place
board-formed concrete, featuring a
projecting molded string course
capped by a row of stretcher
bricks. Fenestration is regular, with
two-by-two inoperable casement
windows directly above two-by-two
operable casement windows

Identified Alterations

1980 (Blurock): Addition
of bridge to the south
elevation, which was
likely removed when the
South Science Building
was demolished.
1985 (Blurock): Interior
changes included
mechanical, plumbing,
and electrical, as well as
changes to interior
finishes.
2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrade.
2008 (Asuncion):
Chilled water
distribution system
modifications.
Date Unknown: Addition
of free-standing external
elevator to the north
elevation.
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Table 4.3-1
Fullerton College Campus Buildings and Structures Surveyed
Current Building Number and Name

401 Biological Greenhouse
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Built

c. 1937

Description
presenting as a single window unit.
Near either end of the main
elevation is a French door, located
midway between floors, opening
onto a shallow, elliptically arched
concrete bracket and protected by
elliptically arched decorative
ironwork. Exterior staircases on
either end of the building grant
access to the second floor.
The one-story rectangular
Greenhouse Building features a
front-gabled glass-and-metal roof.
The concrete foundation supports
the exterior walls. The lower two
feet of the walls are running-bond
brick courses, with the upper
portion of the walls framed with
steel I-beams and infilled with
metal-framed lites, some of which
open for ventilation and sunlight. A
single metal door pierces the east
elevation near the northern end. A
fenced-in area is located to the
east of the building.

Identified Alterations

Date Unknown: Glass
wall lites painted.
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Table 4.3-1
Fullerton College Campus Buildings and Structures Surveyed
Current Building Number and Name
840 Campus Services

1600–1691 Horticulture Center
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Built
1940

c. 1946;
relocated
to current
location
1961

Description
A more restrained version of the
style observed elsewhere on
campus, this one-story Spanish
Colonial Revival style building
features multiple wings clad with
stucco and low-sloped side-gabled
roofs covered in Mission-style halfbarrel clay tiles. The rectangular
west wing was the first section of
the building constructed, with the
second comprising the rectangular
north wing, oriented perpendicular
to the first section and joined onto
its north elevation to form an
L-shaped plan. The west wing,
constructed in 1941, created the
U-shaped building plan present
today. Fenestration consists of
single and double doors, some
wood and others metal, typically
with one or two lites, and multi-lite
metal-framed windows in various
sizes, some of which have
operable sections within fixed
sections. A concrete courtyard fills
the area bounded by the U-shaped
building on the south side,
providing a seating area for the
café in the west wing.
One of the original T-buildings
moved onto campus, this one-story
building has a low-sloped sidegabled roof covered in composition
shingles. The walls are clad in
horizontal drop-lap wood siding,
and the south-facing main
elevation has a central entry point
accessed by a set of broad, open,
wood replacement stairs.
Fenestration is regular with eightover-eight wood-framed doublehung windows. The building is one
of many in the horticulture section
of campus, including various
greenhouses and growing
buildings, as well as a single-story
brick bathroom building.

Identified Alterations
1941(Vaughn): Hornet
Hive building addition
created U-shaped plan.
1959 (Taylor): Hive
Snack Shop added to
the patio area.
2011: Hive Snack Shop
remodeled and
renamed Stinger.
Date Unknown:
Handicap ramps,
addition to rear of
building; replacement
and/or resizing of
original doors; addition
of security bars on
some windows.
Date Unknown:
Restrooms upgraded.
Date Unknown: HVAC
units.

Dates Unknown: HVAC
units, porch construction
with railing, handicap
ramp to main entry
door.
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Table 4.3-1
Fullerton College Campus Buildings and Structures Surveyed
Current Building Number and Name
Built
Description
Taylor and Conner’s Campus Master Plan (1953–1967)
The International-style building is
500 Applied Arts/Humanities
1962
rectangular in plan and clad in
painted stucco with a flat roof
covered in rolled roofing material.
The main elevation faces east, and
features the recessed main point
of entry under a cantilevered flat
roof awning. Fenestration is
regular with metal-framed windows
placed singly or in pairs separated
by a narrow mullion. The windows
are of various shapes and sizes,
but the majority typically have
three or four horizontal lites, with
the upper lites fixed and the
bottom lite being an operable
hopper window. The broad
expanses of stucco are generally
smooth, with subtle vertical
grooves accenting the spaces
above and below the windows.

700 Technology and Engineering

1959

The two-story reinforced concrete
building is irregular in plan and
features a flat roof with raised
parapet. The main (south)
elevation features a variety of
multi-paned metal windows; a
recessed entry point left (west) of
center; the addition of an elevator
on the east side of the elevation;
installation of EIFS panels
featuring stucco textures
reminiscent of the original boardformed concrete buildings; and
Spanish Colonial/Mission Revival
style detailing that is not original to
the building. A series of openings
with segmental arches and
applied ornament details dominate
the elevation.

Identified Alterations
1980 (Blurock): Addition
of free-standing external
elevator to the north
elevation, interior
reconfigurations, and
mechanical system
upgrades.
2000 (Hill): Seismic
upgrades.
2005 (McMurray):
Changes to stairs on
south elevation.
2006 (Asuncion): Chiller
plant upgrade.
Date Unknown:
Windows on the north
portion of the west
elevation at ground floor
level were painted over.
1964 (Taylor): Interior
reconfigurations,
mechanical system
upgrades.
1968 (Taylor/Blurock):
Building addition,
interior reconfigurations.
1980 (Blurock): Addition
of elevator and concrete
walk to south elevation.
2001 (Asuncion): HVAC
system upgrades.
2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrades.
2012: Interior
reconfigurations.
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3000 Berkeley Center

1000 Fine Arts/Art Gallery
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Built

1960

1959

Description

The two-story Mid-Century
Modern-style educational building
is L-shaped in plan. The main
(southwest) elevation has an
uneven roofline and two sections
projecting forward from the main
building. The main elevation is clad
with broad expanses of alternating
brick and stucco; windows are set
flush with the stucco cladding
between the brick portions. The
rest of the building is clad in
stucco. The primary front entrance
is recessed beneath decorative
metal grilles that extend out from
the exterior wall and are supported
by metal posts. Fixed, floor-toceiling multi-pane windows are
located next to the front entrance
and are partially obscured by the
metal grilles. There is a second
entrance recessed into the brick
wall with a metal door accessed by
a set of concrete steps. The
southwest corner of the building
contains two fixed multi-pane
windows on the first story and two
louvered windows on the second
story set flush into vertical bands
of textured stucco.
The two-story Mid-Century Modern
building is irregular in plan with a
flat roof and is clad in stucco. Onestory partial-length projections clad
in running-bond brick occur on the
main (south), east, and north
elevations. Fenestration is regular
on the main elevation and features
paired metal-framed windows,
separated by structural mullions,
with four horizontal lites; the
second lite operates as an awning
window, and the fourth lite

Identified Alterations
2012 (RND): Guardrail
and stair installation.
Date Unknown: Modern
EIFS with board-formed
stucco texture.
1982 (Blurock): Interior
reconfigurations,
mechanical system
upgrades, elevator
added.
2000 (Hill): Seismic
upgrades.

1976 (Blurock): Interior
reconfigurations,
construction of multiple
brick walls and patio
area.
1981: Wheelchair ramp
added.
2001 (Asuncion): HVAC
system upgrades.
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1100 Music
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Built

1967

Description
operates as a hopper window.
Other windows on the building are
metal-framed with one or two lites.
A replacement window punctuates
the brick projection on the main
elevation. The main entry is
recessed with a newer wide metaland-glass entry door and a narrow
sidelite to the left (west),
surrounded by wider sidelites
and topped by a fixed, three-lite
transom window. Access is
provided by a handicap ramp
leading to a poured concrete
stoop.
This New Formalism-style building
is clad in stucco and is irregular in
plan with block-like massing and a
flat roof. The main elevation faces
south toward East Chapman
Avenue, and presents as two
sections: the western section with
slender, attenuated columns
supporting minimalist arches, four
of which are infilled with smooth,
monolithic stucco panels and the
fifth, just west of center, is open
and leads to the recessed main
entrance; and the eastern section,
which is recessed and contains
with smooth, monolithic concrete
panels sparsely punctuated by
pairs of small metal-framed
windows and displaying large
ornamental screen grilles. The
remaining elevations contain
portions of running-bond brickwork
at the ground floor, while the rest is
clad in smooth, monolithic stucco.
Fenestration on the remaining
elevations consists of metalframed windows of various sizes,
some fixed and others operable,
as well as secondary entrances.
An external staircase on the east
elevation references the external
staircases observed on the original
campus buildings.

Identified Alterations
2002 (McMurray):
Seismic work, new
interior finishes,
mechanical system
upgrades, new
handicap ramp, interior
reconfigurations, finish
replacements,
fireproofing
2009 (Runge):
Reroofed.

2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrade.
2008 (Asuncion):
Chilled water
distribution
modifications.
Date unknown: Secondfloor-level walkway from
the Administration
Building connecting to
the east elevation, and
a free-standing external
elevator attached to the
east elevation south of
the walkway.
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1200 Physical Education

Built
1955

Description
The Mid-Century Modern two-story
building presents with block-like
massing, thanks in part to building
additions during Taylor’s tenure as
campus architect. The main body
of the building is clad in stucco,
with one-story projections
constructed of brick in a running
bond pattern and wrapped with a
flush band of stucco near or at the
roofline. The building is irregular in
plan and features multiple levels of
flat roofs. The fenestration for the
building is irregular. Metal-framed
multi-lite clerestory windows adorn
the main body of the building,
while the one-story projections
contain a variety of metal-framed
windows in the top half to one-third
of exterior walls on some of the
one-story projections, subtly
referencing the clerestory windows
of the main section.

Identified Alterations
1956 (Taylor): Onestory brick addition for
health center.
1957 (Taylor): Additions
to men’s and women’s
locker rooms.
1962 (Taylor): Addition
to south and northwest
sections of the
buildings, interior
reconfiguration,
construction of flat-roof
covered walkway and
butterfly style covered
walkway.
1979 (Blurock): Interior
reconfigurations, HVAC
upgrades, plumbing
upgrades, updates to
finishes.
1982: Reroofed.
1999: Interior
reconfiguration,
mechanical systems
upgrades, site work,
removal of skylights,
and fixture replacement.
2000 (Hill): Seismic
upgrades.
2001 (Smith/tBP):
Women’s Locker Room
HVAC work, interior
renovations and
demolitions, new
exterior doors.
2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrade.
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1300 Theatre Arts

2100 Wilshire Theatre

Built

Description

The two-story Mid-Century Modern
building is irregular in plan with
block-like massing. The main
elevation faces east toward the
center of campus. The majority of
the building is clad in smooth,
monolithic stucco, with sections of
running-bond brickwork at the
ground floor. Fenestration is
minimal and irregular, typically
consisting of metal-framed
windows with a large fixed lite over
a horizontal hopper-window lite.
Exterior staircases are located on
the south and main elevations.
Chapman and Wilshire School Acquisition (Kirby, 1980–1984)
This two-story PWA/WPA
1936
Moderne-style school auditorium is
a modest example of the style. The
building is largely rectangular in
plan, is clad in stucco, and has a
flat roof. The main (west) elevation
features a centered trio of
recessed three-by-three woodframed casement window to either
side of the door grouping. The
casement window to the right
(south) serves as the ticket
window. Additional secondary
entrances, along with recessed
three-by-three wood-framed
casement windows located near
the second-floor level, exist on the
north and south elevations.
1967

Identified Alterations
2008 (Amicay): Fire
alarm system upgrades.
2008 (Lambert):
Construction of
swimming pool, singlestory 24-foot by 72-foot
equipment building and
handicap-accessible
restroom upgrades.
2003 (Swanye): Fire
alarm system upgrade.
2008: Upgrades to fire
system.
Date Unknown: Addition
of a free-standing
external elevator to the
south elevation.

1982 (Blurock): New
interior and exterior
finishes, window
replacements and
additions, interior
reconfigurations,
updates to electrical
plan and fixtures.
2008: Interior
renovations, upgraded
finishes, electrical
upgrades.
2008 (Asuncion):
Chilled water
distribution system
modifications.
2009 (Runge):
Reroofed.
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W1 Building 100

W2 Building 200
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Built
1936

1936

Description
This one-story PWA/WPA
Moderne-style school classroom
building is a modest example of
the style. The rectangular building
is clad in stucco, and features a
raised parapet surrounding a flat
roof. The main (south) elevation
features a centered, recessed
wood double door, with each leaf
having six lites over two panels.
There appears to be an infilled
transom window above the doors.
The entrance is flanked by fluted
pilasters, with a pair of 12-lite
windows, separated by a structural
mullion, to either side. Two
decorative stucco bands and two
subtle stepped roofline bands ring
the building. Fenestration on the
other elevations is regular, and
consists of either a single pair or a
group of two 12-lite windows
separated by structural mullions
with fluted pilasters to either side
of the groupings; some windows
appear to be filled in. Porte
cochères located on the west and
north elevations connect Wilshire
Theater and Building 200.
Similar to W1 Building 100, this
one-story PWA/WPA Modernestyle school classroom building is
a modest example of the style. The
rectangular building is clad in
stucco and features a raised
parapet surrounding a flat roof.
The main (east) elevation features
a centered, recessed wood double
door, with each leaf having 6 lites
over two panels, and topped by a
12-lite transom window. The
entrance is flanked by fluted
pilasters, with a pair of 8-lite
windows, separated by a structural
mullion, to either side; the windows
appear shorter than the typical 12lite windows and the door appears
raised to the level of the newer

Identified Alterations
1970: Installation of AC
system.
1982 (Blurock):
Replacement of
windows, repair and
repaint of interior and
exterior finishes,
installation of new
aluminum sunscreen to
east elevation, HVAC
system upgrades.
2007 (Runge): Window
replacements,
mechanical system
upgrades, interior
reconfiguration,
repainting, site work.
2008 (Asuncion):
Chilled water
distribution system
modifications.
No alterations are
proposed to this
building as part of the
current Master Plan.
1982 (Blurock):
Replacement of
windows, repair and
repaint of interior and
exterior finishes,
installation of new
aluminum sunscreens
on east west elevations,
HVAC system
upgrades.
2007 (Runge): Window
replacements,
mechanical system
upgrades, interior
reconfiguration,
repainting, changes to
handicap ramp, site work,
and parking lot work.
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Built

Description
concrete entry stoop (likely to
improve ADA access). Two
decorative stucco bands and two
subtle stepped roofline bands ring
the building. Fenestration on the
other elevations is regular, and
consists of a group of three 12-lite
windows separated by structural
mullions with fluted pilasters to
either side of the groupings.

Identified Alterations
2008 (Asuncion):
Chilled water
distribution system
modifications.
No alterations are
proposed to this
building as part of the
current Master Plan.

Chapman Avenue Residential Acquisitions
428 East Chapman Avenue Buildings 1 and 2
Building
APN 033-072-01 consists of a
(400 N. Newell Place)
1: c. 1920 single-family residence (Building 1)
and a multi-family residence
(Building 2) that are currently
Building
2: c. 1940 owned and used by Fullerton
College. Building 1 is a one-story
single-family residence with an
irregular plan set on a concrete
foundation, and has a hipped roof
clad with composite shingles. The
house was constructed in the
Craftsman style around 1920.
The multi-family residence on the
property that we will refer to as
Building 2 is a duplex designed in
the Minimal Traditional style and is
oriented toward Newell Street.
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434 East Chapman Avenue

Built
1922

Description
APN 033-072-02 features a singlefamily residence constructed in the
Craftsman style in 1922. The onestory, front-gabled home has a
composite shingle roof and is clad
with horizontal wood siding and set
on a poured concrete foundation.
The building is rectangular in plan,
with a prominent front porch
oriented to Chapman Avenue. The
parcel also contains a small, onestory garage building.

Identified Alterations
None identified.

438 East Chapman Avenue

1921

Remodeled to Minimal
Traditional style in 1949.

325–327 North Newell Place

c. 1921–
1924

APN 033-072-03 features a onestory single-family residence that is
oriented toward Chapman Avenue
that was originally constructed in
1921 in the Craftsman style and
was remodeled in 1949 to its
present Minimal Traditional
appearance. The residence is
irregular in plan, set on a poured
concrete foundation, with a
complex roof clad in composite
shingles, and is clad in horizontal
wooden siding.
The one-story Bungalow style
duplex is clad in horizontal wood
siding, features a gabled roof, and
is square in plan. The façade of
the building features mirrored entry
points with wooden doors and
three-section, fixed Craftsman
style windows, all under a gabled
porch with brick-and-wood
columns. The other elevations
have irregular fenestration and
feature a variety of sizes, but
maintain a one-over-one
configuration.
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409 North Newell Place

Built
c. 1958–
1960

420 East Chapman Avenue

c. 1920

416 East Chapman Avenue

c. 1936
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Description
This modern two-story multi-family
apartment building is rectangular in
plan and clad in stucco, with a low
pitched roof with exposed rafter
tails. The first floor features three
bays with double-wide sectional
garage doors, and the second floor
features a wooden balcony
providing access to three living
spaces. Entry to the building is
provided by an exterior staircase
located on the north elevation.
There are a variety of windows
throughout, including jalousie
windows on the north and west
elevations. The west elevation also
features a single entry door
centered on the elevation that
provides access to the first story of
the building.
The one-story gabled Bungalow
features an offset to the east front
gabled porch supported by brickand-wood columns, which features
a Craftsman style fixed threesection window and an entry door.
The house is clad in horizontal
wood siding and sheathed in
composition shingles, and the roof
features exposed rafter tails. The
remaining windows are singlehung, fixed wood windows in a
variety of sizes.
The one-story gabled Minimal
Traditional duplex is clad in stucco,
is rectangular in plan, and is
sheathed in composition shingles.
The façade of the building features
an offset to the east gabled entry
point that provides two entry points
to the duplex. There is also a bay
window and a 12-paned wood
window on the façade of the
building.

Identified Alterations
None identified.
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418 East Chapman Avenue

2200 Micro Computer Lab

Built
c. 1958

Description
The one-story tract house duplex
is clad in stucco, features a low
pitched roof sheathed in
composition shingles, and is set on
a poured concrete foundation. The
building features irregular
fenestration with a central entry
point. Windows appear to be vinyl
replacement windows in varying
sizes and arrangements. The
building is largely obscured from
view by a tall wooden fence.

William E. Blurock’s Campus Expansion Plan (1965–1984)
The one-story relocatable modern
1973
building with a low pitched roof sits
on a poured concrete foundation
and features two entry points on
the east elevation under a
cantilevered canopy. The building
is rectangular in plan. The entry is
accessed by concrete ramp with
metal handrails. Fenestration is
irregular and there is little exterior
ornamentation.

2300 Media Services/Academic
Computer/M&O Shops
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c. 1970

The one-story relocatable Modern
building is rectangular in plan, is
clad in stucco, and features a low
pitched shed roof. The building has
paved parking areas on the north,
east, and south elevations. The
main points of entry for the building
are located on the north elevation.
There are multiple points of entry
with two sets of double metal
doors and five sets of single metal
doors with sidelights. The north
elevation also features two sets of
fixed metal windows offset to the
west.

Identified Alterations
Date Unknown:
Replacement windows,
screen door, and
construction of fence

None identified.

None identified.
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1800 Child Development Center
Building

2000 Student Services Building
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Built
c. 1980

1984

Description
The one-story Modern style
classroom building complex
consists of three one-story
buildings that were connected and
arranged in an L shape around an
open courtyard to the south. The
two buildings that feature low
pitched roofs were known as
relocatable buildings to the
Fullerton College campus, and the
clay-roof-tiled building that creates
the “L” in the plan was newly
constructed after the two
relocatable buildings were moved
to the location. The buildings are
clad in stucco, with some sections
of vertical wooden siding, and
feature a complex roofline with
clay tiles. Fenestration is irregular
and includes metal-frame windows
in varying sizes on all elevations.
There is also a chain-link fence on
the south elevation that provided
security for the courtyard area,
which was a play area for children.
The two-story Modern style
building is clad in stucco with a flat
roof. It is irregular in plan and
features irregular fenestration with
fixed metal windows of varying
sizes. The main point of entry for
the building is located on the east
elevation. The building connects to
a pedestrian bridge that connects it
to the rest of the Fullerton College
campus on the north side of
Chapman Avenue.

Identified Alterations
None identified.

2008: Reroofed.
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Pedestrian Bridge

Built
1984

Description
The pedestrian bridge provides
north–south access across
Chapman Avenue. It is of Modern
style construction and is supported
by arched concrete supports on
the north and south ends. The
bridge is connected to the Student
Services Building to the south and
the Administration Building to
the north.

Identified Alterations
None identified.

Building 3100, Academic Technology

1976

The one-story Modern building is
irregular in plan and sits on a
poured concrete foundation. The
building features a built-up flat roof
and was designed by Blurock.

2008: Interior
renovations, upgrades
to telecommunications
and electrical systems.

Notes: c. = circa; HVAC = heating, ventilation, and air conditioning; EIFS = exterior insulation and finish system.

Extensive archival research, combined with an intensive pedestrian survey of the Fullerton
College grounds, indicates that the Fullerton College campus has three areas that appear to be
eligible as historic districts: the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, the MidCentury Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior High School
Historic District. In this EIR, these will be referred to as historic districts. In addition, the Music
Building 1100 was identified as being potentially eligible for individual listing at the local level.
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District
Table 4.3-2 provides a list of all potential contributing and non-contributing elements for the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District. Figure 4.3-1 shows the location of all
contributing buildings for the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District.
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Table 4.3-2
Inventory of Buildings within the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District
Component
Landscape Design Components
Business Building 300
Greenhouse Building 401
Math Building 600
Administration and Social Sciences Building 100
Campus Services Building 840
College Center Building 200
South Science Building 400
Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500
Library–Learning Resource Center Building 800

Year Built
c. 1935–1942
1936
c. 1937
1938
1938
1940
1969
1969
1969
1969–1976

Historic District Status
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Non-contributor
Non-contributor
Non-contributor
Non-contributor

Character Defining Features
The character-defining features of the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District include
the following exterior features:


Low pitched side-gabled roofs with half-barrel clay Mission tiles



Painted, board-formed concrete walls



Simple rectangular or L-shaped plans



Exterior stairways on gable ends



Symmetrical fenestration



Prominent arches above entryways



Heavy, multiple-panel wood doors



Low-relief oriels with typically semi-circular balconies below slightly recessed windows



Churrigueresque flourishes at second-story doors, balconies, and gable-end apexes



Elaborate ground-floor entrances with recessed doorways, surmounted by decorative plaques



Extensive use of ornate, highly detailed iron work for grilles, handrails, and stair railings

The character-defining features of the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District also
include the following interior features (as observed in Buildings 100, 300, and 600):


Recessed doorways
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Wood doors with stacked panels



Decorative iron work (including stair railings; light fixtures in Buildings 100 and 300)



Barrel vault ceilings



Brass door hardware

The buildings and campus components within the proposed Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District were evaluated for listing at the local level of significance. The NRHP denotes
four specific criteria for listing, of which at least one must be met for a property to be considered
potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. The CRHR criteria were expressly developed to be
in accordance with previously established criteria developed for listing in the NRHP. As such,
the NRHP and CRHR evaluations are presented concurrently. According to the NRHP and
CRHR, a resource is considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial integrity,” and
(ii) meets at least one of the criteria analyzed in the following paragraphs.
Criterion A/1:

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

FJC was established in 1913 and opened in September of that year, making it the longest
continually operating junior college in California. The founding and growth of FJC occurred at
the same time as the City of Fullerton and the surrounding area experienced rapid growth due to
the oil boom, which peaked during the 1920s. Classes were originally held at Fullerton Union
High School, until 16 acres of land were bought across the road from the high school in 1934.
The Board of Trustees hired Harry K. Vaughn to design and oversee planning and development
of the FJC Campus from 1935 to 1942. Vaughn operated as the FJC Campus architect with the
assistance of WPA funds, designing and supervising construction of numerous buildings on the
FJC Campus until 1942.
With 4-year university enrollments on the decline due to financial instability, FJC provided an
affordable option for the students of the City of Fullerton and the surrounding communities,
eventually reaching an enrollment of 1,500 by September 1939. A rapid decline in enrollment
followed, as many potential students were drafted or volunteered for the military. FJC persevered
through the war, implementing new programs to support the war effort by training workers for
defense industry jobs. Other activities on campus further supported the war effort, such as letter
writing and making clothing for the troops. FJC continued serving the military after the war
effort by adding temporary buildings and veterans’ housing to accommodate the massive influx
of WWII veterans using the G.I. Bill.
FJC has a rich history of assisting with the war effort by providing training and education, both
during WWII and after the war, as veterans returned to civilian life. Furthermore, the original
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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FJC Campus forms the core of California’s longest continuously operating junior college.
Therefore, the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District appears eligible for listing as a
historic district under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1.
Criterion B/2:

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

Although numerous persons are historically associated with Fullerton College, archival and
background research failed to indicate any associations with persons important in history during
1934–1942, the historic district’s period of significance. Therefore, the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2.
Criterion C/3:

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values.

The buildings constructed as part of the original FJC Campus design plan embody the distinctive
design characteristics of Spanish Colonial Revival, a modern architectural style that dates from
1915 to 1940 and became synonymous with Southern California architecture. During this period,
Spanish Colonial Revival was a popular style of architecture on college campuses in California,
particularly in the south.
The Fullerton College campus buildings from the 1930s and 1940s are most strongly
characterized by their simple rectangular and L-shaped plans; symmetrical fenestration; barrelshaped Mission tiles cladding low-sloped, side-gabled roofs; prominent arches above entrance
doors; exterior stairways on the gable ends; and use of concrete as the dominant material type.
The buildings are unified aesthetically by a number of character-defining features, including
painted, board-formed concrete walls; heavy, multiple-panel wood doors; oriels with typically
semi-circular balconies below slightly recessed windows; modest Churrigueresque flourishes at
second-story doors, balconies, and gable-end apexes; elaborate ground-floor entrances with
recessed doorways surmounted by decorative plaques; and extensive use of ornate, highly
detailed iron work for grilles, handrails, and stair railings.
The FJC Campus was designed by an important creative individual, Harry K. Vaughn, and
represents the peak of Vaughn’s career (1930s–1940s), when he completed his most important—
possibly his only—designs as an independent architect, including the Spanish Colonial Revival
style Fullerton Public Library. Prior to that time, Vaughn worked under such notable architects
as Irving Gill, William Hebbard, Carleton Winslow, and Octavius Morgan, and afterward he
went on to work for the California Department of Public Works, Division of Architecture.
During Vaughn’s time with Hebbard, he prepared working drawings for the historic Craftsman
style Marston House in San Diego. Afterwards, while working for Winslow, Vaughn prepared
the working drawings for buildings associated with the 1915–1916 Panama–California
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International Exposition, including the Administration Building. The Exposition buildings (now
Balboa Park National Historic Landmark) were seminal in making the Spanish Colonial Revival
style synonymous with Southern California; this was Vaughn’s first known exposure to the
Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style.
Although the 1930s and 1940s buildings are unified by their Spanish Colonial Revival style and
shared character-defining features, and they remain functionally related buildings, the original
landscape design of the campus master plan has been altered over time (as seen in historic aerials
c. 1953–1963, c. 2004, and after 2012 (NETR Online 2017)). The front of campus, facing onto
East Chapman Avenue, was originally a broad expanse of flat lawn with ornamental, curvilinear
plantings near the Administrative Building and the anticipated footprint of another L-shaped
building in the southeastern corner; a wide, north–south oriented pathway separated the two
buildings and formed the grand entrance into the heart of the original campus. Between 1953 and
1963, modern additions to the two buildings infilled approximately half of the open lawn,
eliminating the curvilinear planting beds, and several ancillary paved pathways further
segmented the lawns. A distinctive and prominent feature of the original campus was the
arrangement of the central courtyard into parterres (i.e., flat gardens arranged in a formal
design), delineated by a grid of walkways. The grid of north–south and east–west oriented
walkways served a functional use, facilitating movement within and around campus. The
symmetry of the strict spatial organization created by the grid, and positioning of the library at
the northern end, opposite the main entrance to campus, symbolized the power and success
imparted by knowledge and learning. The expansion of the library in 2004 resulted in
foreshortening the length of the original courtyard space and introduced a curved element in the
shape of the hardscaping fronting the library. Additionally, at some point after 2012, the original
pattern of the courtyard parterres was altered by removing the existing two north–south pathways
and replacing them with one central north–south pathway leading directly from the main campus
entrance to the library’s door, and by introducing more circular hardscaped areas at the site of
formerly right-angle intersections.
Other compromised historic materials and details include the building interiors, particularly on
the second floor, with the interior of the Campus Services Building 840 being fully
compromised; the expansion of two newer buildings slightly beyond the bounds of the original
campus footprint; and a 1957 Modern addition to the front of the Administration Building 100.
However, the essential physical features that constitute the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District’s Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style remain largely intact. Although
new buildings were added to the Fullerton College campus, and removal of portions of the
landscape design altered the flow of the original FJC Campus design, the historic-age buildings
are still united aesthetically by their Spanish Colonial Revival style and functionally by their
history as the original 1930s–1940s FJC Campus buildings.
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Despite alterations to the original FJC Campus design plan and the addition of new buildings in
recent years, the original 1930s and 1940s Spanish Colonial Revival buildings and the master
plan landscape design still convey most of the major character-defining features of their style and
design, and represent the notable work of a master architect. Therefore, the buildings appear
eligible for listing as contributors to a historic district under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3.
Criterion D/4:

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

The buildings are unlikely to yield any information important to prehistory or history, nor are
they associated with any archaeological resources. Therefore, Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District does not appear eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4.
According to the criteria for designating a local historic landmark as defined in the City of
Fullerton Municipal Code, Ordinance 2982, Section 15.48.060, the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District appears eligible for listing under the following criteria:
1. Character, interest or value as part of the heritage of the city. The Fullerton Junior
College Campus Historic District appears eligible for listing for being the original
buildings and campus master plan of FJC. The original FJC Campus forms the core of
California’s longest continuously operating junior college.
5. Exemplification of the best remaining architectural types in an area. The historic district
represents a group of exceptional examples of Spanish Colonial Revival architecture and
the landscape design of the original campus master plan.
6. Identification as the work of a person or persons whose work has influenced the heritage
of the city, the state of California or the United States. The buildings in the historic
district are rare examples of Harry K. Vaughn’s work as a solo architect, who had an
esteemed career working for such prominent California architects as Irving Gill, William
Hebbard, Carleton Winslow, and Octavius Morgan. It was his time working on the 1915–
1916 Panama–California Exposition buildings with Winslow that inspired Vaughn’s
designs for the FJC Campus.
7. Embodiment of elements of outstanding attention to architectural design, detail,
materials, or craftsmanship. The historic district appears eligible for listing for the
outstanding attention to detail evident in the buildings’ heavy, multiple-panel wood
doors; oriels with typically semi-circular balconies below slightly recessed windows;
modest Churrigueresque flourishes at second-story doors, balconies, and gable-end
apexes; elaborate ground-floor entrances with recessed doorways surmounted by
decorative plaques; and extensive use of ornate, highly detailed iron work for grilles,
handrails, and stair railings.
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8. Relationship to other landmarks, where the preservation of one has a bearing on the
preservation of another. The historic district’s buildings and campus master plan present a
group of buildings designed in the Spanish Colonial Revival style, of which the preservation
of each of the five buildings and landscape design components are necessary to maintain their
integrity and recognition as a historic district.
Integrity
Integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival
of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. Historical resources
eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR must meet one of the criteria of significance discussed
in Section 4.3.3, Thresholds of Significance, and retain enough of their historic character or
appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for their
significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Furthermore, integrity must be judged with
reference to the particular criteria under which a resource is proposed for eligibility (OHP 2011).
Location: The FJC Campus permanent buildings have always occupied the same location. While
various functions may have changed within the buildings themselves, their location remains
unchanged. Therefore, the historic district retains integrity of location.
Design: For historic districts, design includes more than the integrity of the individual buildings. It
also includes the way in which buildings within the district are related and connected. Overall,
contributing buildings within the historic district retain a preponderance of the major design elements
and character-defining features of Spanish Colonial Revival architecture that aesthetically unify them
on the exterior, including their simple rectangular and L-shaped plans; symmetrical fenestration;
barrel-shaped Mission tiles cladding low-sloped, side-gabled roofs; prominent arches above entrance
doors; exterior stairways on the gable ends; and use of concrete as the dominant material type. Major
exterior alterations to the buildings include an addition to the west wing of the Campus Services
Building 840 and replacement of some original iron guardrails.
Additionally, the majority of the building interiors were substantially altered as part of remodeling
efforts, which in many cases included removal of character-defining features on the interior. The
design aesthetics of Spanish Colonial Revival architecture extended into interior spaces. The ornate
iron fixtures such as handrails and lighting components, heavy wood doors, and decorative
flourishes are still evident in many of the buildings. However, the reconfiguration of interior spaces
on any campus is a common occurrence in response to changes in enrollment capacity, educational
methods, and building function.
Integrity of the original campus plan has been somewhat compromised by foreshortening the
original courtyard space; removing the existing two north–south pathways and replacing them
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with one central north–south pathway; and introducing several circular hardscape features among
the originally right-angle intersections and pathways. The Fullerton College campus does,
however, still retain the essence of its original plan as a symmetrical arrangement of buildings
organized around a formalized central courtyard.
In consideration of integrity of design, the FJC Campus buildings appear to retain the requisite
integrity of the Spanish Colonial Revival stylistic elements that unify them, and Fullerton College
retains the integrity of the basic layout of the original FJC Campus plan. However, aspects of
design integrity related to the original campus landscape design have been partially lost.
Setting: The area surrounding FJC has noticeably changed since the 1930s. Originally set in an
area of Fullerton bordering agricultural land, the surrounding residential and commercial
development expanded along with the Fullerton College campus during the district’s period of
significance. Later additions to campus were built around the periphery of the original FJC
master plan campus. One notable change to the Fullerton College campus setting in recent years
is alterations to pathways of the original landscape design. Additionally, trees and greenspace
once located at the front (southern end) of the Fullerton College campus were largely replaced
with the College Center Building 200, the Modern extension to the main (south) elevation of the
Administration Building 100, and a pedestrian bridge across East Chapman Avenue. Although
most portions of the Fullerton College campus retain their setting, others (e.g., the area fronting
onto East Chapman Avenue) have been altered. Therefore, the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District retains partial integrity of setting.
Materials: The historic district buildings retain the key exterior materials that date from their
period of significance, including painted, board-formed concrete walls; heavy, multiple-panel
wood doors; oriels with typically semi-circular balconies below slightly recessed windows;
modest Churrigueresque flourishes at second-story doors, balconies, and gable-end apexes;
elaborate ground-floor entrances with recessed doorways surmounted by decorative plaques; and
extensive use of ornate, highly detailed iron work for grilles, handrails, and stair railings.
Although sections of the original landscape design were altered or removed, the remaining
sections and repetitive nature of the materials historically used on campus still convey the
materials and intent of the original campus. Therefore, the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District retains the requisite integrity of materials.
Workmanship: The workmanship of the historic district is evident in the technology of the
board-formed concrete that shapes the buildings, the purposeful use of similar yet noticeably
different design flourishes, and in the striking Spanish Colonial Revival characteristics of the
buildings and the sculptural qualities they exude. Overall, the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District retains integrity of workmanship.
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Feeling: The Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District buildings and other contributing
elements strongly express the Spanish Colonial Revival aesthetic. The buildings’ simple
rectangular and L-shaped plans and symmetrical fenestration, combined with the aesthetically
unifying painted, board-formed concrete walls; heavy, multiple-panel wood doors; oriels with
typically semi-circular balconies below slightly recessed windows; modest Churrigueresque
flourishes at second-story doors, balconies, and gable-end apexes; elaborate ground-floor
entrances with recessed doorways surmounted by decorative plaques; and extensive use of
ornate, highly detailed iron work for grilles, handrails, and stair railings, immerses the viewer in
the Spanish Colonial Revival style. The Fullerton College campus continues to evoke the spirit
of Spanish Colonial Revival through its original 1930s and 1940s buildings, and therefore retains
integrity of feeling.
Association: The Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District is not associated with any
important historic events or people.
Conclusion
The significance evaluation, including consideration of NRHP, CRHR, and local-level
evaluation criteria and integrity requirements, indicates that the original 1930s–1940s FJC
Campus appears to be eligible as a historic district under NRHP Criterion A/CRHR Criterion 1
and NRHP Criterion C/CRHR Criterion 3, as well as local criteria 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8, for its
association with WWII and the G.I. Bill and for conveying a concentration of planned buildings,
structures, and associated elements united aesthetically by their embodiment of the Spanish
Colonial Revival style. The buildings also represent the notable work of master architect Harry
K. Vaughn, who created some of his most important work as an individual architect during the
historic district’s period of significance (1935–1942).
As a result of these findings, the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District is considered
a historical resource under CEQA. As such, the proposed project has the potential to adversely
impact historical resources.
Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
The Fullerton College campus buildings that were constructed during the late 1950s through the
1960s represent a significant community of buildings united aesthetically by their Modern
architectural style. These buildings were developed as part of the mid-century expansion master
plan for the FJC Campus, which was designed and executed by architect William Henry Taylor,
of Taylor, Warren, Nishimoto and Conner (later Taylor and Conner). The Mid-Century Modern
Campus Expansion Historic District’s period of significance is 1955–1967. This period begins
with the early phases of campus expansion, when FJC hired Taylor as their campus architect, and
ends while the last buildings designed by Taylor were under construction and the role of campus
architect transitioned to William E. Blurock.
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The boundary of this historic district is discontiguous, forming three distinct clusters around the
core of the original campus: the Music, Theatre Arts, and Applied Arts/Humanities buildings
west of the core campus; the North Gym and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 east of the core
campus; and the Berkeley Center at the northern bounds of campus. All pre-1955 and post-1967
buildings on campus are non-contributors. Table 4.3-3 provides a complete list of all potential
contributing elements within the historic district. Figure 4.3-2 shows the location of all
contributing buildings for the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District.
Table 4.3-3
Inventory of Buildings within the
Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
Building Name and No.
Science Building (N/A)
Physical Education Building 1200
Art–Home Economics Building 1000
Library Building (N/A)
Technical Education Building 700
Berkeley Center Building 3000
Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500
Music Building 1100
Theatre Arts Building 1300

Year Built
1954
1955–1962
1957
1957
1959
1960
1962
1967
1967

Historic District Status
Demolished in 2010
Contributor
Contributor
Demolished in 2003
Non-contributing; altered beyond recognition after 2007
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor

Notes: N/A = not applicable.
The Gymnasium Complex comprises three phases of construction: main building completed in 1955, followed by additions c. 1957 and c. 1962.
All phases were designed by William Henry Taylor.
Shaded rows indicate buildings that no longer exist on site.

Character Defining Features
The character-defining features of the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
include the following:


Flat roofs without copings



Broad, typically smooth, expanses of light-colored concrete walls



Flush-mounted metal-framed windows arranged in linear groupings



Cantilevered canopies and overhangs



Simple lines and geometric patterns



Emphasis on function and simplicity



Indoor/outdoor integration



Exterior staircases, patios, and balconies
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A marked absence of decorative detailing around windows and doors



Asymmetrical, block-like building massing



Brise soleils1 (particularly the Music Building 1100)



Slender, attenuated columns supporting minimalist arches (Music Building 1100)



Covered walkways with butterfly canopies (Gymnasium Complex)



Brick privacy screens (Gymnasium Complex)



Repetition of butterfly form in landscape bench seating

Of the nine buildings designed by Taylor, six remain largely unaltered, one has been altered
beyond recognition, and two have been demolished to make room for newer buildings.
The buildings and campus components within the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion
Historic District were evaluated for listing at the local level of significance. The NRHP denotes
four specific criteria for listing, of which at least one must be met to be considered potentially
eligible for listing on the NRHP. The CRHR criteria were expressly developed to be in accordance
with previously established criteria developed for listing in the NRHP. As such, the NRHP and
CRHR evaluations are presented concurrently. According to the NRHP and CRHR, a resource is
considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial integrity,” and (ii) meets at least one
of the criteria analyzed in the following paragraphs.
Criterion A/1:

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

Because FJC was already well established, it does not appear that construction of the MidCentury Modern buildings resulted in any significant contribution to patterns of development in
the Fullerton area. Further, no other events were identified as a result of archival and background
research that would warrant consideration under this criteria. Therefore, the Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic District does not appear eligible for listing under
NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1.
Criterion B/2:

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

Although numerous persons are historically associated with FJC during the Mid-Century Modern
Campus Expansion period of significance, archival and background research failed to indicate any
associations with persons important in history. Therefore, the Mid-Century Modern Campus
Expansion Historic District does not appear eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2.

1

Architectural features of a building, such as perforated screens or louvers, that reduce heat absorption by
deflecting sunlight.
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Criterion C/3:

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values.

The majority of the Fullerton College campus buildings that were constructed as part of the MidCentury Modern Campus Expansion embody the distinctive characteristics of the International
style, an architectural style popular in the United States between the 1950s and 1970s, and one
was designed in the New Formalism style, which is characterized by the adaptation of classical
elements into an International style expression. The buildings were designed by the late William
Henry Taylor (1912–1995), an architect in the San Gabriel Valley who is important for his
interpretation of modernism. In 1953, FJC started its second expansion phase, which continued
into the 1960s. The Pasadena architectural firm of Taylor, Warren, Nishimoto and Conner (later
Taylor and Conner) was selected by the FJC trustees to develop a new master plan for the FJC
Campus, with Taylor serving as the buildings’ principal designer.
The Physical Education Building 1200, Art–Home Economics Building 1000, Berkeley Center
Building 3000, Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500, and Theatre Arts Building 1300 were
designed in the International style. Somewhat modest interpretations of that style, the buildings
are characterized by flat roofs without copings; broad, typically smooth, expanses of concrete
walls; flush-mounted metal-framed windows arranged in linear groupings; a marked absence of
decorative detailing around windows and doors; and asymmetrical, block-like building massing.
The shared design characteristics unify the discrete groupings of these modern buildings, making
them instantly recognizable as a discontinuous but integrated whole.
The Music Building 1100 is a significant element of Taylor’s modern campus designs,
exhibiting New Formalist design principles and anchoring the southwest corner of the campus.
The 1962 Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts (New York) is one of the best-known
examples of New Formalism in the United States, which is an adaptation of International style
created to evoke a more symbolic, ceremonial feeling by translating classical elements into a
modern aesthetic. Taylor emulated that design ethos in his design for the Music Building by
intentionally incorporating the defining characteristics of New Formalism: slender, attenuated
columns supporting minimalist arches; smooth, monolithic concrete panels; ornamental screen
grilles; and a flat slab roof, with the overall building massing presenting as block-like forms
(McAlester 2015). The Music Building also represents one of the few examples of New
Formalism in Fullerton. The only other known examples of the style in the city include
Fullerton City Hall (1963) and the Western State University College of Law (1975).
Although not widely known, Taylor appears to have quietly played an important role in the local
interpretation of modernism in Southern California during a time when architects like Neutra and
Harris were making a name for themselves as among the most important modern architects in the
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country. Much of Taylor’s Mid-Century Modern work occurred in Pasadena and San Gabriel
Valley, from which some of the most influential modern architects emerged. Taylor’s modern
designs at Fullerton College embody characteristics of the International style, as delineated in the
preceding paragraphs. The buildings largely retain exterior physical integrity, with the exception of
some minor alterations to the landscape and hardscape, including removal of the pool behind the
gymnasium; the area now serves as a sand volleyball court. The Gymnasium Complex also had the
skylights above the main and women’s gymnasiums removed, with the resulting gaps roofed over
and covered with rolled roofing material. The most notable exception to integrity is the Technical
Education Building 700, a non-contributor to the district, which was altered beyond recognition at
some point after 2007. Regardless, the remaining Modern buildings retain their characteristics of
International and New Formalism architectural styles and exemplify educational architecture
during the mid-century. For these reasons, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic
District appears eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3.
Additionally, Music Building 1100 appears eligible for individual listing under NRHP/CRHR
Criterion C/3 as an excellent local example of New Formalism, as evidenced by its slender,
attenuated columns supporting minimalist arches; smooth, monolithic concrete panels;
ornamental screen grilles; and a flat slab roof, with the overall building massing presenting as
block-like forms.
Criterion D/4:

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

The buildings are unlikely to yield any information important to prehistory or history, nor are they
associated with any archaeological resources. Therefore, the Mid-Century Modern Campus
Expansion Historic District does not appear eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4.
According to the criteria for designating a local historic landmark as defined in the City of
Fullerton Municipal Code, Ordinance 2982, Section 15.48.060, the Mid-Century Modern
Campus Expansion Historic District appears eligible for listing under the following criteria:
5. Exemplification of the best remaining architectural types in an area. The Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic District appears eligible for listing for being a rare
grouping of exemplary International style education buildings in Fullerton; and for the
Music Building being one of the best extant examples of New Formalism in Fullerton.
6. Identification as the work of a person or persons whose work has influenced the heritage
of the city, the state of California or the United States. The historic district appears
eligible for listing for being the work of William Henry Taylor, an important Southern
California modern architect.
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7. Embodiment of elements of outstanding attention to architectural design, detail,
materials, or craftsmanship. The historic district appears eligible for listing for
embodying the distinctive elements of the Mid-Century Modern style, as seen in
educational architecture. In particular, the Music Building incorporates outstanding
attention to architectural design in the attenuated columns and geometrically patterned
metal brise soleil while still remaining visually connected to Taylor’s other International
style buildings on campus.
8. Relationship to other landmarks, where the preservation of one has a bearing on the
preservation of another. The Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
buildings represent a group of buildings ringing the original FJC Campus grounds and
designed in the International or New Formalism style, of which the preservation of each
of the six remaining buildings is necessary to maintain their integrity and recognition as a
historic district.
9. A unique location or singular physical characteristic representing an established and
familiar visual feature of a neighborhood. The historic district appears eligible for listing
for the Music Building, which is prominently situated on the northeast corner of East
Chapman Avenue and North Lemon Street and as such is strongly associated with the
first view people have of the Fullerton College campus.
Integrity
Location: The Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion buildings have always occupied the
same location. Although various functions may have changed within the buildings themselves,
their location remains unchanged. Therefore, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion
Historic District retains integrity of location.
Design: For historic districts, design concerns more than the integrity of the individual buildings.
It also concerns the way in which buildings within the district are related and connected. Overall,
contributing buildings within the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
retain a preponderance of the major design elements and character-defining features of the
International and New Formalism styles that aesthetically unify them on the exterior, including
their flat roofs without copings; broad, typically smooth, expanses of concrete walls; flushmounted metal-framed windows arranged in linear groupings; a marked absence of decorative
detailing around windows and doors; and asymmetrical block-like building massing. Exterior
alterations to the buildings are minimal, and the addition of a free-standing elevator off the north
end of the Applied Arts/Humanities Building is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Historic Preservation. The one notable exception to this is the Technical
Education Building 700, which was altered beyond recognition sometime after 2007.
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In consideration of integrity of design, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic
District buildings appear to retain requisite integrity of the International and New Formalist
stylistic elements that unify them.
Setting: The area surrounding the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
buildings has not substantially changed since the late 1960s. Most of the residential and
commercial development that surrounds the Fullerton College campus was already in place
during the historic district’s period of significance. Therefore, the Mid-Century Modern Campus
Expansion Historic District retains integrity of setting.
Materials: The historic district buildings retain the key exterior materials that date from their
period of significance, including smooth concrete walls, metal-framed multi-paned windows, and
light-toned painted surfaces. The repetitive nature of the materials historically used on campus
ties the Mid-Century Modern buildings with the original campus buildings, while at the same
time differentiating them based on finishing techniques. Therefore, the Mid-Century Modern
Campus Expansion Historic District retains the requisite integrity of materials.
Workmanship: The workmanship of the historic district is evident in the technology of the
concrete panels and columns that shape the buildings, the purposeful use of smooth and textured
concrete finishes, and in the clean, linear, box-like massing of the buildings. Overall, the MidCentury Modern Campus Expansion Historic District retains integrity of workmanship.
Feeling: The Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District buildings and other
contributing elements strongly express the International and New Formalism aesthetic. The
graceful, elegant, unadorned forms, with the occasional artistic flourish of textured concrete or
patterned metal screen grilles, evokes the zeitgeist of the modern era. The buildings form discrete
pockets of modern elegance and simplicity, accentuating the more exuberant Spanish Colonial
Revival buildings of the original campus; they share the feelings of excitement, innovation, and
uniqueness, yet remain their own discrete parts of the Fullerton College campus. The MidCentury Modern Campus Expansion Historic District exudes the spirit of modernism and
therefore retains integrity of feeling.
Association: The Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District is not associated
with any important historic events or people.
Conclusion
The significance evaluation, including consideration of NRHP, CRHR, and local-level
evaluation criteria and integrity requirements, indicates that the buildings designed by William
Henry Taylor during the late 1950s through the 1960s appear to be eligible as a historic district
under NRHP Criterion C/CRHR Criterion 3, as well as local criteria 5, 6, and 8, for conveying a
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concentration of planned buildings, structures, and associated elements united aesthetically by
their embodiment of the International and New Formalism styles. The buildings also represent
the notable work of seminal modern architect Taylor.
Additionally, the Music Building 1100 appears eligible as both a district contributor and an
individual property under NRHP Criterion C/CRHR Criterion 3, as well as local criteria 5, 6, 7,
8, and 9, for its high artistic value associated with the New Formalism style and its location
prominently anchoring the southwest corner of campus.
As a result of these findings, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District is
considered a historical resource under CEQA. As such, the proposed project has the potential to
adversely impact historical resources.
Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
The 1936 buildings of the Wilshire Junior High School represent a significant grouping of
buildings united aesthetically by their PWA/WPA Moderne architectural style, a style prominent
in PWA/WPA buildings. Designed by architect Donald Beach Kirby, the auditorium and two
classroom buildings are built of reinforced concrete; the two one-story classroom buildings and
the two-story auditorium have flat roofs with low parapets. These buildings were developed to
replace the original Wilshire School, which was damaged in the 1933 Long Beach Earthquake.
The Wilshire Junior High School Historic District’s period of significance is 1936, for its
association with the PWA/WPA program and being a fine example of the PWA/WPA Moderne
style of buildings. Furthermore, the Wilshire Junior High School Auditorium and Classroom
buildings are a listed City Landmark (Landmark number HL-12), and they are already considered
historical resources under CEQA.
The boundary of this historic district includes the three existing campus buildings constructed
in 1936, which serve as contributing elements to the district, and one c. 1990 building, which is
a non-contributor, built adjacent to the east elevation of the Auditorium. Table 4.3-4 provides a
complete list of all potential contributing and non-contributing elements. Figure 4.3-3 shows
the location of all contributing buildings in the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District.
Table 4.3-4
Inventory of Buildings within the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
Building Name and No.
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100
W1 Building 100
W2 Building 200
3D Sculpture/3D Arts (outside Building 2100)
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Character Defining Features
The character-defining features of the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District include
the following:


Balanced and symmetrical forms based on Classical design principles



Feeling of monumentality and authority



Rectangular massing



Windows arranged as vertical recessed panels



Smooth concrete walls



Fluted vertical ornamentation reading as modern versions of classical columns



Subtle, unadorned, broad belt courses



Parapets crowned with horizontal recessed bands

The buildings and campus components within the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
were evaluated for listing at the local level of significance. The NRHP denotes four specific
criteria for listing, of which at least one must be met to be considered potentially eligible for
listing on the NRHP. The CRHR criteria were expressly developed to be in accordance with
previously established criteria developed for listing in the NRHP. As such, the NRHP and CRHR
evaluations are presented concurrently. According to the NRHP and CRHR, a resource is
considered historically significant if it (i) retains “substantial integrity,” and (ii) meets at least
one of criteria analyzed in the following paragraphs.
Criterion A/1:

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

The Wilshire Junior High School buildings were funded by the PWA/WPA during the
Depression. The PWA/WPA relief program had an exceptional impact on the local economy,
making possible the construction of several governmental and educational buildings during the
Depression years. Other PWA/WPA buildings in Fullerton include portions of the original FJC
Campus, the main public library (now Fullerton Museum Center), the city hall (now the
Fullerton Police Department), the main post office, and the Fullerton Union High School. The
three Wilshire Junior High School Historic District buildings appear eligible as contributors to a
historic district for local significance listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion A/1 as contributors to
a historic district.
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Criterion B/2:

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

Although numerous persons are historically associated with Wilshire Junior High School,
archival and background research failed to indicate any associations with persons important in
history. Therefore, the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District does not appear eligible for
listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion B/2.
Criterion C/3:

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values.

The buildings constructed for the Wilshire Junior High School embody the distinctive
characteristics of PWA/WPA Moderne, a modern architectural style that dates between 1933 and
1944 in the United States. Associated with public buildings constructed as part of the relief
projects sponsored by the PWA/WPA, this style of architecture draws inspiration from BeauxArts classicism and Art Deco exuberance, presenting them in more conservative, understated
ways that lend a feeling of monumentality and authority to the buildings. Although not
uncommon in public buildings of this period, examples of entire campuses specifically designed
in the PWA/WPA Moderne style are less common. Elements of the style include classically
balanced, symmetrical forms; windows arranged vertically as recessed panels; and expanses of
smooth stucco or concrete surfaces. The Wilshire Junior High School buildings incorporate all of
these defining characteristics, as well as vertically oriented fluting reminiscent of classically
fluted columns. These fluting groupings are located on either side of the main entrances and
window groupings, further evoking the sense of classical columns. Subtle, unadorned, broad belt
courses run along the building walls at a height under window sills, while the parapets are
crowned with two horizontal recessed bands.
Although the Wilshire Junior High School buildings are unified by their PWA/WPA Moderne
style and shared character-defining features, and they remain functionally related buildings, the
buildings have been altered in recent years. The windows and doors on the classroom buildings
were replaced at some point. It also appears that some exterior doors were added onto both
classroom buildings to enhance access, and that a couple of window groupings facing onto
Lemon Street were closed off. The auditorium appears largely intact, with a minor alteration
being the addition of a newer building adjacent to the east elevation, enclosing a previously
exterior-facing wall.
Despite alterations to the original campus design plan and the addition of new buildings in recent
years, the original 1936 PWA/WPA Moderne buildings still convey most of the major characterdefining features of their style and design, and represent the notable work of a local architect. The
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three Wilshire Junior High School District buildings appear eligible for listing as contributors to
the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District under NRHP/CRHR Criterion C/3.
Criterion D/4:

Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

The buildings are unlikely to yield any information important to prehistory or history, nor are
they associated with any archaeological resources. Therefore, the Wilshire Junior High School
Historic District does not appear eligible for listing under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4.
According to the criteria for designating a local historic landmark as defined in the City of
Fullerton Municipal Code, Ordinance 2982, Section 15.48.060, the Wilshire Junior High School
Historic District appears eligible for listing under the following criteria:
3. Identification with a person or persons or groups who significantly contributed to the
culture and development of the city. The Wilshire Junior High School Historic
District appears eligible for listing as part of the PWA/WPA projects carried out from
1933 to 1944.
5. Exemplification of the best remaining architectural types in an area. The historic district’s
buildings exemplify the PWA/WPA Moderne style, an architectural style uncommon in
Fullerton despite the many projects that relied on PWA/WPA funding.
8. Relationship to other landmarks, where the preservation of one has a bearing on the
preservation of another. The historic district’s buildings represent a group of buildings
designed in the PWA/WPA Moderne style, and the preservation of each of the three
buildings is necessary to maintain their integrity and recognition as a historic district.
Integrity
Location: The Wilshire Junior High School campus buildings have always occupied the same
location. Although various functions may have changed within the buildings themselves, their
location remains unchanged. Therefore, the historic district retains integrity of location.
Design: For historic districts, design concerns more than the integrity of the individual buildings.
It also concerns the way in which buildings within the district are related and connected. Overall,
contributing buildings within the historic district retain a preponderance of the major design
elements and character-defining features of PWA/WPA Moderne that aesthetically unify them
on the exterior, including their rectangular plans, board-formed concrete walls, rounded
stairwells clad in glass mosaic tiles, reflected ceilings, cross-shaped smooth-formed concrete
posts, recessed entrances, and minimal use of tinted glass panels. Exterior alterations to the
buildings include replacement of the original windows and doors on the two classroom buildings,
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the addition of exterior access doors, and the removal and subsequent filling in of windows on
the west elevation facing North Lemon Street.
Although there is some evidence for the removal of original interior materials and fixtures, the
reconfiguration of interior spaces on any campus is a common occurrence in response to changes
in enrollment capacity, educational methods, and building function. Additionally, minor changes
were made to the interior of the auditorium to accommodate modern technology.
In consideration of integrity of design, the Wilshire Junior High School campus buildings appear
to retain the requisite integrity of the PWA/WPA Moderne stylistic elements that unify them into
a readily identifiable, cohesive whole.
Setting: The area surrounding the Wilshire Junior High School buildings has noticeably changed
since the 1930s. The Wilshire Junior High School campus was originally set in an area of
Fullerton bordering agricultural land, but the surrounding residential and commercial
development expanded along with the Wilshire Junior High School campus during the Wilshire
Junior High School Historic District’s period of significance. An L-shaped building (the
Chapman School) originally stood at the corner of East Chapman Avenue and North Lemon
Street, blocking the view of the Wilshire Junior High School buildings from East Chapman
Avenue. That building was demolished at some point after Fullerton College acquired the
property in 1984. There were also grass-covered sports fields east of the Wilshire Junior High
School buildings, which were paved over for parking after 1984. Therefore, the Wilshire Junior
High School Historic District retains partial integrity of setting.
Materials: The historic district buildings retain the key exterior materials that date from their
period of significance, namely wood-framed construction on 4-foot stem walls with layered
plaster surfaces and minimal ornamentation in the form of elegant, classical fluting. The
windows and doors on two of the three buildings were replaced at some point, with the design of
replacement windows being sympathetic to the original building aesthetics. The third building,
the auditorium, is largely unaltered. Therefore, the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
retains the requisite integrity of materials.
Workmanship: The workmanship of the historic district is evident in the technology of the
smooth expanses of concrete that shapes the buildings and the purposeful use of classical forms
expressed in modern aesthetics. Overall, the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District retains
integrity of workmanship.
Feeling: The Wilshire Junior High School Historic District buildings strongly express the
PWA/WPA Moderne aesthetic. The combination of Beaux-Arts classicism and Art Deco
exuberance, expressed in a more conservative, understated way, incorporates classically
balanced, symmetrical forms; vertically arranged recessed windows; expanses of smooth stucco
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or concrete surfaces; and vertically oriented fluting reminiscent of classically fluted columns.
Combined with subtle, unadorned, broad belt courses and parapets crowned with horizontal
recessed bands, the buildings radiate a feeling of monumentality and authority. Therefore, the
Wilshire Junior High School Historic District retains integrity of feeling.
Association: The Wilshire Junior High School Historic District is not associated with any
important historic events or people.
The significance evaluation, including consideration of NRHP, CRHR, and local-level
evaluation criteria and integrity requirements, indicates that the original 1936 campus buildings
appear to be eligible as a historic district under NRHP Criterion A/CRHR Criterion 1; NRHP
Criterion C/CRHR Criterion 3; and local criteria 3, 5, and 8 for conveying a concentration of
planned buildings, structures, and associated elements united aesthetically by their embodiment
of the PWA/WPA Moderne style. The buildings also represent the notable work of architect
Donald Beach Kirby, whose best-known projects are the 1940 Maharajah of Indore Residence in
Santa Ana and the 1950 Miss Burke’s School in San Francisco.
As a result of these findings, the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District is considered a
historical resource under CEQA. As such, the proposed project has the potential to adversely
impact historical resources.
The following buildings were also evaluated, but were found not to be historical resources
under CEQA:
325–327 North Newell Place
The City experienced an outward expansion from its original town plan in the 1910s. Further
population growth and development continued in the 1920s due to positive economic conditions
brought on by the oil boom and the citrus farming boom in Fullerton. By the 1930s, the City’s
population had more than doubled. Review of Sanborn maps from 1917 and 1927 illustrates the
impact of the growing population, as growth and development of the City began to develop highdensity neighborhoods.
The 325–327 North Newell Place duplex appears to have been a rental property, with a long list of
residents throughout its history. Although the building was built by J.R. Parker, who owned and
built numerous homes in the vicinity of this property, archival research did not reveal any
information about Parker being a significant historical figure. Archival research also failed to
provide any additional significant information for any of the renters of the property over the years.
The property at 325–327 North Newell Place is a California Bungalow style duplex built during
the 1920s residential boom in the City of Fullerton. The property appears to retain the requisite
integrity and exemplifies some of the most basic character-defining features of the style: onestory height, low pitched roof design with roof overhangs, exposed rafter tails, and a large front
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porch with brick-and-wood supports. However, the subject property is a common and
unremarkable example of the style.
The subject property is adjacent to the northern boundary of the East Townsite Historic District,
which includes a concentration of California Bungalow style residences. The entire block on which
the subject property is located is intentionally excluded from the adjacent historic district due to its
commercial zoning classification. Adjacent buildings within the district have been zoned as R-2P,
a residential preservation zone classification. Further, the block on which the subject property is
located appears to lack the unified aesthetic necessary to qualify as a historic district.
The subject property also does not appear eligible for listing under local evaluation criteria. It is
no significant to the broad pattern of development. It is one of many residential buildings
construction to support the population boom, it does not display outstanding attention to
architectural design, detail, materials or craftsmanship, and there are many other excellent
examples of Craftsman architecture in the City of Fullerton.
420 East Chapman Avenue
The City experienced an outward expansion from its original town plan in the 1910s. Further
population growth and development continued in the 1920s due to positive economic conditions
brought on by the oil boom and the citrus farming boom in Fullerton. Although the property at
420 East Chapman Avenue was built during this period of residential growth and development, it
is not significant to the broad pattern of development. It is one of many residential buildings
constructed to support the population boom.
Archival research for the 420 East Chapman Avenue property indicates that the original owner,
John R. Parker, who owned the property from 1920 to 1948, was an educator at Fullerton
Elementary Schools and also owned other residential properties in the general vicinity of 420
East Chapman Avenue (FNT 1951). Following Parker’s ownership, another educator, J.S.
Arnold, took over ownership of the property from 1955 to 1959. Arnold was an educator at FJC
and served as the Social Science Chair (FNT 1959). Following Arnold’s ownership of the
property, it appears the property was turned into residential rental property, with numerous
occupants over the years. No other significant information was found on other residents and/or
owners of the property.
The property at 420 East Chapman Avenue is a California Bungalow style residence built during
the 1920s residential boom in the City of Fullerton. The property appears to retain the requisite
integrity and exemplifies some of the most basic character-defining features of the style: onestory height, low pitched roof design with roof overhangs, exposed rafter tails, and a large front
porch with brick-and-wood supports. However, the subject property is a common and
unremarkable example of the style.
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Because the Craftsman style is so prevalent throughout Southern California residential
neighborhoods, an individually eligible property must be able to convey the essential and unique
elements of the style. The significance of California Bungalows that lack high artistic value but share
a history of development with the neighborhood is best conveyed through residential historic
districts. Historic districts exemplify the style through a concentration of buildings unified
aesthetically by their collective character-defining features and shared history of development.
The subject property is adjacent to the northern boundary of the East Townsite Historic District,
which includes a concentration of California Bungalow style residences. The entire block on which
the subject property is located is intentionally excluded from the adjacent historic district due to its
commercial zoning classification. Adjacent buildings within the district have been zoned as R-2P,
a residential preservation zone classification. Further, the block on which the subject property is
located appears to lack the unified aesthetic necessary to qualify as a historic district.
416 East Chapman Avenue
The property at 416 East Chapman Avenue is a Minimal Traditional style residence built during
the Depression era in the City of Fullerton. The property appears to retain the requisite integrity
and exemplifies some of the most basic character-defining features of the style: one-story height,
simple low pitched gabled roof with composition shingles, exterior clad in stucco, and a bay
window with multi-paned windows. However, the subject property is a common and
unremarkable example of the style (McAlester 2015).
Although the property at 416 East Chapman Avenue was built during the Depression era, it is not
significant to the broad pattern of development. It is one of many modest residential buildings
constructed throughout Southern California in the Depression era.
Archival research for the 416 East Chapman Avenue property indicates that the original owner was
John R. Parker; however, it does not appear that Parker ever resided at the property, as he was
residing at 420 East Chapman Avenue during the early years of this property. There was a series of
occupants for the building over the years, which further suggests its use as a rental property. No
other significant information was found on other residents and/or owners of the property.
Because the Minimal Traditional style is so prevalent throughout Southern California residential
neighborhoods, an individually eligible property must be able to convey the essential and unique
elements of the style. The significance of Minimal Traditional residences that lack high artistic
value but share a history of development with the neighborhood is best conveyed through
residential historic districts. Historic districts exemplify the style through a concentration of
buildings unified aesthetically by their collective character-defining features and shared history
of development.
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The subject property is adjacent to the northern boundary of the East Townsite Historic District,
which includes a concentration of California Bungalows intermixed with Minimal Traditional
style residences. The entire block on which the subject property is located is intentionally
excluded from the adjacent historic district due to its commercial zoning classification. Adjacent
buildings within the historic district have been zoned as R-2P, a residential preservation zone
classification. Further, the block on which the subject property is located appears to lack the
unified aesthetic necessary to qualify as a historic district.
418 East Chapman Avenue
The property at 418 East Chapman Avenue is an example of a post-war tract house in the City of
Fullerton. The property appears to retain the requisite integrity and exemplifies some of the most
basic character-defining features of the style: one-story height, modesty in scale and massing,
simple low pitched hipped roof with composition shingles, exterior clad in stucco, poured
concrete foundation, metal windows, little to no ornamentation, rectangular plan, and a box-like
aesthetic. However, the subject property is a common and unremarkable example of the style
(NPS 2002; McAlester 2015).
Archival research revealed a series of occupants for the building over the years, which is
consistent with its function as a duplex rental unit. No other significant information was found on
other residents and/or owners of the property.
The tract houses of Fullerton were modest in size and scale, and tended to be rectangular and
boxy with little to no ornamentation.
Because the tract house style is so prevalent throughout Southern California residential
neighborhoods, an individually eligible property must be able to convey the essential and unique
elements of the style. The significance of tract house residences that lack high artistic value but share
a history of development with the neighborhood is best conveyed through residential historic
districts. Historic districts exemplify the style through a concentration of buildings unified
aesthetically by their collective character-defining features and shared history of development.
The subject property is adjacent to the northern boundary of the East Townsite Historic District,
which includes a concentration of California Bungalows intermixed with Minimal Traditional
style residences. The entire block on which the subject property is located is intentionally
excluded from the adjacent historic district due to its commercial zoning classification. Adjacent
buildings within the district have been zoned as R-2P, a residential preservation zone
classification. Further, the block on which the subject property is located appears to lack the
unified aesthetic necessary to qualify as a historic district.
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409 North Newell Place
Post WWII Fullerton experienced a housing boom that continued until the 1970s due to the
influx of veterans and the availability of land due to new City annexations. The housing boom
was marked by the need for rental housing options for returning soldiers. Duplexes and small
apartment buildings became much more popular during this era and provided temporary relief
for housing shortages. Throughout Fullerton, the popularity of Mid-Century Modern housing
styles emerged as an affordable and accessible housing options (Mudrick et al. 2015).
The property at 409 North Newell Place is an example of a Mid-Century Modern apartment
building in the City of Fullerton. The property appears to retain the requisite integrity and
exemplifies some of the most basic character-defining features of the style: two-story height,
exterior staircase, flush-mounted metal windows, low pitched roof design, exterior clad in
stucco, and a second-floor balcony with modestly detailed railing. However, the subject property
is a common and unremarkable example of the style (NPS 2002; McAlester 2015).
Although the property at 409 North Newell Place was built during the important boom era, it is
not significant to the broad pattern of development. It is one of many modest residential
buildings constructed throughout Southern California in the post-war era.
The building at 409 North Newell Place is a common and unremarkable example of a prevalent
architectural style in Southern California and does not possess high artistic value. The subject
property is adjacent to the northern boundary of the East Townsite Historic District, which
includes a concentration of California Bungalows intermixed with Minimal Traditional style
residences. The entire block on which the subject property is located is intentionally excluded
from the adjacent historic district due to its commercial zoning classification. Adjacent buildings
within the historic district have been zoned as R-2P, a residential preservation zone
classification. Further, the block on which the subject property is located appears to lack the
unified aesthetic necessary to qualify as a historic district.
428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue
In 2015, GPA evaluated three properties on the project site located at 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue and reached the following conclusions from their evaluations:
None of the properties at 428, 434, or 438 East Chapman Avenue are currently
designated under any national, state, or local landmark programs. They were
evaluated in this report as part of the CEQA compliance process. None of the
properties appear to be eligible for listing in the National Register, California
Register, or for designation as a Fullerton Historical Landmark due to a lack of
historical or architectural significance. In the case of the property at 438 East
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Chapman Avenue, its eligibility is also affected by its lack of integrity.
Additionally, none of the properties appear to contribute to a potential historic
district. The recommended evaluation code for all properties on the project site is
6Z, ineligible for designation at the national, state, and local levels through survey
evaluation. Therefore, the properties at 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue
are not historical resources subject to CEQA. As the project will have no impact
on historical resources, no further study is recommended or required (GPA 2015).
Dudek reviewed the GPA report from 2015 in its entirety and concurs with the findings
presented in the report by GPA. Given the extensiveness of the survey and the recent date of the
evaluation, further study is not necessary on these properties.
Summary of Historical Resources Impacts
Table 4.3-5 provides an overview of all identified impacts to historical resources and any
associated mitigation measures to reduce impacts. For full text of these measures, see Section
4.3.5, Mitigation Measures. A more detailed summary follows the table.
Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Berkeley Center (3000)

Horticulture (1600)

Theatre Arts (1300)

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Significant

Identified Impacts
Demolition (Project Level)
The Berkeley Center is a contributor to the
Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion
Historic District. Demolition of a historical
resource is a significant unavoidable
impact.

Less than significant

Significant

The Horticulture Complex was found not
eligible under all NRHP, CRHR, and City
designation criteria. Therefore, it is not a
historical resource.
The Theatre Arts Building is a contributor to
the Mid-Century Modern Campus
Expansion Historic District. Demolition of a
historical resource is a significant
unavoidable impact.

Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Significant (demolition of
a historical resource
cannot be mitigated
below a level of
significance)
See MM-CUL-1
Less than significant
No mitigation required
Significant (demolition of
a historical resource
cannot be mitigated
below a level of
significance)
See MM-CUL-1
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Music (1100)

Student Services (2000)

Media Services/
Academic Computing/
Maintenance and
Operation Shops Building
(2300)
Classrooms (1955–1960)

Classrooms (1901–1904)

Office (2200)

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Significant

Identified Impacts
The Music Building is a contributor to the
Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion
Historic District. Demolition of a historical
resource is a significant unavoidable
impact.

The Student Services Building was found
not eligible under all NRHP, CRHR, and
City designation criteria. Therefore, it is not
a historical resource.
The temporary Media Services Building
was found not eligible under all NRHP,
CRHR, and City designation criteria.
Therefore, it is not a historical resource.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Child Development
(1800, 1810, 1820, and
1830)

Less than significant

428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue and
400 North Newell Place

Less than significant

The temporary Classroom Buildings were
found not eligible under all NRHP, CRHR,
and City designation criteria. Therefore,
they are not historical resources.
The temporary Classroom Buildings were
found not eligible under all NRHP, CRHR,
and City designation criteria. Therefore,
they are not historical resources.
The temporary Micro Computer Lab
Building was found not eligible under all
NRHP, CRHR, and City designation
criteria. Therefore, it is not a historical
resource.
The temporary Child Development Center
Buildings were found not eligible under all
NRHP, CRHR, and City designation
criteria. Therefore, they are not historical
resources.
Removal (Program Level)
These buildings were found not eligible
under all NRHP, CRHR and City
designation criteria. Therefore, they are not
historical resources.
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Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Significant (demolition of
a historical resource
cannot be mitigated
below a level of
significance)
See MM-CUL-1
Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
No mitigation required

Less than significant
No mitigation required
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Math (600)

Physical Education
(1200)

Wilshire Theatre (2100)

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Significant

Identified Impacts
Renovation (Project Level)
The Math Building was found eligible as a
contributor to the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District. Proposed
renovation activities have the potential to
significantly impact the building.

Significant

Significant

Potentially significant impacts include:
 Alteration/removal of interior CDFs
 New exterior fenestrations for air
intakes
 Replacement of original handrails
 ADA renovations
The Physical Education Building was found
eligible as a contributor to the Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic
District. Proposed renovation activities have
the potential to significantly impact the
building.
Potentially significant impacts include:
 ADA renovations
The Wilshire Theatre Building 2100 was
found eligible as a contributor to the
Wilshire Junior High School Historic
District. Proposed renovation activities have
the potential to significantly impact the
building.

Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Potentially significant impacts include:
 Alteration/removal of interior CDFs
 ADA renovations
 Addition of new box office
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Business (300)

Humanities (500)

Campus Services (840)

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Significant

Significant

Significant

Identified Impacts
The Business Building was found eligible
as a contributor to the Fullerton Junior
College Campus Historic District. Proposed
renovation activities have the potential to
significantly impact the building. However,
more detail is needed to fully assess the
level of impact.
Potentially significant impacts include:
 Alteration/removal of interior CDFs
 Alteration/removal of exterior CDFs
 New exterior fenestrations for air
intakes
 Replacement of original handrails
 ADA renovations
The Humanities Building was found eligible
as a contributor to the Mid-Century Modern
Campus Expansion Historic District.
Proposed renovation activities have the
potential to significantly impact the building.
Potentially significant impacts include:
 Reconstruction of stairs and ramps
 Application of board-formed finish on
exterior
 Application of roof tiles
The Campus Services Building 840 was
found eligible as a contributor to the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic
District. Proposed renovation activities have
the potential to significantly impact the
building.

Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant after
implementation of MMCUL-2 and MM-CUL-3

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Potentially significant impacts include:
 Addition of testing space
 Doorway modifications and other ADA
renovations
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Administration (100)

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Significant

Identified Impacts
The Administration Building was found
eligible as a contributor to the Fullerton
Junior College Campus Historic District.
Proposed renovation activities have the
potential to significantly impact the building.
Potentially significant impacts include:
 Renovation of front upon removal of
1950s addition
 Renovation to entrance and basement
The Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 was
found eligible as a contributor to the MidCentury Modern Campus Expansion
Historic District. Proposed renovation
activities have the potential to significantly
impact the building.

Fine Arts Gallery (1000)

Significant

Academic Computing
(3100)

Potentially significant impacts include:
 Installation of new glass doors
 Application of board-formed finish to
exterior
 Replacement of elevator
 Replacement of handrails
The Academic Computing Building was
Less than significant
found not eligible under all NRHP, CRHR,
and City designation criteria. Therefore, it is
not a historical resource.
New Construction (Project Level)
See Demolition section of this table for a
Significant
discussion of impacts related to demolition
of the Music Building 1100.

Welcome Center

New Instructional Building

Significant

Potential significant impacts include:
 Incompatible massing, size, scale, and
architectural features in relation to
adjacent historic buildings
 Damage to adjacent historic buildings
The proposed design/style of the new
building is currently unknown.
Potential significant impacts include:
 Incompatible massing, size, scale, and
architectural features in relation to
adjacent historic buildings
 Damage to adjacent historic buildings
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Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
No mitigation required

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Horticulture and
Vocational Services
Center

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Less than significant

Centennial Parking
Structure

Less than significant

Pedestrian Bridge

Less than significant

Realignment of Campus
Access to the Centennial
Parking Structure

Less than significant

Parking Lots

Less than significant

Identified Impacts
Although the proposed design/style of the
new buildings is currently unknown, the
proposed location of the new building is a
significant distance from any historic district
buildings, and is in a portion of the Fullerton
College campus that is primarily of recent
construction.
The proposed location of the new parking
structure is a significant distance from any
historic district buildings, and is in a portion
of the Fullerton College campus that is
primarily of recent construction.
The proposed location of the new bridge is
a significant distance from any historic
district buildings, and is in a portion of the
Fullerton College campus that is primarily
of recent construction. Further, the bridge
will only connect with new construction.
The proposed location of the Fullerton
College campus access realignment is a
significant distance from any historic district
buildings, and is in a portion of the Fullerton
College campus that is primarily of recent
construction.
See Demolition section of this table for a
discussion of impacts related to demolition
of the Berkeley Center Building 3000;
Theatre Arts Building 1300; and removal of
428, 434, and 438 E. Chapman Avenue
and 400 N. Newell Place residential
buildings.

Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Less than significant
No mitigation required

Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
No mitigation required

Less than significant
No mitigation required

Less than significant
No mitigation required

The proposed location of the new parking
lots will not impact any adjacent historical
resources.
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Maintenance and
Operation Facility, Chiller
Plant Addition, and
Thermal Energy Storage
Tank

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Less than significant

Identified Impacts
The proposed location of the new
Maintenance and Operation facility is a
significant distance from any historic district
buildings, and is in a portion of the Fullerton
College campus that is primarily of recent
construction.

Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Less than significant
No mitigation required

The chiller plant is of recent construction
and is a significant distance from any
historic district buildings.

Aquatics Center

Performing Arts Complex

Less than significant

Significant

The proposed thermal energy storage tank
building addition is a significant distance
from any historic district buildings, and is in
a portion of the Fullerton College campus
that is primarily of recent construction.
The pool area is of recent construction, so
construction of the new shower/locker room
will not impact surrounding historical
resources.
See Renovation section of this table for a
discussion of impacts related to renovation
of the Wilshire Theatre Building 2100.

Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-3

Although the proposed Performing Arts
Complex will block the view of the Wilshire
Junior High School Historic District from
Chapman Avenue, the district was blocked
by two buildings (part of the Chapman
School) during its period of significance.
The existing sculpture garden was installed
relatively recently (between 1980 and 1995)
and does not contribute to the significance
of the district or its historic setting.
However, construction of the new building
in close proximity to the Wilshire Junior
High School Historic District has the
potential for construction-related impacts.
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Table 4.3-5
Overview of Historical Resource Impacts
Building/Structure
(Number)
Chapman–Newell
Instructional Building

Parking/Vehicular Entry
Improvements

Pedestrian Circulation

Infrastructure
Improvements

Level of Impact
Before Mitigation
Identified Impacts
New Construction (Program Level)
See Demolition section of this table for a
Significant
discussion of impacts related to removal of
the 428, 434, and 438 E. Chapman Avenue
and 400 N. Newell Place residential
buildings.
Potential significant impacts include:
 Incompatible massing, size, scale, and
architectural features in relation to
adjacent historic buildings
 Damage to adjacent historic buildings
Site Improvement Elements
None of the proposed on-campus
Less than significant
circulation improvements appear to be near
historical resources, nor would they disrupt
any historic patterns of circulation.
Although no specific information is known
Significant
at this time, potential significant impacts
include:
 Disruption of existing spatial
relationships
 Alteration of historic district CDFs
Although no specific information is known
Significant
at this time, potential impacts resulting from
infrastructure improvements include
exterior modifications to historic buildings to
accommodate new utility connections.

Level of Impact After
Mitigation
Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
No mitigation required
Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Less than significant
after implementation of
MM-CUL-2 and MMCUL-3

Notes: CDF = character-defining feature; ADA = Americans with Disabilities Act.
Bold levels of impact indicate potentially significant impacts to historic resources.

Proposed Demolition
The proposed project includes demolition of multiple buildings as part of implementation of the
Facilities Master Plan. These buildings include the Berkeley Center Building 3000, Horticulture
Building 1600 Complex, Theatre Arts Building 1300, Music Building 1100, Student Services
Building 2000, Media Services Building 2300, Classroom Buildings 1955–1960, Classroom
Buildings 1901–1904, Office Building 2200, and Child Development Center Buildings (1800,
1810, 1820, and 1830). The project also proposes removal of the residences at 428, 434, and 438
East Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place.
Three of the buildings proposed for demolition, the Berkeley Center Building 3000, Theatre Arts
Building 1300, and Music Building 1100, are contributing elements of the Mid-Century Modern
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Campus Expansion Historic District on campus and are considered historical resources under
CEQA. Demolition of a historical resource constitutes “substantial adverse change” and is
considered a significant effect on the environment (14 CCR 15064.5(b)) that cannot be mitigated
below a level of significance. However, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation be undertaken
even if it does not mitigate below a level of significance. Mitigation for demolition of these
buildings is provided (see MM-CUL-1 in Section 4.3.5).
The Horticulture Building 1600 Complex, Student Services Building 2000, Media Services
Building 2300, Classroom Buildings 1955–1960, Classroom Buildings 1901–1904, Office
Building 2200, and Child Development Center Buildings 1800, 1810, 1820, and 1830 are not
considered historical resources under CEQA. Therefore, demolition of these buildings would
result in a less than significant impact with incorporation of MM-CUL-3 (see Section 4.3.5).
Proposed Renovations
The proposed project includes renovations to the following buildings as part of implementation
of the Facilities Master Plan: Math Building 600, Physical Education Building 1200, Wilshire
Theatre Building 2100, Business Building 300, Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500, Campus
Services Building 840, Administration Building 100, Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000, and
Academic Computing Building 3100.
Eight of the nine buildings proposed for renovation are considered historical resources under
CEQA. The Math Building 600, Business Building 300, Campus Services Building 840, and
Administration Building 100 are contributing elements of the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District; the Physical Education Building 1200, Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500,
and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 are contributing elements of the Mid-Century Modern
Campus Expansion Historic District; and the Wilshire Theatre Building 2100 is a contributing
element of the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District. Therefore, it is necessary to
evaluate potential impacts to these buildings resulting from the proposed renovation activities.
Interior Renovations
Most campus buildings have been subjected to extensive interior renovations that have compromised
their interior integrity. However, three buildings, Math Building 600, Business Building 300, and
Administration Building 100, were found to retain interior character-defining features that contribute
to the significance of the resources, and should be protected/preserved during campus renovation
activities. All three of these buildings are contributors to the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District. Interior features that should be retained include the following:


Recessed doorways



Wood doors with stacked panels
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Decorative iron work (including stair railings; light fixtures in Buildings 100 and 300)



Barrel vault ceilings



Brass door hardware

In thoughtful treatment of interior character-defining features, impacts to building interiors can
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (see MM-CUL-2 in Section 4.3.5).
ADA Compliance Renovations (Interior and Exterior)
ADA compliance modifications are proposed for all buildings undergoing renovation. In order to
avoid significant impacts to historical resources, the District shall complete these renovations in
a manner that is sensitive to the architectural style of the buildings/historic districts. The
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation include an “Accessibility” section that
provides guidance for making modifications to historic buildings that are in compliance with
current accessibility codes while still maintaining important character-defining features, spaces,
and finishes. National Park Service Preservation Brief 32, Making Historic Properties Accessible
(Jester and Park 1993), also provides specific guidance on how to make historic buildings ADA
accessible while minimizing changes to historic materials and features. Impacts resulting from
ADA compliance work can be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (see MM-CUL2 in Section 4.3.5).
Exterior Renovations
The following provides an overview of proposed renovation activities that will impact the
exterior of historic buildings. The specific details of the proposed renovation activities for each
individual building are not entirely known. However, this list identifies proposed renovation
activities with the potential to significantly impact historic buildings and structures on campus
(note that this list does not constitute a complete/final list of proposed exterior renovations):


ADA compliance modifications (all buildings)



Incorporation of new exterior fenestrations/louvers for air intakes (Math Building 600
and Business Building 300)



Changes to building access/entrances (Physical Education Building 1200, Wilshire
Theatre Building 2100, Business Building 300, Administration Building 100, and Fine
Arts Gallery Building 1000)



Designated box office for the Wilshire Theatre Building 2100



Application of board-formed finish and/or Spanish roof tiles on Applied Arts/Humanities
Building 500 and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000 to match the original campus buildings



Demolition of 1957 addition to Administration Building 100
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These proposed exterior renovations have the potential to adversely impact historical resources,
because they are proposed for buildings that contribute to the historic districts on campus.
Further, the vast majority of the identified character-defining features are found on the buildings’
exteriors. Most of the impacts associated with the above-described proposed exterior renovations
will be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation; specifically, conformance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Weeks and Grimmer 1995; see MMCUL-2 in Section 4.3.5). However, it is strongly recommended that the some of the proposed
changes be reconsidered, as they are unlikely to be mitigated below a level of significance. This
includes the application of a board-formed concrete finish and Spanish roof tiles to the Applied
Arts/Humanities Building 500 and Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000. Because these are MidCentury Modern style buildings, the application of Spanish Colonial Revival style details is
considered incompatible with the existing style and aesthetic of the modern buildings, and does
not conform to the Standards for Rehabilitation. If these proposed modifications are carried
forward, they will likely result in a significant impact to historical resources.
Some of the more substantial renovation activities have the potential to adversely impact
adjacent historic buildings. In consideration of indirect impacts to adjacent buildings, it is
strongly recommended that a preservation plan be developed that includes protection measures
for historic buildings during demolition, renovation, and new construction activities (see MMCUL-3 in Section 4.3.5).
Proposed New Construction
The project proposes construction of the following new facilities/elements on campus: Welcome
Center, New Instructional Building, Horticulture and Vocational Services Center, Centennial
Parking Structure, pedestrian bridge, campus realignment for access to new parking structure,
parking lots, Maintenance and Operation facility, chiller plant addition, thermal energy storage
tank, Aquatics Center, Performing Arts Complex, and Chapman–Newell Instructional Building.
Much of the proposed new construction would occur in the recently developed northern portion
of campus, at a significant distance from historic buildings. This includes the Horticulture and
Vocational Services Center, Centennial Parking Structure, pedestrian bridge, campus
realignment for access to new parking structure, parking lots, Maintenance and Operation
facility, chiller plant addition, thermal energy storage tank, and Aquatics Center. Because there
are no direct or indirect impacts identified for historical resources, no additional mitigation is
required for these construction activities.
Construction of the proposed Welcome Center and the New Instructional Building has the
potential to adversely impact adjacent historic buildings. The new buildings’ designs should take
into account the massing, size, scale, and architectural features in relation to adjacent historic
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buildings. Most of the impacts associated with new construction adjacent to historic buildings
will be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation; specifically, conformance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see MM-CUL-2 in Section 4.3.5).
Further, it is strongly recommended that a preservation plan be developed that includes
protection measures for adjacent historic buildings during demolition, renovation, and new
construction activities (see MM-CUL-3 in Section 4.3.5).
Although the proposed Performing Arts Complex will block the view of the Wilshire Junior
High School Historic District from Chapman Avenue, the district was blocked by two buildings
(part of the Chapman School) during its period of significance. The existing sculpture garden
was installed relatively recently (between 1980 and 1995) and does not contribute to the
significance of the district or its historic setting. However, construction of the new building in
close proximity to the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District has the potential for
construction-related impacts. In consideration of indirect impacts to adjacent buildings, it is
strongly recommended that a preservation plan be developed that includes protection measures for
historic buildings during demolition, renovation, and new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3
in Section 4.3.5).
Construction of the proposed Chapman–Newell Instructional Building has the potential to
adversely impact adjacent historic buildings. The new building’s design should take into account
the massing, size, scale, and architectural features in relation to the southerly adjacent East
Townsite Historic District. Most of the impacts associated with new construction adjacent to
historic buildings will be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation; specifically,
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see MM-CUL-2
in Section 4.3.5). Further, it is strongly recommended that a preservation plan be developed that
includes protection measures for adjacent historic buildings during demolition, renovation, and
new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3 in Section 4.3.5).
Parking/Vehicular Entry Improvements
None of the proposed on-campus vehicular circulation improvements appear to be near historical
resources, nor would they disrupt any historic patterns of circulation.
Pedestrian Circulation
The specific details of changes to existing pedestrian pathways on campus are not fully known.
Therefore, proposed modifications must be considered a potentially significant impact to
adjacent historical resources, because inappropriately modified pathways would potentially
disrupt important spatial relationships and character-defining features within historic districts.
Most of the impacts associated with pedestrian circulation improvements will be less than
significant with incorporation of mitigation; specifically, conformance with the Secretary of the
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Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see MM-CUL-2 in Section 4.3.5). Further, it is strongly
recommended that a preservation plan be developed that includes protection measures for adjacent
historic buildings during demolition, renovation, and new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3
in Section 4.3.5).
Infrastructure Improvements
The connection of new utility lines to historic buildings has the potential to alter interior and
exterior character-defining features. Therefore, proposed infrastructure improvements must be
considered a potentially significant impact to historical resources. Most of the impacts associated
with infrastructure improvements will be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation;
specifically, conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see
MM-CUL-2 in Section 4.3.5). Further, it is strongly recommended that a preservation plan be
developed that includes protection measures for adjacent historic buildings during demolition,
renovation, and new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3 in Section 4.3.5).
As a result of these findings, the three historic districts on the Fullerton College campus are
considered historical resources under CEQA. As such, the proposed project has the potential to
adversely impact historical resources through demolition of the buildings described above and by
removal of character-defining features in the contributors to the district. The impact would be
significant and adverse even with the incorporation of mitigation measures.
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?
On December 14, 2016, Dudek archaeologist Adriane Dorrler conducted a search of the
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the South Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC), located on the campus of California State University, Fullerton.
The search included any previously recorded cultural resources and investigations within a
0.5-mile radius of the project site. The CHRIS search also included a review of the NRHP, the
CRHR, the California Points of Historical Interest list, the California Historical Landmarks list,
the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list, and the California State Historic Resources
Inventory list. The records search results maps and bibliography of previous studies are provided
in Confidential Appendix A of the Cultural Resources Report (included in Appendix C to this
Program EIR).
Records Search
A number of cultural resources studies were previously conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the
project site (Table 4.3-6). Of these, one study (OR-03509) overlaps the current project site. An
additional seven studies were conducted within the La Habra and Anaheim quadrangles that may
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include portions of the proposed project site. However, these studies are not mapped due to
insufficient locational data. Confidential Appendix A of the Cultural Resources Report (included
in Appendix C to this Program EIR) provides a complete bibliography from the SCCIC,
including the unmapped studies not included in Table 4.3-6.
Table 4.3-6
Previously Conducted Cultural Resources Studies within 0.5 Miles of the Project Site
SCCIC
Report No.
OR-00559
OR-01114

OR-02101
OR-02512
OR-02564
OR-02763

OR-2766

OR-02768
OR-02811
OR-02831
OR-02832
OR-02839
OR-02895

OR-03298

Title of Study
Archaeological Survey of T.t. No. 9730, City of Fullerton,
County of Orange, California
An Archaeological Assessment for the Florence
Crittenton Services of Orange County Fullerton,
California
An Archaeological Survey of Redevelopment Property in
the City of Fullerton for the Orange County Transit District
Cultural Resource Assessment, AT&T Wireless Services
Facility No. 13054a, Orange County, California
Archaeological Assessment for Paseo Park, City of
Fullerton, California
Proposed Verizon Wireless Facility: Commonwealth
(9990225) in the City of Fullerton, Orange County,
California
Cultural Resources Records Search and Literature
Review Report for a Verizon Wireless
Telecommunications Facility: Cell Site Commonwealth
(99900225) in the City of Fullerton, Orange County,
California
Archaeological Survey and Record Search for OSPC0038, LA/Fullerton, Fullerton, Orange County (800-42)
Cultural Resource Assessment at AT&T Wireless
Services Facility No. 13055a Orange County, California
Records Search for Crosswalk Lighting Project,
Commonwealth Ave. at Yale Ave., City of Fullerton
Records Search for Crosswalk Lighting Project, Raymond
Ave. at Wilshire Ave., City of Fullerton
Records Search for Crosswalk Lighting Project, Harbor
Boulevard at Ellis Place, City of Fullerton
Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit
Results for Nextel Communications Candidate Ca8762a
147 East Amerige Avenue, Fullerton, Orange County,
California
(see LA7871) Historical Resource Evaluation Report
Third Main Track and Grade Separation Project Hobart
(mp 148.9) to Basta (mp 163.3), BNSF/Metrolink EastWest Main Line Railroad Track, Vernon to Fullerton, Los
Angeles and Orange Counties, California
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Author(s) and Date
Cottrell, Marie G., 1977

Proximity to
Project Site
Overview Study

Cameron, Constance, 1991

Outside

Cameron, Constance, 1979

Outside

Duke, Curt and Judith
Marvin, 2002
Demcak, Carol R., 2002

Outside

Maki, Mary K., 2001

Outside

Mason, Roger D., 2001

Outside

Holson, John, 2002

Outside

Duke, Curt, 2002

Outside

Allen, Kathleen C., 2003

Outside

Allen, Kathleen C., 2003

Outside

Allen, Kathleen C., 2003

Outside

Bonner, Wayne H., 2005

Outside

Tang, Bai “Tom” and Teresa
Woodward, 2003

Outside

Outside
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Table 4.3-6
Previously Conducted Cultural Resources Studies within 0.5 Miles of the Project Site
SCCIC
Report No.
OR-03509
OR-03825
OR-03921

OR-04012
OR-04045

OR-04086

OR-04467

OR-04467A

Title of Study
Cultural Resources Survey, Fullerton College, North
Orange County Community College District
A Cultural Resources Inventory of Planning Area 9B and
9C, Irvine, California
Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit
Results for T-Mobile USA Candidate LA03022-A
(Fullerton Hand Car Wash), 812 North Harbor Boulevard,
Fullerton, Orange County, California
Records Search for Bechtel Corporation Site
LSANCA3028 (Elks Club C.O.W.)
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)
Funded Security Enhancement Project (PRJ29112364) –
Station Hardening CCTV Surveillance System Upgrades,
and Airborne Particle Detection at Fullerton Station,
Fullerton, Orange County, California
Archaeological and Paleontological Resources
Monitoring Compliance Report for the Fullerton transit
Project, City of Fullerton, Orange County, California
Cultural Resources Records Search Results for T-Mobile
West, LLC Candidate LA02531A (CM531 AT&T Office)
143 Amerige Avenue, Fullerton, Orange County,
California
Direct APE Historic Architectural Assessment for TMobile West, LLC Candidate LA02531A (CM531 AT&T
Office) 143 Amerige Avenue, Fullerton, Orange County,
California

Author(s) and Date
Secord, Paul R., 2003

Proximity to
Project Site
Within

Drover, Christopher, 2000

Outside

Bonner, Wayne, 2010

Outside

Wlodarski, Robert, 2008

Outside

Speed, Lawrence, 2009

Outside

Glover, Amy and Gust,
Sherri, 2011

Outside

Bonner, Diane, Wills, Carrie
and Crawford, Kathleen,
2014

Outside

Bonner, Wayne H. and
Kathleen A. Crawford, 2014

Outside

Notes: SCCIC = South Central Coastal Information Center.
Items shown in bold are on the project site.

OR-03509
In August 2003, Paul Secord of UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated prepared the Cultural
Resources Survey, Fullerton College, North Orange County Community College District. The
study was prepared as part of an EIR for the Fullerton College Master Development Plan. A total
of seven buildings were recommended as eligible for the CRHR and NRHP: Fullerton College
Campus Services Building 840, Fullerton College Math Building 600, Fullerton College
Business Building 300, Fullerton College Administration Building 100, Wilshire Theatre
Building 2100, W1 Wilshire Continuing Education Building 100, and W2 Wilshire Continuing
Education Building 200.
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GPA 2015
One additional study within the proposed project site that was not identified by the CHRIS records
search is a 2015 study conducted by GPA Consulting (GPA) entitled 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue, Fullerton, California, Historical Resource Evaluation Report. This report
presents the results of a historical resource evaluation of three properties using NRHP, CRHR, and
Fullerton Historical Landmark criteria. The study concluded that none of the properties appear
eligible for listing in any of the three registration programs due to a lack of historical significance.
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources
Forty-two cultural resources were previously recorded within 0.5 miles of the project site (Table
4.3-7). Two of these resources overlap the proposed project site: FJC (30-157212) and Wilshire
Junior High School (30-157290). Both of these resources were updated as part of the current
study. There is one archaeological resource recorded within 0.5 miles of the project site (30001712). Of the 41 structures and buildings recorded within 0.5 miles of the project site, 13 are
listed in the NRHP (30-157210, -157213, -157218, -157226, -157232, -157247, -157253, 157254, -157261, -157278, -157289, -157299, and -157300), 8 are listed as City of Fullerton
Local Landmarks (30-157210, -157211, -157213, -157253, -157254, -157261, -157289, and 157290), one is listed as a City of Fullerton Potential Local Landmark and is recognized as a
City of Fullerton Significant Property (30-157212), one was found to be a contributing property
to a district eligible for local listing (30-156665), and two were determined not eligible through
Section 106 consultation (30-161896 and -162503).
Table 4.3-7
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of the Project Site
Primary
Number
30-001712
30-001724
30-156665

30-157210
30-157211

Resource Description
Historic: Fullerton Transit Historical Refuse
deposit (CA-ORA-1712H)
Union Pacific Park
Historic: 1321 Frances Ave.
(place where Hawaiian Punch formula was
invented)
Historic: Plummer (Louis) Auditorium, 201 East
Chapman Ave.
Historic: Fullerton Union High School, 201 East
Chapman Ave.
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Recorded
By/Year
Mort, J., 2010

NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility Status
Unknown

Proximity to
Project Site
Outside

Gold, A., 2013
Jones, T., 2007

Unknown
5D2

Outside
Outside

Miller, E., 1979

1S
(HL-10)
7N
(HL-78, -79, -81)

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

Outside
(adjacent to
southwest)
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Table 4.3-7
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of the Project Site
Primary
Number
30-157212

Resource Description
Historic: Fullerton Junior College, 321 East
Chapman Ave.

30-157213

Historic: Hetebrink (John) House, 515 East
Chapman Ave.

30-157218

Historic: Commercial Building, Amerige
(George) Block (Addresses include: 109, 111,
113, 115, 117, 119, 121, 123 East
Commonwealth Ave.)
Historic: Old Fellows Hall, 114 East
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Commercial Building, 118 East
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Pacific Electric Railway Depot, 128
East Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Residence, Davies (Richard Thomas)
House, 145 East Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Fullerton Post Office, 202 East
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Fullerton City Hall, 237 West
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Loumagne’s Market, 329 East
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Grumwald’s (Gus) Tin Shop, 341 East
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Multi-family Residence, 520 East
Commonwealth Ave.
Historic: Residence, 524 East Commonwealth
Ave.
Historic: Farmers and Merchants Bank of
Fullerton, 122 North Harbor Blvd.
Historic: Masonic Temple, 201–203 North
Harbor Blvd.
Historic: Peninsula Oil Burner Company, 425–
427 South Harbor Blvd.
Historic: Fox Fullerton Theatre Complex, 500–
512 North Harbor Blvd.
Historic: Masonic Temple, 501 North Harbor
Blvd.
Historic: Hillcrest Park, 200 Brea Blvd.

30-157226
30-157227
30-157228
30-157229
30-157230
30-157232
30-157234
30-157235
30-157237
30-157238
30-157247
30-157248
30-157252
30-157253
30-157254
30-157261
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By/Year
Miller, E., 1979

NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility Status
7N; Potential
Local Landmark
(recognized as
significant
property)
1S;
(HL-40)

Proximity to
Project Site
Within

1S

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

1S

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

5S2

Outside

Stone, M., 1978

2S

Outside

Stone, M., 1978

7N

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

Unknown

Outside

Richey, D., 2002

1S

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

5S2

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

5S2

Outside

Williman, L.,
1979
Williman, L.,
1979
Marsh, D., 1993

5S2

Outside

5S2

Outside

1S

Outside

Stone, M., 1978

7N

Outside

Miller, E., 1979

5S2

Outside

Richey, D., 2006

1S
(HL-35)
1S
(HL-43)
1S
(HL-6)

Outside

Miller and
Woodward,
1978
Miller, E., 1979

National Park
Service, 1995
Richey, D., 2003

Outside

Outside
Outside
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Table 4.3-7
Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5 Miles of the Project Site
Primary
Number
30-157270
30-157278
30-157280
30-157281
30-157284
30-157289
30-157290
30-157299
30-157300
30-161896

Resource Description
Historic: Residence, 117 South Pomona Ave.
Historic: Santa Fe Railway Passenger and
Freight Depot
Historic: Commercial Building, 125 West Santa
Fe Ave.
Historic: Sanitary Laundry, 225 West Santa Fe
Ave.
Historic: Union Pacific Passenger and Freight
Depot
Historic: Dewella Apartments, 234 East
Wilshire Ave.
Historic: Wilshire Junior High School, 315
East Wilshire Ave.
Historic: Fullerton Union Pacific Depot, 100
East Santa Fe Ave.
Historic: Chapman Building, 110 East Wilshire
Ave.
Historic: Residence at 412 S. Pomona Ave.

30-162503
30-176663 /
19-186804

Historic: 134 West Truslow Ave.
Historic: Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway

30-176766

Historic: Fullerton First Methodist Episcopal
Church, 117 N. Pomona Ave.
Historic: Residence, 615 E. Commonwealth Ave.

30-176951
30-177471
30-177510
30-179864

Historic: Fender’s Radio Service, 1–7 S. Harbor
Blvd.
Historic: Pacific Telephone and Telegraph
Company, 143 East Amerige Ave.
Historic: Residence, 408 E. Truslow Ave.

Recorded
By/Year
Bryant, W., 1979
Stone, M., 1978

Proximity to
Project Site
Outside
Outside

Miller, E., 1979

NRHP/CRHR
Eligibility Status
7N
1S, 3S, 2S3, 2S,
2S2
5S2

Miller, E., 1979

5S2

Outside

Stone, M., 1978

3S

Outside

National Park
Service, 2009
William, L. 1979

Outside

Loomis, J., 1982

1S
(HL-70)
7N
(HL-12)
1S

Galvin, T., 1982

1S

Outside

Morad, L.,1991

6Y

Outside

SHPO, 1995
McCormick, S.
2007;
Tang, B. 2002
Richey, D., 2000

6Y
6Z

Outside
Outside

Unknown

Outside

Jacquemain, T.,
2009
National Park
Service, 2013
Gallegos and
Taniguchi, 2005
SHPO, 2003

5D2

Outside

1S

Outside

6Y

Outside

Unknown

Outside

Outside

Within
Outside

Notes:
1S: Individual property listed in the NRHP by the Keeper. Listed in the CRHR.
2S: Individual property determined eligible for NRHP by the Keeper. Listed in the CRHR.
2S2: Individual property determined eligible for NRHP by a consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the CRHR.
2S3: Individual property determined eligible for NRHP by Part 1 Tax Certification. Listed in the CRHR.
3S: Appears eligible for NRHP as an individual property through survey evaluation.
5D2: Contributor to a district that is eligible for local listing or designation.
5S2: Individual property that is eligible for local listing or designation.
6Y: Determined ineligible for the NRHP by consensus through Section 106 process. Not evaluated for CRHR or local listing.
6Z: Found ineligible for NRHP, CRHR, or local designation through survey evaluation.
7N: Needs to be reevaluated (formerly NRHP status code 4).
HL: City of Fullerton Local Landmark.
Items shown in bold are on the project site.
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30-157212
A Historic Resources Inventory form was completed for FJC by Emily Miller in March of 1979.
The form identified four of the buildings on the FJC Campus that were constructed with WPA
funding throughout the 1930s by architect Harry K. Vaughn.
30-157290
A Historic Resources Inventory form was completed for the Wilshire Junior High School by Lex
Williman in March of 1979. The survey identified three buildings that were constructed with
WPA funding in the 1930s by an unknown architect.
428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue
As previously discussed, these previously recorded and evaluated resources were not identified
by the CHRIS records search but fall within the proposed project site. In 2015, GPA evaluated
all three properties using NRHP, CRHR, and Fullerton Historical Landmark criteria. The study
concluded that none of the properties appear eligible for listing in any of the three registration
programs due to a lack of historical significance.
Native American Coordination
Sacred Lands File Search and Tribal Outreach Efforts
As part of the process of identifying cultural resources within or near the project site, Dudek
contacted the NAHC to request a review of the Sacred Lands File. The NAHC emailed a
response on January 19, 2017, which stated that the Sacred Lands File search was completed
with negative results. Because the Sacred Lands File search does not include an exhaustive list of
Native American cultural resources, the NAHC suggested contacting Native American
individuals and/or tribal organizations who may have direct knowledge of cultural resources in
or near the project site. The NAHC provided the contact list along with the Sacred Lands File
search results. Documents related to the NAHC Sacred Lands File search are included in
Appendix B of the Cultural Resources Report (included in Appendix C to this Program EIR).
Dudek prepared and sent letters to each of the nine persons and entities on the contact list
requesting information about cultural sites and resources on or near the project site. These letters,
mailed on February 16, 2017, contained a brief description of the proposed project, a summary of
the Sacred Lands File and SCCIC search results and survey results, and a reference map.
Recipients were asked to reply within 15 days of receipt of the letter should they have any
knowledge of cultural resources in the area.
Dudek has received one response to the coordination letters to date (Appendix B of the Cultural
Resources Report). On February 24, 2017, Andrew Salas, Chairman of the Gabrieleño Band of
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Mission Indians–Kizh Nation responded via email. Mr. Salas stated that the proposed project site
is in an area where the ancestral territories of Kizh Gabrieleño villages overlapped during the
Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric periods. For this reason, Mr. Salas considers the project site to
be highly sensitive for cultural resources and recommends the presence of both a Native
American monitor and an archaeological monitor on site during all ground-disturbing activities.
Assembly Bill 52 Efforts
The proposed project is subject to compliance with Assembly Bill 52 (California Public
Resources Code, 21074), which requires consideration of impacts to tribal cultural resources as
part of the CEQA process, and requires the CEQA lead agency to notify any groups (who have
requested notification) of the proposed project who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with
the geographic area of the project. The District reports that they have not received any requests
from California Native American tribes for Assembly Bill 52 project notification.
No archaeological resources were identified on or adjacent to the project site as a result of the
CHRIS records search or the Native American coordination efforts described above. Because it
is always possible that intact archaeological deposits are present at subsurface levels and could
be uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, MM-CUL-4 (see Section 4.3.5) is included to
reduce impacts to archaeological resources that are significant under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5(f);
California Public Resources Code, Section 21082) to a less than significant level. Therefore,
given compliance with all applicable rules, ordinances, and regulations and implementation of
MM-CUL-4, significant impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to less than
significant levels.
Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?
According to the Los Angeles County History Museum (LACM) records search results (McLeod
2016), there are no documented fossil localities within a 1-mile radius of the project boundary.
However, fossil localities are found nearby within the same Pleistocene sedimentary deposits as
found at the surface and underlying the project site. Younger Quaternary deposits east of the
project site and on the west side of the Santa Ana River produced a fossil sheep (Ovis sp.) (LACM
1652), and a fossil horse (Equus sp.) (LACM 4943) was discovered east of the Santa Ana River in
older Quaternary deposits at depths of 8 to 10 feet below the surface (McLeod 2016).
LACM also reported several nearby La Habra Formation localities that yielded significant
paleontological resources. The nearest La Habra Formation locality (LACM 6472) yielded a fossil
horse northeast of the project site, west of the Orange Freeway (State Route 57) close to the
intersection of Bastanchury Road and State College Boulevard. McLeod (2016) reported the next
closest vertebrate localities from the La Habra Formation in the southwestern Coyote Hills
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alongside Rosecrans Avenue and Coyote Creek to the west-northwest of the project site. These
localities include LACM 4178, 4185–4187, 4195–4201, 6689, 7053–7054, and 7089, which
yielded a multitude of Ice Age vertebrates including fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal
species (McLeod 2016). Some of the published fossils include the California turkey (Parapavo
californicus) (Howard 1936; Steadman 1980) and moles (Scapanus latimanus) (Hutchison 1987).
On January 18, 2017, a pedestrian survey was conducted to determine the areas of potential
paleontological sensitivity. Particular attention was paid to exposed geology. Proposed
improvements to the Fullerton College campus have the potential to impact paleontologically
sensitive sediments at an unknown depth. High-sensitivity Pleistocene-age deposits have been
known to yield scientifically significant paleontological resources in this region of Orange
County. In general, scattered brush and the developed nature of the Fullerton College campus
obscured the surface geology during the survey. La Habra Formation outcrops were noted north
of North Berkeley Avenue and were intensely surveyed for fossils exposed on the surface;
however, heavy vegetative growth from recent winter rains obscured much of the surface.
The review of record search data and field survey results did not identify any existing
paleontological resources on the project site. Based on the survey and records search results, the
site has the potential to reveal paleontological resources during construction.
A paleontological records search performed by LACM did not identify any known fossil localities
on the project site, but there are localities documented nearby (McLeod 2016). Geological mapping
and geotechnical investigations also indicate that the site is underlain by Quaternary alluvium,
including older, Pleistocene-age deposits anticipated at depth, and the Pleistocene La Habra
Formation at the surface in the northwestern project site. Older Pleistocene alluvium and the La
Habra Formation have produced numerous plant and animal fossils in the region; therefore, the
geological units should be considered to have a high potential to contain significant paleontological
resources. Because excavations into undisturbed Pleistocene-age deposits are possible during
construction, such disturbance should be monitored during construction in order to mitigate
adverse impacts to scientifically significant paleontological resources (see MM-CUL-5 and MMCUL-6 in Section 4.3.5). All scientifically significant fossils salvaged from the project site will be
permanently curated in an accredited regional museum where they will be available for future
scientific research (MM-CUL-7). In the event that unexpected, intact paleontological resources are
unearthed during construction, a significant impact could occur. Therefore, given compliance with
all applicable rules, ordinances, and regulations and implementation of MM-CUL-5 through MMCUL-7 (see Section 4.3.5), significant impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to
less than significant levels. Prior to mitigation, impacts to paleontological resources would be
considered significant.
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Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
There is no evidence of human remains on the project site, and the potential for the inadvertent
discovery of human remains on the project site is very low because there is no evidence of any
historical camps or human settlement on the site. Additionally, existing regulations through California
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 et seq. state that if human remains are discovered during
project construction, no further disturbance shall occur until the Orange County Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section
5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the
treatment and disposition of the remains has been made. If the County Coroner determines the remains
to be Native American, the NAHC shall be contacted within a reasonable time. Subsequently, the
NAHC shall identify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD shall then make
recommendations and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Given the very low potential for human remains on
the project site and required compliance with existing regulations pertaining to the discovery of human
remains, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to human remains.

4.3.5

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce significant impacts to recorded
historical resources, recorded archaeological resources, unrecorded subsurface archaeological
resources, and unrecorded paleontological resources on the project site.
MM-CUL-1 Prior to demolition of Berkeley Center Building 3000, Theatre Arts Building
1300, and Music Building 1100, the North Orange County Community College
District (District) must ensure preparation of Level II Historic American
Building Survey (HABS) documentation in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Architectural and Engineering Documentation.
Documentation shall be completed by a qualified historic preservation
professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards for history or architectural history. The documentation
should capture the physical condition of the existing building with (1) existing
drawings (where available), (2) photographs of the buildings with large-format
negatives using an experienced HABS photographer, and (3) a written narrative
that includes a history and architectural description of the buildings and
highlights their historical significance.
One original copy of the final HABS documentation packet shall be offered to the
following entities:


The Library of Congress HABS Collection (to be offered as a donation only)
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The South Central Coastal Information Center at California State
University, Fullerton



City of Fullerton Planning Department



Fullerton College Library



Fullerton Public Library Main Branch (Local History Room)



Fullerton Heritage



Orange County Public Library



Orange County Archives



Orange County Historical Society

The following mitigation is recommended to reduce potentially significant impacts to historical
resources to a less than significant level:
MM-CUL-2 Prior to the start of new construction, additions, renovations (including Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance work), or site improvements within or
adjacent to historical resources, including buildings within the Fullerton Junior
College Campus Historic District, the Fullerton College Mid-Century Modern
Historic District, the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District, and the East
Townsite and College Park residential historic districts, associated design
schematics/project plans must be reviewed for conformance with The Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68));
specifically, the 1995 Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings by Weeks and Grimmer, which are available on
the National Park Service website at https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/
rehabilitation.htm. Further, all proposed ADA compliance work should reference
both the “Accessibility Considerations” section of the Rehabilitation Guidelines
and Jester and Park’s 1993 National Park Service Preservation Brief 32: Making
Historic Properties Accessible (available at https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-topreserve/briefs/32-accessibility.htm), to ensure that ADA compliance work
minimizes changes to historic materials and features. The project plan/schematic
design review shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian or historic
preservation specialist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualification Standards for Architectural History. Upon review, the qualified
specialist may recommend changes/revisions to project plans in order to obtain
conformance with the Standards for Rehabilitation. Alternatively, the District may
choose to work with a preservation architect who meets the Secretary of the
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards.
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.3-88

4.3 – CULTURAL RESOURCES

MM-CUL-3 An appropriate level of protection must be provided for adjacent historic district
buildings during proposed new construction and renovation activities. A
preservation plan should be developed to provide these details. At a minimum,
protective fencing should be used during construction activities so historic district
buildings are not inadvertently impacted. The preservation plan should also
examine the potential effects of vibration resulting from nearby demolition and
construction activities. The final preservation plan shall be appended to the final
set of construction plans.
MM-CUL-4 In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed
during construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work
occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards, can evaluate the significance of the find and determine whether
additional study is warranted. Depending on the significance of the find under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the archaeologist may simply
record the find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves significant
under CEQA, additional work, such as preparation of an archaeological treatment
plan, testing, or data recovery, may be warranted.
MM-CUL-5 A qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s
2010 Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts
to Paleontological Resources (2010 SVP Guidelines; available at http://vertpaleo.
org/Membership/Member-Ethics/SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines.aspx),
should attend the pre-construction meeting to consult with the grading and
excavation contractors concerning excavation schedules, paleontological field
techniques, and safety issues.
MM-CUL-6 A paleontological monitor, as defined by the 2010 SVP Guidelines, should be on
site on a full-time basis during the original cutting of previously undisturbed La
Habra Formation, which crops out north of North Berkeley Avenue. In addition,
any excavations south of North Berkeley Avenue, which is underlain by
Quaternary alluvium, shall be spot-checked below a depth of 5 feet below the
ground surface (or 5 feet below the depth of documented fill) to determine if
older, more paleontologically sensitive sediments are being impacted. These spotchecks shall occur when excavations are in different areas of the campus (i.e., one
spot-check is sufficient for adjacent buildings). If the paleontologist determines
that older, more paleontologically sensitive sediments are being impacted, fulltime paleontological monitoring shall commence. Once 50% of the excavation
into native soils has been completed, and no fossils have been discovered,
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monitoring may be reduced or suspended altogether, at the paleontologist’s
discretion (per the 2010 SVP Guidelines). Geological units with a low potential
for yielding paleontological resources, including Holocene age alluvium and
previously disturbed deposits, would not require monitoring. A paleontological
monitor is defined as an individual who has experience in the collection and
salvage of fossil materials. The paleontological monitor should work under the
direction of a qualified paleontologist.
If any subsurface fossils are found by construction personnel, activity in the
immediate area should be suspended and the fossils left in place untouched until a
qualified paleontologist can evaluate the significance of the find. A qualified
paleontologist (or paleontological monitor) should recover them. Construction
activities in the immediate vicinity of the find shall be immediately redirected
away from the vicinity of the discovery to allow room for the recovery of
resources as necessary. In most cases, this fossil salvage can be completed within
a short period. However, some fossil specimens (such as a complete large
mammal skeleton) may require an extended salvage period. In these instances, the
paleontologist (or paleontological monitor) should be allowed to temporarily
direct, divert, or halt grading to allow recovery of fossil remains in a timely
manner. Because of the potential for the recovering of small fossil remains, such
as isolated mammal teeth, it may be necessary to set up a screen-washing
operation on the site or collect sediment samples to be screened off site if it is not
possible to do so on site. Fossil remains collected during monitoring and salvage
should be cleaned, repaired, sorted, and cataloged.
MM-CUL-7 Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos, and maps,
should be deposited (as a donation) in a scientific institution with permanent
paleontological collections, such as the Dr. John. D. Cooper Center at California
State University, Fullerton. Donation of the fossils should be accompanied by
financial support for initial specimen storage. A final summary report should be
completed that outlines the results of the discovery. This report should include
discussions of the methods used, stratigraphic section(s) exposed, fossils
collected, and significance of recovered fossils.

4.3.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation measures listed in Section 4.3.5 would reduce potential impacts to archaeological and
paleontological resources to a less than significant level. However, under CEQA, the mitigation
measures required herein for impacts to historical resources would reduce but not eliminate the
significant impacts of the proposed project to the identified historic districts and their
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contributing resources. The substantial demolition or alteration of the buildings, structures,
objects, features, and landscape elements that compose the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire
Junior High School Historic District would result in a substantial adverse change to the historic
properties (the historic districts) and the environment. The impact to the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the
Wilshire Junior High School Historic District cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level.
Nevertheless, the measures outlined for documentation of the historic districts (HABS
documentation) are important to ensure that information regarding the historical development of
the Fullerton College campus; its association with Harry K. Vaughn, Ralph D. Cornell, Donald
Beach Kirby, William Henry Taylor, and William E. Blurock; and its physical manifestation of
Spanish Colonial Revival, PWA/WPA Moderne, and Mid-Century Modern educational facilities
are documented, retained, archived, and promoted. The impact to historic resources remains
significant and unavoidable.

4.3.7

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts on cultural resources evaluate whether impacts of the proposed project and
related projects, when taken as a whole, substantially diminish the number of historical or
archaeological resources within the same or similar context or property type. As discussed
throughout this section, the proposed project could have potentially significant impacts to unknown
archaeological resources, and mitigation would be required to reduce adverse impacts to less than
significant. It is anticipated that cultural resources that are potentially affected by related projects
would be subject to the same requirements of CEQA as the proposed project and that the project
proponents would mitigate for their impacts, if applicable. However, the proposed project would
have significant and unavoidable impacts on the identified historic districts and their contributing
resources. The impact to the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, the Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. In the event that related projects would also
result in potentially significant and unmitigable impacts to historical resources, then the proposed
project would contribute cumulatively considerable impacts. These determinations would be made
on a case-by-case basis, and the effects of cumulative development on cultural resources would be
mitigated to the extent feasible in accordance with CEQA and other applicable legal requirements.
Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact associated
with cultural resources due to the fact that demolition or removal of any historically designated
building would impact the historic districts.
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4.4

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

This section evaluates the direct, indirect, short-term, and long-term effects of the proposed Facilities
Master Plan (project) on geology, soils, and exposure to geologic hazards. The evaluation is based, in
part, on review of various geologic maps and reports from the U.S. Geological Survey, the California
Geological Survey (CGS; formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology), the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and The Fullerton Plan (the City of Fullerton’s general plan).
No comments related to geology and soils were received in response to the Notice of Preparation.

4.4.1

Existing Conditions

The project site is located within California’s Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province and represented
by a series of ranges separated by northwest-trending valleys subparallel to faults branching out from
the San Andreas Fault (CGS 2002). The trend of topography is similar to the Coast Ranges, but the
geology is similar to the Sierra Nevada, with granitic rock intruding older metamorphic rocks. The
Peninsular Ranges extend into lower California and are bounded on the east by the Colorado Desert.
On the west, the province includes the Los Angeles Basin, its marine shelf, and the Catalina Islands.
Local Geology and Soils
The project site crosses the Anaheim and the La Habra 7.5-Minute U.S. Geological Survey
Quadrangles. In the official seismic hazard zone reports for both quadrangles, CGS compiled
geologic mapping within the quadrangle and reported on the liquefaction and landslide potential
of various geologic units within the study area (CDMG 1998a, 1998b). The region is underlain
by nonmarine sediments of the Pleistocene (2.7 million years ago–12,000 years ago) La Habra
Formation (map unit Qlhc) and Holocene (<12,000 years ago) alluvium/alluvial fan deposits
(Appendix C). The alluvium/alluvial fan deposits emanated from the Coyote Hills to the north
via Brea Creek, which currently flows southward to the west of the project site (Appendix C). In
addition, there are older Pleistocene alluvial deposits (map unit Qoa) mapped at the surface less
than a half mile to the west of the project site (Appendix C).
According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture soil survey, the predominant soil unit mapped
on the site—approximately 66%—is the San Emigdio fine sandy loam (0%–2% slopes) (USDA
2017). Approximately 20% of the site is underlain by Xerorthents loamy cut and fill areas (9%–
15% slopes), and 14% of the site is underlain by the Mocho loam (0%–2% slopes) (USDA
2017). These two soils underlie the northeastern portion of the campus, with the San Emigdio
soil underlying the remainder of campus. The soils on site, and their characteristics, are shown in
Table 4.4-1, Soil Types Underlying the Fullerton College Campus, and described below:


Mocho loam, 0% to 2% slopes. This nearly level soil generally occurs on fans or flood
plains. If the soil is bare, runoff is slow, and the erosion hazard is slight. The soil has an
available water capacity of 9.5 to 12.0 inches.
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San Emigdio fine sandy loam, 0% to 2% slopes. This nearly level soil generally occupies
alluvial fans on flood plains and along stream channels. If the soil is bare, runoff is slow, and
the erosion hazard is slight. The soil has an available water capacity of 7 to 9 inches.



Xerorthents loamy cut and fill areas, 9% to 15% slopes. This soil unit is used to
represent somewhat steeper areas that at the time of the survey consisted of cut/fill. Soil
characteristics are highly variable and dependent on localized topography. In the area of
campus were this soil unit is mapped (northern area), the topography is nearly level to
moderately sloped.

The soils above are generally characterized as having a low to moderate shrink–swell potential
and a moderate to high rate of infiltration. Xerothents have a high surface runoff potential
(USDA 2017). However, surface soils in the City of Fullerton (City) may no longer reflect the
natural soil associations and characteristics identified previously since topsoil in the City has
been predominately developed. The foundations for buildings, parking lots, and other structures
on campus are underlain by a combination of engineered fill and non-engineered fill, depending
on when and how the structures were constructed.
Table 4.4-1
Soil Types Underlying the Fullerton College Campus

Map Unit Name
Xerorthents loamy cut and fill
areas, 9% to 15% slopes
San Emigdio fine sandy loam,
0% to 2% slopes
Mocho loam, 0% to 2% slopes,
warm

Acres within
Fullerton College
14.6 (19.8%)

Drainage Class
Well drained

Shrink–
a
Swell Potential
—

Hydrologic Soil
b
Group /Surface
c
Runoff
—

49.1 (66.4%)

Well drained

Low

B/Low

10.2 (13.8%)

Well drained

Low to moderate

A/—

Source: USDA 2017.
Notes:
a
Shrink–swell potential (or linear extensibility) refers to the degree of volume change of a soil when its moisture content is decreased from
a moist to a dry state. The volume change is influenced by the amount and type of clay minerals in the soil. The volume change is the
percent change for the whole soil and is qualified as low for values between 0% and 2.9%, moderate for values between 3% and 5.9%,
high for values between 6% and 8.9%, and very high for values greater than 9%.
b
Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are assigned to one of four groups (A through D) according to the
rate of water infiltration when the soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive precipitation from long-duration
storms. Soils in Group A have a high infiltration rate and a low runoff potential, and soils in Group B have a moderate infiltration rate and a
moderate rate of water transmission.
c
Surface runoff refers to the loss of water from an area by flow over the land surface. Surface runoff classes are based on slope, climate,
and vegetative cover. The concept indicates relative runoff for very specific conditions. It is assumed that the surface of the soil is bare
and that the retention of surface water resulting from irregularities in the ground surface is minimal. The classes are negligible, very low,
low, medium, high, and very high.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.4-2

4.4 – GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Faults and Seismicity
A fault is defined as a fracture or zone of closely associated fractures along which rocks on one
side have been displaced with respect to those on the other side. Most faults are the result of
repeated displacement that may have taken place suddenly and/or by slow creep. A fault zone is
a zone of related faults that commonly are braided and subparallel but may be branching and
divergent. An active fault is defined by the CGS as one that has had surface displacement within
Holocene time (approximately the last 11,000 years). A fault that has ruptured during the last 1.8
million years (Quaternary time), but is not proven by direct evidence to have moved or not
moved within the Holocene, is considered to be potentially active. Any fault older than
Pleistocene (1.8 million years) is considered inactive. There are no active or potentially active
faults known to cross the Fullerton College campus (City of Fullerton 2012). Likewise, the
campus is not intersected by an Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (CDMG 1991). Therefore,
fault rupture is not considered a hazard for the proposed project.
However, Fullerton College, similar to the rest of California, is located within a seismically
active region as a result of being located near the active margin between the North American and
Pacific tectonic plates. Although no active or potentially active faults are located within or
adjacent to the Fullerton College campus, several regionally active faults are situated within
relatively proximity, including the Puente Hills Fault (2.5 miles northwest), the Whittier section of
the Elsinore Fault (5 miles northeast), the Newport–Inglewood–Rose Canyon Fault Zone (13
miles southwest), the Palos Verde Fault (21 miles southwest), and the Cucamonga section of the
Sierra Madre Fault (22 miles northeast). The San Andreas and San Jacinto Faults are located
approximately 34 and 38 miles, respectively, northeast of the proposed project but have the
greatest potential to deliver large-magnitude earthquakes. Table 4.4-2 describes the faults within 40
miles of the proposed project.
Table 4.4-2
Regional Quaternary-Age Faults

Fault Name
Puente Hills Fault
Elsinore Fault – Whittier
Section
Newport–Inglewood–Rose
Canyon Fault Zone
Palos Verde Fault
Sierra Madre Fault –
Cucamonga Section

Location/Distance
from Proposed
Project
2.5 Miles NW
5 Miles NE

Length of Fault
(miles)
25
135–145

Richter Magnitude
of Historical
Earthquakes
(Greater than 6.0)
(Year)
None
6.00 (1910)

13 Miles SW

50–86

6.3 (1933)

6.0–7.2 or greater

21 Miles SW
22 Miles NE

45
61–69

None
6.4 (1971)

6.0–7.0
6.0 – 7.0
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Table 4.4-2
Regional Quaternary-Age Faults

Fault Name
San Jacinto Fault – San
Bernardino Section

San Andreas Fault – San
Bernardino Mountains Section

Location/Distance
from Proposed
Project
34 Miles NE

Length of Fault
(miles)
130–242

38 Miles NE

300–320

Richter Magnitude
of Historical
Earthquakes
(Greater than 6.0)
(Year)
7.0 (1899)
6.8 (1981)
6.0 (1937)
6.2 (1954)
6.4 (1958)
6.5 (1968)
4.1 (1980)
5.6 (1986)
8.0 (1908)
6.5 (1948)
5.6 (1986)

Potential Probable
Earthquake Magnitude
6.5 – 7.5

6.8 – 8.0

Source: City of Fullerton 2012.
Notes: NE = northeast; NW = northwest; SW = southwest

In 2013, the U.S. Geological Survey, the CGS, and the Southern California Earthquake Center—
which collectively make up the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities—updated
previous forecasts that evaluated the probability of one or more earthquakes of magnitude 6.7 or
higher occurring in the State of California over the next 30 years. Accounting for the wide range
of possible earthquake sources (including unknown or unmapped faults), there is an estimated
60% chance that an earthquake of magnitude 6.7 or higher will occur somewhere within the Los
Angeles region by 2043 (WGCEP 2015). The chance of generating an earthquake of magnitude
6.7 or more on the Elsinore Fault, the San Jacinto Fault, and the southern San Andreas Fault,
specifically, are estimated to be 3.8%, 5%, and 19%, respectively (WGCEP 2015).
Ground Shaking
Consequently, there is a high probability that Fullerton College will be subject to strong seismic
ground shaking at some point during the proposed project planning horizon. The level of ground
shaking felt on the proposed project site depends on the magnitude of the earthquake and the
distance between the City and the earthquake epicenter. The primary tool that seismologists use
to evaluate ground shaking hazard and to characterize statewide earthquake risks is a
probabilistic seismic hazard assessment (PSHA). The PSHA for California takes into
consideration the range of possible earthquake sources and estimates their characteristic
magnitudes to generate a probability map for ground shaking. The PSHA maps depict values of
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peak ground acceleration1 that have a 10% probability of being exceeded in 50 years (or a 1 in
475 chance). This probability level allows engineers to design structures for ground motions that
have a 90% chance of not occurring in the next 50 years, making structures safer than if they
were simply designed for the most likely events.
Based on the California’s PSHA, there is a 10% probability (i.e., about a 1 in 475 chance) that
earthquake ground motions would exceed 0.415 peak ground acceleration within the proposed
project over a 50-year period (CGS 2008a). There is a 2% probability (i.e., about a 1 in 2,500
chance) that earthquake ground motions would exceed 0.688 peak ground acceleration over the
same time frame (CGS 2008a). Generally, these ground accelerations correspond to strong to
very strong to violent ground shaking levels that would be widely felt and could destroy or
considerably damage masonry and wood frame structures not built according to modern seismic
building codes. This level of ground shaking is also sufficient to produce secondary ground
failures such as liquefaction and lateral spread (in susceptible soils), landslides (in weak soils on
sloped ground), and/or fissures and ground cracks. Due to the low slopes on the project site, the
landslide hazard on the site is considered very low. Secondary hazards associated with strong
earthquakes would include liquefaction and possibly lateral spreading.
Liquefaction and Lateral Spread
Liquefaction is the phenomenon in which loose, saturated, granular soils lose strength due to
excess pore water pressure buildup during an earthquake. Liquefaction is usually manifested by
the formation of boils and mud-spouts at the ground surface, seepage of water through ground
cracks, or in some cases, the development of quick-sand-like conditions. Where the latter occurs,
structures or equipment may sink substantially into the ground (i.e., dynamic settlement) or tilt
excessively, lightweight structures may float upwards, and foundations may displace vertically
or laterally, causing structural failures. The phenomenon of liquefaction generally adds to the
damages that would otherwise be caused by strong ground motions alone. Lateral spreading
typically occurs in association with liquefaction. Lateral spreading occurs when liquefaction of a
subsurface layer causes the mass to flow down slope, moving blocks of ground at the surface.
Lateral spreading has generally been observed to take place in the direction of a free-face (e.g.,
retaining wall, slope, channel) but has also been observed to a lesser extent on sites with very
gentle slopes. In general, liquefaction and lateral spreading hazards are limited to loose, sandy
soils that are within 50 feet of the ground surface, where saturated by perched groundwater
and/or below the groundwater table.

1

The peak ground acceleration for a given component of motion is the largest value of horizontal acceleration
obtained from a seismograph. Peak ground acceleration is expressed as the percentage of the acceleration due to
gravity, which is approximately 980 centimeters per second squared.
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The CGS has mapped the potential for earthquake-induced liquefaction in and around the
urban centers of the state (i.e., the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin). The
southwestern half of the proposed project is located within a regulatory hazard zone for
liquefaction (see Section 4.4.2, Regulatory Setting) (CDMG 1998a, 1998b). However, the
site is not within a regulatory hazard zone for earthquake-induced landslides (CDMG 1998a,
1998b). Liquefaction hazard zones identify where the stability of foundation soils must be
investigated and countermeasures must be undertaken in the design and construction of
buildings for human occupancy.

4.4.2

Regulatory Setting

Federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration Regulations
Excavation and trenching are among the most hazardous construction activities. The
Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s Excavation and Trenching standard, Title 29 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1926.650, covers requirements for excavation and
trenching operations. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration requires that all
excavations in which employees could potentially be exposed to cave-ins be protected by sloping
or benching on the sides of the excavation, supporting the sides of the excavation, or placing a
shield between the sides of the excavation and the work area.
State
California Building Code
The California Building Code (CBC) has been codified in the California Code of Regulations as
Title 24, Part 2. Title 24 is administered by the California Building Standards Commission,
which, by law, is responsible for coordinating all building standards. Under state law, all
building standards must be centralized in Title 24 to be enforceable. The purpose of the CBC is
to establish minimum standards to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare
through structural strength, means of egress facilities, and general stability by regulating and
controlling the design, construction, quality of materials, use, occupancy, location, and
maintenance of all building and structures within its jurisdiction. The provisions of the CBC
apply to the construction, alteration, movement, replacement, and demolition of every building
or structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such buildings or structures
throughout California. The CBC describes requirements for engineering geologic reports,
supplemental ground-response reports, and geotechnical reports (California Building Standards
Commission 2013).
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In the case of structures proposed by the North Orange County Community College District
(District), it is the California Department of General Services, Division of the State Architect (DSA),
that enforces building standards and geologic hazard requirements, as further discussed below.
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
Surface rupture is the most easily avoided seismic hazard. The Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human
occupancy.2 In accordance with this act, the state geologist established regulatory zones, called
“earthquake fault zones,” around the surface traces of active faults and published maps showing these
zones. Within these zones, buildings for human occupancy cannot be constructed across the surface
trace of active faults. Each earthquake fault zone extends approximately 200 to 500 feet on either
side of the mapped fault trace. Since many active faults are complex and consist of more than one
branch, the potential for ground-surface rupture along any of the branches increases (CGS 2007). The
proposed project is not subject to this act because it is not within an earthquake fault zone.
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
The CGS provides guidance with regard to seismic hazards. Under the CGS Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act, seismic hazard zones are to be identified and mapped to assist local governments for planning and
development purposes. The intent of the act is to protect the public from the effects of strong ground
shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other types of ground failure, as well as other hazards caused by
earthquakes. CGS Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards
in California, provides guidance for evaluation and mitigation of earthquake-related hazards for
projects within designated zones of required investigations (CGS 2008b). Because proposed structures
would be located within a liquefaction hazard zone (i.e., zone of required investigation), the act would
apply to the construction of any structures for human occupancy within the liquefaction zone and
would require accompanying liquefaction investigations per CGS Special Publication 117. The purpose
of these investigations is to develop geotechnical design recommendations necessary to protect life and
property from the adverse effects of liquefaction. Because proposed structures would be located within
a liquefaction hazard zone, the act would apply to the proposed project.
Division of the State Architect
For public schools and State Essential Services Buildings, the DSA has jurisdiction over all
aspects of construction (including access compliance) to ensure that plans, specifications, and
construction activities comply with the CBC. DSA reviews and approves public school plans
before issuing building permits and ensures project compliance with the CBC, the Field Act (see
below), and other applicable geologic hazard regulations.
2

A “structure for human occupancy” is any structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or
occupancy that is expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 person-hours per year.
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The Field Act (California Education Code, Sections 17280–17317 and 80030–81149) was
established following a 6.3-magnitude Long Beach earthquake on March 10, 1933, in which
more than 230 school buildings were destroyed, suffered major damage, or were judged unsafe
to occupy. The Field Act established seismic design standards, plan review processes,
construction inspections, and special tests for public schools in California. Typically, local
building departments enforce the CBC in addition to other local and state provisions. The
generally good performance during earthquakes of most buildings constructed since 1933 shows
that local building departments are enforcing the CBC, which is aimed at mitigating seismic
hazards in general. The provisions of the Field Act, however, go beyond the requirements of the
CBC, requiring stricter seismic design standards.
DSA publishes Interpretation of Regulation (IR) documents that explain acceptable methods for
achieving compliance with building codes and regulations. For example, IR A-4 details geologic
hazard studies for schools, IR A-9 describes school site improvements for school building
projects, IR 16-3 details earth retaining systems, and IR 18-1 describes use of controlled lowstrength material as controlled fill. The District will send all required engineering geology and
geotechnical reports to CGS to review for compliance with state geologic hazard regulations
(i.e., Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act,
described previously). Final DSA approval of a proposed project will not occur unless DSA
receives the final acceptance letter from CGS.

4.4.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate project impacts related to geology and soils are based
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). According to Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), a significant impact related to geology and soils
would occur if the project would:
1. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area based on
other substantial evidence of as known fault. Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.
b. Strong seismic ground shaking.
c. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.
d. Landslides.
2. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
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3. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.
4. Be located on expansive soil as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property.
5. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water.
The Initial Study for the project eliminated Threshold 1(d) and Threshold 5 from further
analysis. The potential for a landslide event is very low because the project site and surrounding
area are flat. For Threshold 5, there are no septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems in use on campus since the campus is connected to the public sewer system.

4.4.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of as known fault (refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42); strong seismic ground shaking;
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or landslides?
As discussed in Section 4.4.1, Existing Conditions, the project site is likely to experience at
least one major earthquake over the planning horizon of the proposed project. The intensity of
such an event would depend on the causative fault and the distance to the epicenter, the
moment magnitude, and the duration of shaking. For example, ground shaking from distant
seismic events (greater than 40 miles) are of a different nature than events within 10 miles. For
more distant, larger events (greater than 7.5 magnitude), such as those that occur on the San
Andreas Fault, the ground shaking will reflect a predominance of long-period waves. This will
have minimal effects on structures less than three stories in height, but will affect flexible
structures (typically high-rise buildings) greater than three stories. The amplification of motion
could result in serious damage to high-rise structures. Short-period waves, however, are
generally very destructive near the epicenter of moderate- and large-magnitude seismic events,
causing severe damage predominantly to low-rise rigid structures (less than three stories) not
specifically designed to resist them. As described in Section 4.4.1, there is a 60% probability
of an earthquake with a magnitude greater than 6.7 occurring in the Los Angeles region (on
any of the faults capable of producing such an earthquake).
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The absence of on-site fault traces, the flat topography of the project site, and the character of
underlying soils mean that the potential for landslides and fault rupture is minimal. However,
the site is within a state seismic hazard zone for earthquake-induced liquefaction. No element
of the proposed project would affect the timing, probability, or duration of an earthquake or
increase the severity of ground shaking or ground-shaking effects that would occur. Thus, the
potential impact of the project would be limited to a potential for an increase in public
exposure (through construction of buildings and facilities) to high levels of ground shaking and
possibly liquefaction during an earthquake.
However, this potential impact would be minimal because numerous laws, policies, and building
standards impose stringent seismic safety requirements on the design and construction of new
structures, especially construction undertaken by public school districts. All buildings in California
are subject to the standards in the CBC, which require engineers to develop seismic design criteria
that reflect the nature and magnitude of maximum ground motions that can be reasonably
expected. These seismic design criteria allow engineers to apply appropriate building codes and
design structures to withstand the effects of earthquakes. For public school districts specifically,
the DSA has jurisdiction over all aspects of construction (including access compliance) to ensure
that plans, specifications, and construction activities comply with the CBC.
Furthermore, the CGS serves as an advisor under contract with the DSA to review engineering
geology and seismology reports for compliance with state geologic hazard regulations. For all
facility construction and renovations, the District will be required to send all engineering,
geotechnical, and soils reports normally required to comply with the CBC to the CGS to ensure
such reports also comply with applicable geologic hazard regulations (i.e., the Field Act and the
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act described in Section 4.4.2). The CGS has outlined the required
scope of geology, seismology, and geologic hazards evaluations under California Code of
Regulations, Title 24 (DOC 2013). Among other things, the reports must be prepared by
appropriately licensed professionals and must include adequate site characterization, estimates of
earthquake ground motions, assessment of liquefaction/settlement potential, slope stability
analysis, identification of adverse soil conditions (e.g., expansive or corrosive soils), and
mitigation recommendations for all identified issues. Final DSA approval of the individual
facilities proposed will not occur unless DSA receives the final acceptance letter from CGS.
The proposed project would not be approved or built without adequately demonstrating to DSA
and CGS their compliance with the CBC and applicable geologic hazards regulations. For this
reason, the proposed project would be designed and built in a manner that would reduce public
exposure to geologic risks to acceptable levels, and the potential impacts of the proposed project
would be less than significant.
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Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Because the campus is already developed and not located in steeply sloped areas, the potential
for substantial soil erosion or significant loss of topsoil is generally low. Section 4.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality, which addresses soil erosion and sedimentation in greater detail
from a water quality perspective, found potential impacts to be less than significant. Because
the analysis and conclusions located therein would be equally applicable to this criterion, the
proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts with respect to substantial soil
erosion and significant loss of topsoil.
Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
As discussed in Section 4.4.1, soils within the project site could be prone to a variety of
instabilities. If unstable soils and/or other geologic hazards are not taken into consideration in
construction site preparation activities (e.g., grading) and in the design of proposed structures,
unstable soils could have potentially significant impacts on the structural components of the
project. Improperly designed structures could be subject, in the long term, to damage or distress
as a result of adverse soil conditions, resulting in the need for frequent and potentially costly
repairs, and in severe cases, could represent a public safety issue. Soil settlement and/or
corrosion causes deterioration to plumbing, pipelines, and foundations in a slow, incremental
manner, but unexpected or sudden utility line breaks or other structural failures are more likely to
occur in the event of an earthquake.
Shrinking/swelling of soil, differential settlement potential, and high corrosion risks are common
geotechnical issues in California, particularly within clay-rich residual soils, hydric soils, and
wetland/estuarine peat/mud deposits. Standard engineering practices have been developed to
effectively address such concerns. Commonly employed solutions include over-excavation and
replacement with engineered fills, lime treatment, moisture conditioning, proper compaction of
base and sub-base soils, use of appropriate construction materials, and appropriate selection and
design of foundations, among others. As discussed previously, the proposed project would not be
approved or built without adequately demonstrating to DSA and CGS compliance with the CBC
and applicable geologic hazard regulations. Geotechnical recommendation—likely similar to the
common solutions previously described (as appropriate)—would be included as part of project
designs and construction plans to protect facilities for unstable or expansive soils.
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For these reasons, the potential impact of the proposed project with respect to expansive or
otherwise unstable soils would be less than significant.

4.4.5

Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.4.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Not applicable.

4.4.7

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic extent considered for potential cumulative impacts to people and structures
related to geologic and seismic hazards is more localized, or site-specific, than other impacts. As
analyzed previously, the proposed project would experience less-than-significant impacts related
to all issue areas. Impacts related to earthquakes and adverse soil conditions would be less than
significant as a result of the required compliance with applicable building codes and geologic
hazard regulations. Geologic/soil issues relate to local, site-specific soil conditions, ground
response to earthquakes, and the potential for adverse soil conditions to damage the proposed
project’s structural components would be less than significant. Although impacts identified as
less than significant can compound to generate a significant cumulative impact, the geology and
soils impacts of the proposed project would not be cumulative because of their localized nature.
The only projects in the cumulative scenario that would contribute to or compound the identified
impacts would be those that are overlapping or adjacent to the proposed project. Such projects
would likewise be subject to the CBC and geologic hazard regulations, and would, thus, be
designed and constructed to avoid substantial adverse impacts with respect to geology, soils, and
seismic hazards. For this reason, cumulative impacts with respect to geologic and seismic
hazards would be less than significant.

4.4.8
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4.5

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section evaluates short-term (construction) and long-term (operational) impacts related to
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change that would potentially occur as a result of
implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (project). Section 4.5.1, Existing
Conditions, provides an overview of climate change and potential effects, GHGs and associated
global warming potential factors, and GHG emissions inventories. Applicable laws, regulations,
and standards enacted by the federal and state governments, and thresholds of significance used
in this analysis are provided in Section 4.5.2, Regulatory Setting, and Section 4.5.3, Thresholds
of Significance, respectively. Emissions associated with the proposed project were calculated
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.1 (CAPCOA
2016),1 and are discussed in Section 4.5.4, Impacts Analysis.
No comments related to GHG emissions were received in response to the Notice of Preparation
(see Appendix A, Initial Study/NOP and Comments Received).

4.5.1

Existing Conditions

4.5.1.1

Climate Change Overview

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature,
precipitation, or wind patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longer). The
Earth’s temperature depends on the balance between energy entering and leaving the planet’s
system. Many factors, both natural and human, can cause changes in the Earth’s energy balance,
including variations in the sun’s energy reaching Earth, changes in the reflectivity of Earth’s
atmosphere and surface, and changes in the greenhouse effect, which affects the amount of heat
retained by Earth’s atmosphere (EPA 2017a).
The greenhouse effect is the trapping and build-up of heat in the atmosphere (troposphere) near
the Earth’s surface. The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a threefold
process as follows: Short-wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth, the Earth
emits a portion of this energy in the form of long-wave radiation, and GHGs in the upper
atmosphere absorb this long-wave radiation and emit it into space and back toward the Earth.
The greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating the Earth’s temperature.
Human activities that emit additional GHGs to the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared
radiation that gets absorbed before escaping into space, thus enhancing the greenhouse effect and
causing the Earth’s surface temperature to rise.
1

CalEEMod is an emissions model designed to provide a uniform platform to calculate construction and operational
emissions from land use development projects. The model was developed for the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with multiple air districts across the State of California.
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The scientific record of the Earth’s climate shows that the climate system varies naturally over a
wide range of time scales and that, in general, climate changes prior to the Industrial Revolution
in the 1700s can be explained by natural causes, such as changes in solar energy, volcanic
eruptions, and natural changes in GHG concentrations. Recent climate changes, in particular the
warming observed over the past century, however, cannot be explained by natural causes alone.
Rather, it is extremely likely that human activities have been the dominant cause of that warming
since the mid-twentieth century and are the most significant driver of observed climate change
(EPA 2017a; IPCC 2013). Human influence on the climate system is evident from the increasing
GHG concentrations in the atmosphere, positive radiative forcing, observed warming, and
improved understanding of the climate system (IPCC 2013). The atmospheric concentrations of
GHGs have increased to unprecedented levels, primarily from fossil fuel emissions and
secondarily from emissions associated with land use changes (IPCC 2013). Continued emissions
of GHGs will cause further warming and changes in all components of the climate system, which
is discussed further in this section under Potential Effects of Climate Change.
4.5.1.2

Greenhouse Gases and Other Climate Forcing Substances

As defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g), for purposes of administering
many of the state’s primary GHG emissions reduction programs, GHGs include carbon dioxide
(CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons
(PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and nitrogen trifluoride (NF3) (see also California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15364.5). A GHG is any gas that
absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere; climate forcing substances include GHGs and other
substances such as black carbon and aerosols. Some GHGs, such as CO2, CH4, and N2O, occur
naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of
these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Some
industrial gases are also GHGs that have a much greater heat-absorption potential than CO2,
include fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, which are associated with certain
industrial products and processes. A summary of the most common GHGs and their sources is
included in the following text.2 Also included is a discussion of other climate forcing substances.
Carbon Dioxide. CO2 is a naturally occurring gas and a by-product of human activities and is the
principal anthropogenic GHG that affects the Earth’s radiative balance. Natural sources of CO2
include respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; volcanic outgassing; and decomposition of dead organic matter. Human activities that generate CO2 involve the
combustion of fuels, such as coal, oil, natural gas, and wood, and changes in land use.
2

The descriptions of GHGs are summarized from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Second
Assessment Report and Fourth Assessment Report (IPCC 1995, 2007), CARB’s Glossary of Terms Used in
GHG Inventories (CARB 2017a), and EPA’s Glossary of Climate Change Terms (EPA 2016a).
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Methane. CH4 is produced through both natural and human activities. CH4 is a flammable gas
and is the main component of natural gas. Methane is produced through anaerobic (without
oxygen) decomposition of waste in landfills, flooded rice fields, animal digestion, decomposition
of animal wastes, production and distribution of natural gas and petroleum, coal production, and
incomplete fossil fuel combustion.
Nitrous Oxide. N2O is produced through natural and human activities, mainly through
agricultural activities and natural biological processes, although fuel burning and other processes
also create N2O. Sources of N2O include soil cultivation practices (microbial processes in soil
and water), especially the use of commercial and organic fertilizers, manure management,
industrial processes (such as in nitric acid production, nylon production, and fossil-fuel-fired
power plants), vehicle emissions, and the use of N2O as a propellant (such as in rockets, racecars,
and aerosol sprays).
Fluorinated Gases. Fluorinated gases (also referred to as F-gases) are synthetic powerful GHGs
emitted from many industrial processes. Fluorinated gases are commonly used as substitutes for
stratospheric ozone-depleting substances (e.g., chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrochlorofluorocarbons
(HCFCs), and halons). The most prevalent fluorinated gases include the following:


Hydrofluorocarbons: HFCs are compounds containing only hydrogen, fluorine, and
carbon atoms. HFCs are synthetic chemicals used as alternatives to ozone-depleting
substances in serving many industrial, commercial, and personal needs. HFCs are emitted
as by-products of industrial processes and are used in manufacturing.



Perfluorocarbons: PFCs are a group of human-made chemicals composed of carbon and
fluorine only. These chemicals were introduced as alternatives, with HFCs, to the ozone
depleting substances. The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production
and semiconductor manufacturing. Because PFCs have stable molecular structures and do
not break down through the chemical processes in the lower atmosphere, these chemicals
have long lifetimes, ranging between 10,000 and 50,000 years.



Sulfur Hexafluoride: SF6 is a colorless gas soluble in alcohol and ether and slightly
soluble in water. SF6 is used for insulation in electric power transmission and distribution
equipment, semiconductor manufacturing, the magnesium industry, and as a tracer gas
for leak detection.



Nitrogen Trifluoride: NF3 is used in the manufacture of a variety of electronics,
including semiconductors and flat panel displays.

Chlorofluorocarbons. CFCs are synthetic chemicals that have been used as cleaning solvents,
refrigerants, and aerosol propellants. CFCs are chemically unreactive in the lower atmosphere
(troposphere) and the production of CFCs was prohibited in 1987 due to the chemical destruction
of stratospheric O3.
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Hydrochlorofluorocarbons. HCFCs are a large group of compounds whose structure is very
close to that of CFCs—containing hydrogen, fluorine, chlorine, and carbon atoms—but including
one or more hydrogen atoms. Like HFCs, HCFCs are used in refrigerants and propellants.
HCFCs were also used in place of CFCs for some applications; however, their use in general is
being phased out.
Black Carbon. Black carbon is a component of fine particulate matter (PM2.5), which has been
identified as a leading environmental risk factor for premature death. It is produced from the
incomplete combustion of fossil fuels and biomass burning, particularly from older diesel
engines and forest fires. Black carbon warms the atmosphere by absorbing solar radiation,
influences cloud formation, and darkens the surface of snow and ice, which accelerates heat
absorption and melting. Black carbon is a short-lived species that varies spatially, which makes it
difficult to quantify the global warming potential. Diesel particulate matter emissions are a major
source of black carbon and are toxic air contaminants that have been regulated and controlled in
California for several decades to protect public health. In relation to declining diesel particulate
matter from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations pertaining to diesel engines,
diesel fuels, and burning activities, CARB estimates that annual black carbon emissions in
California have been reduced by 70% between 1990 and 2010, with 95% control expected by
2020 (CARB 2014).
Water Vapor. The primary source of water vapor is evaporation from the ocean, with additional
vapor generated by sublimation (change from solid to gas) from ice and snow, evaporation from
other water bodies, and transpiration from plant leaves. Water vapor is the most important,
abundant, and variable GHG in the atmosphere and maintains a climate necessary for life.
Ozone. Tropospheric O3, which is created by photochemical reactions involving gases from both
natural sources and human activities, acts as a GHG. Stratospheric O3, which is created by the
interaction between solar ultraviolet radiation and molecular oxygen (O2), plays a decisive role in the
stratospheric radiative balance. Depletion of stratospheric O3, due to chemical reactions that may be
enhanced by climate change, results in an increased ground-level flux of ultraviolet-B radiation.
Aerosols. Aerosols are suspensions of particulate matter in a gas emitted into the air through
burning biomass (plant material) and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by
absorbing and emitting heat and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light.
4.5.1.3

Global Warming Potential

Gases in the atmosphere can contribute to climate change both directly and indirectly. Direct
effects occur when the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when
chemical transformations of the substance produce other GHGs, when a gas influences the
atmospheric lifetimes of other gases, and/or when a gas affects atmospheric processes that alter
the radiative balance of the Earth (e.g., affecting cloud formation or albedo) (EPA 2016a).
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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change developed the global warming potential (GWP)
concept to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another
gas. The GWP of a GHG is defined as the ratio of the time-integrated radiative forcing from the
instantaneous release of 1 kilogram of a trace substance relative to that of 1 kilogram of a
reference gas (IPCC 2014). The reference gas used is CO2; therefore, GWP-weighted emissions
are measured in metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MT CO2E).
The current version of the CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.1) used in this analysis assumes that the GWP
for CH4 is 25 (so emissions of 1 MT CH4 are equivalent to emissions of 25 MT CO2), and the GWP
for N2O is 298, based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fourth Assessment
Report (IPCC 2007). The GWP values identified in CalEEMod were applied to the project.
4.5.1.4

Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Per the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990–2014 (EPA 2016b), total U.S. GHG emissions were approximately
6,870.5 million metric tons (MMT) CO2E in 2014. The primary GHG emitted by human
activities in the United States was CO2, which represented approximately 80.9% of total GHG
emissions (5,556.0 MMT CO2E). The largest source of CO2, and of overall GHG emissions, was
fossil-fuel combustion, which accounted for approximately 93.7% of CO2 emissions in 2014
(5,208.2 MMT CO2E). Total U.S. GHG emissions have increased by 7.4% from 1990 to 2014,
and emissions increased by 1.0% from 2013 to 2014 (70.5 MMT CO2E). Since 1990, U.S. GHG
emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 0.3%; however, overall, net emissions in
2014 were 8.6% below 2005 levels (EPA 2016b).
According to California’s 2000–2014 GHG emissions inventory (2016 edition), California
emitted 441.5 MMT CO2E in 2014, including emissions resulting from out-of-state electrical
generation (CARB 2016a). The sources of GHG emissions in California include transportation,
industry, electric power production from both in-state and out-of-state sources, residential and
commercial activities, agriculture, high global-warming potential substances, and recycling and
waste. The California GHG emission source categories and their relative contributions in 2014
are presented in Table 4.5-1.
Table 4.5-1
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sources in California
Source Category
Transportation
Industrial uses
Electricity generationb
Residential and commercial uses
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Table 4.5-1
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Sources in California
Source Category
Agriculture
High GWP substances
Recycling and waste
Total

Annual GHG Emissions (MMT CO2E)
36.11
17.15
8.85
441.54

Percent of Totala
8%
4%
2%
100%

Source: CARB 2016b.
Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; MMT = million metric tons; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent; GWP = global warming potential
Emissions reflect the 2014 California GHG inventory.
a
Percentage of total has been rounded, and total may not sum due to rounding.
b
Includes emissions associated with imported electricity, which account for 36.51 MMT CO2E annually.

During the 2000 to 2014 period, per-capita GHG emissions in California have continued to drop
from a peak in 2001 of 13.9 MT per person to 11.4 MT per person in 2014, representing an 18%
decrease. In addition, total GHG emissions in 2014 were 2.8 MMT CO2E less than 2013 emissions.
The City of Fullerton (City) adopted the Fullerton Climate Action Plan (CAP) (City of Fullerton
2012a), which includes the City’s community-wide GHG emissions 2009 baseline inventory of
1,711,836 MT CO2E. Transportation is the largest contributor to the emissions, accounting for
66% of the City’s 2009 total, followed by residential at 16% of the emissions. Accounting for
future population and economic growth, the City projects GHG emissions of 1,826,747 MT
CO2E in 2020 and 1,931,211 MT CO2E in 2030 (City of Fullerton 2012a).
4.5.1.5

Potential Effects of Climate Change

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through
uncertain impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. The Climate
Change 2014: Synthesis Report (IPCC 2014) indicated that warming of the climate system is
unequivocal and that many of the observed changes since the 1950s are unprecedented. Signs
that global climate change has occurred include warming of the atmosphere and ocean,
diminished amounts of snow and ice, rising sea levels, and ocean acidification (IPCC 2014).
Although climate change is driven by global atmospheric conditions, climate change impacts are
felt locally. A scientific consensus confirms that climate change is already affecting California.
The average temperatures in California have increased, leading to more extreme hot days and
fewer cold nights. Shifts in the water cycle have been observed, with less winter precipitation
falling as snow, and both snowmelt and rainwater running off earlier in the year. Sea levels have
risen, and wildland fires are becoming more frequent and intense due to dry seasons that start
earlier and end later (CAT 2010).
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An increase in annual average temperature is a reasonably foreseeable effect of climate change.
Observed changes over the last several decades across the western United States reveal clear
signals of climate change. Statewide average temperatures increased by about 1.7°F from 1895 to
2011, and warming has been greatest in the Sierra Nevada (CCCC 2012). By 2050, California is
projected to warm by approximately 2.7°F above 2000 averages, a threefold increase in the rate of
warming over the last century. By 2100, average temperatures could increase by 4.1°F to 8.6°F,
depending on emissions levels. Springtime warming—a critical influence on snowmelt—will be
particularly pronounced. Summer temperatures will rise more than winter temperatures, and the
increases will be greater in inland California, compared to the coast. Heat waves will be more
frequent, hotter, and longer. There will be fewer extremely cold nights (CCCC 2012). A decline of
Sierra Nevada snowpack—which accounts for approximately half of the surface water storage in
California—by 30% to as much as 90% is predicted over the next 100 years (CAT 2006).
Model projections for precipitation over California continue to show the Mediterranean pattern
of wet winters and dry summers with seasonal, year-to-year, and decade-to-decade variability.
For the first time, however, several of the improved climate models shift toward drier conditions
by the mid-to-late twenty-first century in central, and most notably, Southern California. By the
late century, all projections show drying, and half of them suggest 30-year average precipitation
will decline by over 10% below the historical average (CCCC 2012).
A summary of current and future climate change impacts to resource areas in California, as
discussed in Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk (CNRA 2014), is provided below.
Agriculture. Some of the specific challenges faced by the agricultural sector and farmers include
more drastic and unpredictable precipitation and weather patterns; extreme weather events that range
from severe flooding to extreme drought to destructive storm events; significant shifts in water
availably and water quality; changes in pollinator lifecycles; temperature fluctuations, including
extreme heat stress and decreased chill hours; increased risks from invasive species and weeds,
agricultural pests, and plant diseases; and disruptions to the transportation and energy infrastructure
supporting agricultural production. These challenges and associated short-term and long-term
impacts can have both positive and negative effects on agricultural production. Nonetheless, it is
predicted that current crop and livestock production will suffer long-term negative effects, resulting
in a substantial decrease in the agricultural sector if not managed or mitigated.
Biodiversity and Habitat. Specific climate change challenges to biodiversity and habitat include
species migration in response to climatic changes, range shift and novel combinations of species;
pathogens, parasites, and disease; invasive species; extinction risks; changes in the timing of
seasonal life-cycle events; food web disruptions; threshold effects (i.e., a change in the
ecosystem that results in a “tipping point” beyond which irreversible damage or loss has occurs).
Habitat restoration, conservation, and resource management across California and through
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collaborative efforts amongst public, private, and nonprofit agencies has assisted in the effort to
fight climate change impacts on biodiversity and habitat. One of the key measures in these
efforts is ensuring species’ ability to relocate as temperature and water availability fluctuate as a
result of climate change based on geographic region.
Energy. Specific climate change challenges for the energy sector include temperature, fluctuating
precipitation patterns, increasing extreme weather events, and sea-level rise. Increasing temperatures
and reduced snowpack negatively impact the availability of a steady flow of snowmelt to hydroelectric
reservoirs. Higher temperatures also reduce the capacity of thermal power plants, because power plant
cooling is less efficient at higher ambient temperatures. Increased temperatures will also increase
electricity demand associated with air conditioning. Natural gas infrastructure in coastal California is
threatened by sea-level rise and extreme storm events.
Forestry. The most significant climate change related risk to forests is accelerated risk of
wildfire and more frequent and severe droughts. Droughts have resulted in more large-scale
mortalities and combined with increasing temperatures have led to an overall increase in wildfire
risks. Increased wildfire intensity subsequently increases public safety risks, property damage,
fire suppression and emergency response costs, watershed and water quality impacts, and
vegetation conversions. These factors contribute to decreased forest growth, geographic shifts in
tree distribution, loss of fish and wildlife habitat, and decreased carbon absorption. Climate
change may result in increased establishment of non-native species, particularly in rangelands
where invasive species are already a problem. Invasive species may be able to exploit
temperature or precipitation changes, or quickly occupy areas denuded by fire, insect mortality,
or other climate change effects on vegetation.
Ocean and Coastal Ecosystems and Resources. Sea-level rise, changing ocean conditions, and
other climate change stressors are likely to exacerbate longstanding challenges related to ocean
and coastal ecosystems in addition to threatening people and infrastructure located along the
California coastline and in coastal communities. Sea-level rise, in addition to more frequent and
severe coastal storms and erosion, is threatening vital infrastructure such as roads, bridges, power
plants, ports and airports, gasoline pipes, and emergency facilities as well as negatively
impacting the coastal recreational assets such as beaches and tidal wetlands.
Public Health. Climate change can impact public health through various environmental changes
and is the largest threat to human health in the twenty-first century. Changes in precipitation
patterns affect public health primarily through potential for altered water supplies, and extreme
events such as heat, floods, droughts, and wildfires. Increased frequency, intensity, and duration
of extreme heat and heat waves are likely to increase the risk of mortality due to heat-related
illness as well as exacerbating existing chronic health conditions. Other extreme weather events
are likely to negatively impact air quality and increase or intensify respiratory illness such as
asthma and allergies.
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Transportation. The transportation industry is vulnerable to climate change risks including sea-level
rise and erosion, which threaten many coastal California roadways, airports, seaports, transit systems,
bridge supports, and energy and fueling infrastructure. Increasing temperatures and extended periods of
extreme heat threaten the integrity of the roadways and rail lines. High temperatures cause the road
surfaces to expand, which leads to increased pressure and pavement buckling. High temperatures can
also cause rail breakages, which could lead to train derailment. Other forms of extreme weather events,
such as extreme storm events, can negatively impact infrastructure, which can impair movement of
peoples and goods, or potentially block evacuation routes and emergency access roads. Increased
wildfires, flooding, erosion risks, landslides, mudslides, and rockslides can all profoundly impact the
transportation system and pose a serious risk to public safety.
Water. Climate change could seriously impact the timing, form, amount of precipitation, runoff
patterns, and frequency and severity of precipitation events. Higher temperatures reduce the
amount of snowpack and lead to earlier snowmelt, which can impact water supply availability,
natural ecosystems and winter recreation. Water supply availability during the intensely dry
summer months is heavily dependent on the snowpack accumulated during the winter. Increased
risk of flooding involves a variety of public health concerns including water quality, public
safety, property damage, displacement, and post-disaster mental health problems. Prolonged and
intensified droughts can also negatively groundwater reserves and result in increased overdraft
and subsidence. Droughts can also negatively impact agriculture and farmland throughout the
state. The higher risk of wildfires can lead to increased erosion, which can negatively impact
watersheds and result in poor water quality. Water temperatures are also prone to increase, which
can negatively impact wildlife that rely on a specific range of temperatures for suitable habitat.
4.5.1.6

Existing Emissions

GHG emissions generated during operation of existing Fullerton College buildings and facilities
were estimated to provide a baseline for comparison to projected operational emissions generated
by buildout of buildings and facilities of the proposed project. Year 2016 was used to represent
existing conditions.3 Operation of Fullerton College currently results in GHG emissions through
energy use (natural gas and generation of electricity consumed by the existing buildings and
facilities); motor vehicle trips to existing Fullerton College land uses; generation of electricity
associated with wastewater treatment and water supply, treatment, and distribution; and solid
waste disposal. Annual GHG emissions from these sources were estimated using CalEEMod.
Fullerton College currently generates GHG emissions primarily through vehicular traffic (mobile
sources) generated by students, faculty and staff, employees, and visitors to the campus.
3

Most of the existing data for the Fullerton College campus reflect conditions from the 2014 to 2016 time
frame. Year 2016 was selected for purposes of the baseline analysis.
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Emissions associated with existing daily traffic were modeled using weekday trip-generation
rates, which were calculated using the project traffic generation values provided in the traffic
impact analysis report (Appendix E). CalEEMod default data for temperature, variable start
information, and emission factors were conservatively used for the model inputs. Emission
factors representing the vehicle mix and emissions for 2016 emission factors were used to
represent existing conditions.
In addition to estimating mobile source emissions, CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions
from the project area sources, which include landscape maintenance equipment, consumer
products, and architectural coatings for the maintenance of buildings. The estimated existing
operational emissions were based on CalEEMod default values for the existing land uses and
total area (i.e., square footage) of Fullerton College buildings and facilities that were in operation
in 2016. Existing development of academic, general administrative, auxiliary, and recreational
land uses on the campus totals 815,734 gross square feet (GSF) and 3,755 parking lot spaces.
Emissions from energy sources, which include natural gas appliances, space and water heating,
and building electricity, were also estimated using CalEEMod. Natural gas and electricity
consumption assumptions were assumed in CalEEMod based on Fullerton College’s energy
consumption for the 2015–2016 fiscal year. Title 24 and non-Title 24 natural gas energy
intensities of 34.24 and 17.54 thousand British thermal units (Btu) per 1,000 square feet per year,
respectively, were assumed. Title 24 electricity, non-Title 24 electricity, and lighting energy
intensities of 90.54, 47.06, and 82.17 kilowatt-hours per 1,000 square feet per year were
assumed, respectively. CalEEMod default values for Title 24 electricity intensity, non-Title 24
electricity intensity, and lighting energy intensity were revised to 90.54, 47.06, and 82.17
kilowatt-hours per 1,000 square feet per year, respectively, based on Fullerton College’s
electricity consumption for the 2015–2016 fiscal year. CalEEMod default values for solid waste
generation rates were used. Indoor and outdoor water use were assumed to be 10,259,769 and
16,047,331 gallons per year, respectively, based on Fullerton College’s water consumption from
the 2013–2014 fiscal year. The estimated existing operational GHG emissions from energy
consumption, mobile sources, solid waste generation, and water consumption and wastewater
treatment in 2016 are shown in Table 4.5-2. Details of the emission calculations are provided in
Appendix B to this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
Table 4.5-2
Estimated Existing Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Emission Source
Area
Energy (natural gas and electricity)
Mobile
Solid waste

0.70
51,113.49
31,011.19
227.02
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CH4
N2O
Metric Tons per Year
0.00
0.00
2.40
0.53
1.61
0.00
13.42
0.00

CO2E
0.75
51,331.24
31,051.49
562.42
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Table 4.5-2
Estimated Existing Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Emission Source
Water supply and wastewater
Total

88.25
82,440.65

CH4
N2O
Metric Tons per Year
0.34
0.01
17.77
0.54

CO2E
99.32
83,045.22

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.
See Appendix B for complete results.

4.5.2

Regulatory Setting

4.5.2.1

Federal

Massachusetts v. EPA. In Massachusetts v. EPA (April 2007), the U.S. Supreme Court directed
the EPA Administrator to determine whether GHG emissions from new motor vehicles cause or
contribute to air pollution that may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or
welfare, or whether the science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision. In December 2009,
the Administrator signed a final rule with the following two distinct findings regarding GHGs
under Section 202(a) of the federal Clean Air Act:


The Administrator found that elevated concentrations of GHGs—CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs,
PFCs, and SF6—in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and
future generations. This is the “endangerment finding.”



The Administrator further found the combined emissions of GHGs—CO2, CH4, N2O, and
HFCs—from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG air
pollution that endangers public health and welfare. This is the “cause or contribute finding.”

These two findings were necessary to establish the foundation for regulation of GHGs from new
motor vehicles as air pollutants under the Clean Air Act.
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. The Energy Independence and Security Act
of 2007 (December 2007), among other key measures, would do the following, which would aid
in the reduction of national GHG emissions (EPA 2007):


Increase the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel
Standard requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022.



Set a target of 35 miles per gallon for the combined fleet of cars and light trucks by
model year 2020, and directs National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
to establish a fuel economy program for medium- and heavy-duty trucks and create a
separate fuel economy standard for work trucks.
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Prescribe or revise standards affecting regional efficiency for heating and cooling
products and procedures for new or amended standards, energy conservation, energyefficiency labeling for consumer electronic products, residential boiler efficiency, electric
motor efficiency, and home appliances.

Federal Vehicle Standards. In response to the U.S. Supreme Court ruling discussed above, the
George W. Bush Administration issued Executive Order (EO) 13432 in 2007 directing EPA, the
Department of Transportation, and the Department of Energy to establish regulations that reduce
GHG emissions from motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and non-road engines by 2008. In 2009,
NHTSA issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency and GHG emissions from cars and lightduty trucks for model year 2011, and in 2010, EPA and NHTSA issued a final rule regulating
cars and light-duty trucks for model years 2012–2016.
In 2010, President Obama issued a memorandum directing the Department of Transportation,
Department of Energy, EPA, and NHTSA to establish additional standards regarding fuel
efficiency and GHG reduction, clean fuels, and advanced vehicle infrastructure. In response to
this directive, EPA and NHTSA proposed stringent, coordinated federal GHG and fuel economy
standards for model years 2017–2025 light-duty vehicles. The proposed standards projected to
achieve 163 grams per mile of CO2 in model year 2025, on an average industry fleet-wide basis,
which is equivalent to 54.5 miles per gallon if this level were achieved solely through fuel
efficiency. The final rule was adopted in 2012 for model years 2017–2021, and NHTSA intends
to set standards for model years 2022–2025 in a future rulemaking. On January 12, 2017, the
EPA finalized its decision to maintain the current greenhouse (GHG) emissions standards for
model years 2022–2025 cars and light trucks (EPA 2017b).
In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and light-duty trucks described above, in 2011,
the EPA and NHTSA announced fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty
trucks for model years 2014–2018. The standards for CO2 emissions and fuel consumption are
tailored to three main vehicle categories: combination tractors, heavy-duty pickup trucks and
vans, and vocational vehicles. According to EPA, this regulatory program will reduce GHG
emissions and fuel consumption for the affected vehicles by 6%–23% over the 2010 baselines.
In August 2016, EPA and NHTSA announced the adoption of the phase two program related to
the fuel economy and GHG standards for medium- and heavy-duty trucks. The phase two
program will apply to vehicles with model year 2018 through 2027 for certain trailers, and model
years 2021 through 2027 for semi-trucks, large pickup trucks, vans, and all types and sizes of
buses and work trucks. The final standards are expected to lower CO2 emissions by
approximately 1.1 billion MT and reduce oil consumption by up to 2 billion barrels over the
lifetime of the vehicles sold under the program (EPA and NHTSA 2016).
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4.5.2.2

State

The statewide GHG emissions regulatory framework is summarized in this subsection by
category: state climate change targets, building energy, renewable energy and energy
procurement, mobile sources, solid waste, water, and other state regulations and goals.
State Climate Change Targets
Executive Order S-3-05. EO S-3-05 (June 2005) established the following statewide goals: GHG
emissions should be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, GHG emissions should be reduced to 1990
levels by 2020, and GHG emissions should be reduced to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.
Assembly Bill 32 and the Climate Change Scoping Plan. In furtherance of the goals established in EO
S-3-05, the Legislature enacted Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006. AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
Under AB 32, CARB is responsible for and is recognized as having the expertise to carry out and
develop the programs and requirements necessary to achieve the GHG emissions reduction
mandate of AB 32. Under AB 32, CARB must adopt regulations requiring the reporting and
verification of statewide GHG emissions from specified sources. This program is used to monitor
and enforce compliance with established standards. CARB also is required to adopt rules and
regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission
reductions. AB 32 relatedly authorized CARB to adopt market-based compliance mechanisms to
meet the specified requirements. Finally, CARB is ultimately responsible for monitoring
compliance and enforcing any rule, regulation, order, emission limitation, emission reduction
measure, or market-based compliance mechanism adopted.
In 2007, CARB approved a limit on the statewide GHG emissions level for year 2020 consistent
with the determined 1990 baseline (427 MMT CO2E). CARB’s adoption of this limit is in
accordance with California Health and Safety Code Section 38550.
Further, in 2008, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change
(Scoping Plan) in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 38561. The Scoping Plan
establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to reduce California’s
GHG emissions for various emission sources/sectors to 1990 levels by 2020. The Scoping Plan
evaluates opportunities for sector-specific reductions, integrates all CARB and Climate Action
Team early actions and additional GHG reduction features by both entities, identifies additional
measures to be pursued as regulations, and outlines the role of a cap-and-trade program. The key
elements of the Scoping Plan (CARB 2008) include the following:
1. Expanding and strengthening existing energy efficiency programs as well as building and
appliance standards

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.5-13

4.5 – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

2. Achieving a statewide renewable energy mix of 33%
3. Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate
Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system and caps sources
contributing 85% of California’s GHG emissions
4. Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout
California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets
5. Adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing state laws and policies,
including California’s clean car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low
Carbon Fuel Standard
6. Creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on high GWP
gases, and a fee to fund the administrative costs of the State of California’s long-term
commitment to AB 32 implementation
In the Scoping Plan, CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level in 2020 would
require a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 28.5% from the otherwise projected
2020 emissions level; i.e., those emissions that would occur in 2020, absent GHG-reducing laws
and regulations (referred to as “business-as-usual” (BAU)). For purposes of calculating this
percent reduction, CARB assumed that all new electricity generation would be supplied by
natural gas plants, no further regulatory action would impact vehicle fuel efficiency, and building
energy efficiency codes would be held at 2005 standards.
In the 2011 Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent Document,
CARB revised its estimates of the projected 2020 emissions level in light of the economic
recession and the availability of updated information about GHG reduction regulations. Based on
the new economic data, CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level by 2020
would require a reduction in GHG emissions of 21.7% (down from 28.5%) from the BAU
conditions. When the 2020 emissions level projection also was updated to account for newly
implemented regulatory measures, including Pavley I (model years 2009–2016) and the
Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) (12% to 20%), CARB determined that achieving the 1990
emissions level in 2020 would require a reduction in GHG emissions of 16% (down from 28.5%)
from the BAU conditions (CARB 2011a).
More recently, in 2014, CARB adopted the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan:
Building on the Framework (First Update). The stated purpose of the First Update is to
“highlight California’s success to date in reducing its GHG emissions and lay the foundation for
establishing a broad framework for continued emission reductions beyond 2020, on the path to
80% below 1990 levels by 2050” (CARB 2014). The First Update found that California is on
track to meet the 2020 emissions reduction mandate established by AB 32, and noted that
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California could reduce emissions further by 2030 to levels squarely in line with those needed to
stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 if the state realizes the
expected benefits of existing policy goals.
In conjunction with the First Update, CARB identified “six key focus areas comprising major
components of the state’s economy to evaluate and describe the larger transformative actions that
will be needed to meet the state’s more expansive emission reduction needs by 2050” (CARB
2014): (1) energy, (2) transportation (vehicles/equipment, sustainable communities, housing,
fuels, and infrastructure), (3) agriculture, (4) water, (5) waste management, and (6) natural and
working lands. The First Update identifies key recommended actions for each sector that will
facilitate achievement of EO S-3-05’s 2050 reduction goal.
Based on CARB’s research efforts presented in the First Update, it has a “strong sense of the mix
of technologies needed to reduce emissions through 2050” (CARB 2014). Those technologies
include energy demand reduction through efficiency and activity changes; large-scale
electrification of on-road vehicles, buildings, and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity
and fuel supplies; and the rapid market penetration of efficient and clean energy technologies.
As part of the First Update, CARB recalculated the state’s 1990 emissions level using more
recent global warming potentials identified by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
Using the recalculated 1990 emissions level (431 MMT CO2E) and the revised 2020 emissions
level projection identified in the 2011 Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional
Equivalent Document, CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level by 2020 would
require a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately 15% (instead of 28.5% or 16%) from the
BAU conditions.
On January 20, 2017, CARB released the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (Second
Update) for public review and comment (CARB 2017b). This update proposes CARB’s strategy
for achieving the state’s 2030 GHG target as established in Senate Bill (SB) 32 (discussed
below), including continuing the Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030, and includes a new
approach to reduce GHGs from refineries by 20%. The Second Update incorporates approaches
to cutting short-lived climate pollutants under the Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction
Strategy (a planning document that was adopted by CARB in March 2017) (CARB 2017c), and
acknowledges the need for reducing emissions in agriculture and highlights the work underway
to ensure that California’s natural and working lands increasingly sequester carbon. During
development of the Second Update, CARB held a number of public workshops in the Natural
and Working Lands, Agriculture, Energy, and Transportation sectors to inform development of
the 2030 Scoping Plan Update (CARB 2016a). When discussing project-level GHG emissions
reduction actions and thresholds, the Second Update states “achieving no net increase in GHG
emissions is the correct overall objective, but it may not be appropriate or feasible for every
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development project. An inability to mitigate a project’s GHG emissions to zero does not
necessarily imply a substantial contribution to the cumulatively significant environmental impact
of climate change under CEQA” (CARB 2017b).
Executive Order B-30-15. EO B-30-15 (April 2015) identified an interim GHG reduction target
in support of targets previously identified under S-3-05 and AB 32. EO B-30-15 set an interim
target goal of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 to keep
California on its trajectory toward meeting or exceeding the long-term goal of reducing statewide
GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 as set forth in S-3-05. To facilitate
achievement of this goal, EO B-30-15 calls for an update to CARB’s Scoping Plan to express the
2030 target in terms of MMT CO2E. The EO also calls for state agencies to continue to develop
and implement GHG emission reduction programs in support of the reduction targets. Sectorspecific agencies in transportation, energy, water, and forestry were required to prepare GHG
reduction plans by September 2015, followed by a report on action taken in relation to these
plans in June 2016. EO B-30-15 does not require local agencies to take any action to meet the
new interim GHG reduction target.
Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197. SB 32 and AB 197 (enacted in 2016) are companion bills
that set new statewide GHG reduction targets; make changes to CARB’s membership and
increase legislative oversight of CARB’s climate-change-based activities; and expand
dissemination of GHG and other air quality-related emissions data to enhance transparency and
accountability. More specifically, SB 32 codified the 2030 emissions reduction goal of EO B-3015 by requiring CARB to ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 40% below 1990
levels by 2030. AB 197 established the Joint Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies,
consisting of at least three members of the Senate and three members of the Assembly, to
provide ongoing oversight over implementation of the state’s climate policies. AB 197 also
added two members of the Legislature to CARB as nonvoting members; requires CARB to make
available and update (at least annually via its website) emissions data for GHGs, criteria air
pollutants, and toxic air contaminants from reporting facilities; and requires CARB to identify
specific information for GHG emissions reduction measures when updating the scoping plan.
Senate Bill 605 and Senate Bill 1383. SB 605 (2014) requires CARB to complete a
comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants in the state; and SB
1383 (2016) requires CARB to approve and implement that strategy by January 1, 2018. SB
1383 also establishes specific targets for the reduction of short-lived climate pollutants (40%
below 2013 levels by 2030 for CH4 and HFCs, and 50% below 2013 levels by 2030 for
anthropogenic black carbon), and provides direction for reductions from dairy and livestock
operations and landfills. Accordingly, and as mentioned above, CARB adopted its Short-Lived
Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy in March 2017. This strategy establishes a framework for
the statewide reduction of emissions of black carbon, CH4, and fluorinated gases (CARB 2017c).
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Building Energy
Title 24, Part 6. Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations was established in 1978 and
serves to enhance and regulate California’s building standards. While not initially promulgated
to reduce GHG emissions, Part 6 of Title 24 specifically establishes Building Energy Efficiency
Standards that are designed to ensure new and existing buildings in California achieve energy
efficiency and preserve outdoor and indoor environmental quality. The California Energy
Commission (CEC) is required by law to adopt standards every 3 years that are cost effective for
homeowners over the 30-year lifespan of a building. These standards are updated to consider and
incorporate new energy-efficient technologies and construction methods. As a result, these
standards save energy, increase electricity supply reliability, increase indoor comfort, avoid the
need to construct new power plants, and help preserve the environment (CEC 2012).
The 2016 Title 24 standards are the currently applicable building energy efficiency standards,
and became effective on January 1, 2017. The 2015 Title 24 standards will further reduce energy
used and associated GHG emissions. In general, single-family homes built to the 2016 standards
are anticipated to use about 28% less energy for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and water
heating than those built to the 2013 standards, and nonresidential buildings built to the 2016
standards will use an estimated 5% less energy than those built to the 2013 standards (CEC
2015). The proposed project would be required to comply with 2016 Title 24 standards because
its building construction phase would commence after January 1, 2017.
Title 24, Part 11. In addition to the CEC’s efforts, in 2008, the California Building Standards
Commission adopted the nation’s first green building standards. The California Green Building
Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 24) is commonly referred to as CALGreen, and establishes
minimum mandatory standards as well as voluntary standards pertaining to the planning and
design of sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy
Code requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and interior air quality. The
CALGreen standards took effect in January 2011 and instituted mandatory minimum
environmental performance standards for all ground-up, new construction of commercial, lowrise residential and state-owned buildings and schools and hospitals. The CALGreen 2016
standards became effective on January 1, 2017 (24 CCR Part 11). The mandatory standards
require the following (CEC 2015):


Mandatory reduction in indoor water use through compliance with specified flow rates
for plumbing fixtures and fittings



Mandatory reduction in outdoor water use through compliance with a local waterefficient landscaping ordinance or the California Department of Water Resources’ Model
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
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Diversion of 65% of construction and demolition waste from landfills



Mandatory inspections of energy systems to ensure optimal working efficiency



Inclusion of electric vehicle charging stations or designated spaces capable of supporting
future charging stations



Use of low-pollutant emitting exterior and interior finish materials, such as paints,
carpets, vinyl flooring, and particle board

The CALGreen standards also include voluntary efficiency measures that are provided at two separate
tiers and implemented at the discretion of local agencies and applicants. CALGreen’s Tier 1 standards
call for a 15% improvement in energy requirements, stricter water conservation, 65% diversion of
construction and demolition waste, 10% recycled content in building materials, 20% permeable paving,
20% cement reduction, and cool/solar-reflective roofs. CALGreen’s more rigorous Tier 2 standards call
for a 30% improvement in energy requirements, stricter water conservation, 75% diversion of
construction and demolition waste, 15% recycled content in building materials, 30% permeable paving,
25% cement reduction, and cool/solar-reflective roofs (CEC 2015).
The California Public Utilities Commission, CEC, and CARB also have a shared, established
goal of achieving zero net energy (ZNE) for new construction in California. The key policy
timelines include the following: (1) all new residential construction in California will be ZNE by
2020, and (2) all new commercial construction in California will be ZNE by 2030 (see, for
example, CPUC 2013).4 As most recently defined by CEC in its 2015 Integrated Energy Policy
Report, a ZNE code building is “one where the value of the energy produced by on-site
renewable energy resources is equal to the value of the energy consumed annually by the
building” using CEC’s Time Dependent Valuation metric (CEC 2016).
Title 20. Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations requires manufacturers of appliances to
meet state and federal standards for energy and water efficiency. Performance of appliances must
be certified through CEC to demonstrate compliance with standards. New appliances regulated
under Title 20 include refrigerators, refrigerator-freezers, and freezers; room air conditioners and
room air-conditioning heat pumps; central air conditioners; spot air conditioners; vented gas
space heaters; gas pool heaters; plumbing fittings and plumbing fixtures; fluorescent lamp
ballasts; lamps; emergency lighting; traffic signal modules; dishwaters; clothes washers and
dryers; cooking products; electric motors; low voltage dry-type distribution transformers; power
supplies; televisions and consumer audio and video equipment; and battery charger systems.
Title 20 presents protocols for testing for each type of appliance covered under the regulations
and appliances must meet the standards for energy performance, energy design, water
4

It is expected that achievement of the ZNE goal will occur via revisions to the Title 24 standards.
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performance, and water design. Title 20 contains three types of standards for appliances: federal
and state standards for federally regulated appliances, state standards for federally regulated
appliances, and state standards for non-federally regulated appliances.
Assembly Bill 1109. Enacted in 2007, AB 1109 required the CEC to adopt minimum energy
efficiency standards for general purpose lighting, to reduce electricity consumption 50% for
indoor residential lighting and 25% for indoor commercial lighting.
Renewable Energy and Energy Procurement
Senate Bill 1078. SB 1078 (2002) established the RPS program, which requires an annual
increase in renewable generation by the utilities equivalent to at least 1% of sales, with an
aggregate goal of 20% by 2017. This goal was subsequently accelerated, requiring utilities to
obtain 20% of their power from renewable sources by 2010.
Senate Bill 1368. SB 1368 (2006) requires CEC to develop and adopt regulations for GHG
emission performance standards for the long-term procurement of electricity by local publicly
owned utilities. These standards must be consistent with the standards adopted by the California
Public Utilities Commission. This effort will help protect energy customers from financial risks
associated with investments in carbon-intensive generation by allowing new capital investments
in power plants whose GHG emissions are as low as or lower than new combined-cycle natural
gas plants by requiring imported electricity to meet GHG performance standards in California
and by requiring that the standards be developed and adopted in a public process.
Senate Bill X1 2. SB X1 2 (2011) expanded the RPS by establishing that 20% of the total
electricity sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2013, and 33% by
December 31, 2020, and in subsequent years be secured from qualifying renewable energy
sources. Under the bill, a renewable electrical generation facility is one that uses biomass, solar
thermal, photovoltaic, wind, geothermal, fuel cells using renewable fuels, small hydroelectric
generation of 30 megawatts or less, digester gas, municipal solid waste conversion, landfill gas,
ocean wave, ocean thermal, or tidal current, and that meets other specified requirements with
respect to its location. In addition to the retail sellers previously covered by the RPS, SB X1 2
added local, publicly owned electric utilities to the RPS.
Senate Bill 350. SB 350 (2015) further expanded the RPS by establishing that 50% of the total
electricity sold to retail customers in California per year by December 31, 2030, be secured from
qualifying renewable energy sources. In addition, SB 350 includes the goal to double the energyefficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final end uses (such as heating, cooling, lighting,
or class of energy uses on which an energy-efficiency program is focused) of retail customers
through energy conservation and efficiency. The bill also requires the California Public Utilities
Commission, in consultation with CEC, to establish efficiency targets for electrical and gas
corporations consistent with this goal.
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Mobile Sources
Assembly Bill 1493. In a response to the transportation sector accounting for more than half of
California’s CO2 emissions, AB 1493 was enacted in July 2002. AB 1493 required CARB to set
GHG emission standards for passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles determined
by the state board to be vehicles that are primarily used for noncommercial personal
transportation in the state. The bill required that CARB set GHG emission standards for motor
vehicles manufactured in 2009 and all subsequent model years. CARB adopted the standards in
September 2004. When fully phased in, the near-term (2009–2012) standards will result in a
reduction of about 22% in GHG emissions compared to the emissions from the 2002 fleet, while
the mid-term (2013–2016) standards will result in a reduction of about 30%.
Executive Order S-1-07. Issued on January 18, 2007, EO S-1-07 sets a declining Low Carbon
Fuel Standard for GHG emissions measured in CO2E grams per unit of fuel energy sold in
California. The target of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard is to reduce the carbon intensity of
California passenger vehicle fuels by at least 10% by 2020. The carbon intensity measures the
amount of GHG emissions in the lifecycle of a fuel, including extraction/feedstock production,
processing, transportation, and final consumption, per unit of energy delivered. CARB adopted
the implementing regulation in April 2009. The regulation is expected to increase the production
of biofuels, including those from alternative sources, such as algae, wood, and agricultural waste.
Senate Bill 375. SB 375 (2008) addresses GHG emissions associated with the transportation
sector through regional transportation and sustainability plans. SB 375 required CARB to adopt
regional GHG reduction targets for the automobile and light-truck sector for 2020 and 2035.
Regional metropolitan planning organizations are then responsible for preparing a Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) within their Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The goal of the
SCS is to establish a forecasted development pattern for the region that, after considering
transportation measures and policies, will achieve, if feasible, the GHG reduction targets. If an
SCS is unable to achieve the GHG reduction target, a metropolitan planning organization must
prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy demonstrating how the GHG reduction target would be
achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation
measures or policies.
Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), a sustainable communities
strategy does not (i) regulate the use of land; (ii) supersede the land use authority of cities and
counties; or (iii) require that a city’s or county’s land use policies and regulations, including
those in a general plan, be consistent with it. Nonetheless, SB 375 makes regional and local
planning agencies responsible for developing those strategies as part of the federally required
metropolitan transportation planning process and the state-mandated housing element process.
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In 2010, CARB adopted the SB 375 targets for the regional metropolitan planning organizations.
The targets for SCAG are an 8% reduction by 2020, an 18% reduction by 2035, and a 21%
reduction by 2040 (SCAG 2016).
Advanced Clean Cars Program. In January 2012, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Cars
program, a new emissions-control program for model years 2015 through 2025. The program
combines the control of smog- and soot-causing pollutants and GHG emissions into a single
coordinated package. The package includes elements to reduce smog-forming pollution, reduce
GHG emissions, promote clean cars, and provide the fuels for clean cars (CARB 2011b). To
improve air quality, CARB has implemented new emission standards to reduce smog-forming
emissions beginning with model year 2015 vehicles. It is estimated that in 2025, cars will emit
75% less smog-forming pollution than the average new car sold today. To reduce GHG
emissions, CARB, in conjunction with EPA and NHTSA, has adopted new GHG standards for
model year 2017 to 2025 vehicles; the new standards are estimated to reduce GHG emissions by
34% in 2025. The Zero Emissions Vehicle (ZEV) program will act as the focused technology of
the Advanced Clean Cars program by requiring manufacturers to produce increasing numbers of
ZEVs and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles in the 2018 to 2025 model years. The Clean Fuels
Outlet regulation will ensure that fuels such as electricity and hydrogen are available to meet the
fueling needs of the new advanced technology vehicles as they come to the market.
Executive Order B-16-12. EO B-16-12 (2012) directs state entities under the Governor’s
direction and control to support and facilitate development and distribution of ZEVs. This EO
also sets a long-term target of reaching 1.5 million ZEVs on California’s roadways by 2025. On
a statewide basis, EO B-16-12 also establishes a GHG emissions reduction target from the
transportation sector equaling 80% less than 1990 levels by 2050. In furtherance of this EO, the
governor convened an interagency working group on ZEVs, which has published multiple
reports regarding the progress made on the penetration of ZEVs in the statewide vehicle fleet.
Assembly Bill 1236. AB 1236 (2015) as enacted in California’s Planning and Zoning Law,
requires local land use jurisdictions to approve applications for the installation of electric vehicle
charging stations, as defined, through the issuance of specified permits unless there is substantial
evidence in the record that the proposed installation would have a specific adverse impact upon
the public health or safety, and there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the
specific adverse impact. The bill provides for appeal of that decision to the planning commission,
as specified. The bill requires local land use jurisdictions with a population of 200,000 or more
residents to adopt an ordinance by September 30, 2016, that creates an expedited and streamlined
permitting process for electric vehicle charging stations, as specified.
Senate Bill 350. In 2015, SB 350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act, was enacted into
law. As one of its elements, SB 350 establishes a statewide policy for widespread electrification of the
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transportation sector, recognizing that such electrification is required for achievement of the state’s
2030 and 2050 reduction targets (see California Public Utilities Code, Section 740.12).
Solid Waste
Assembly Bill 939 and Assembly Bill 341. In 1989, AB 939, known as the Integrated Waste
Management Act (California Public Resources Code, Section 40000 et seq.), was passed because
of the increase in waste stream and the decrease in landfill capacity. The statute established the
California Integrated Waste Management Board, which oversees a disposal reporting system. AB
939 mandated a reduction of waste being disposed where jurisdictions were required to meet
diversion goals of all solid waste through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities
of 25% by 1995 and 50% by 2000.
AB 341 (2011) amended the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 to include a
provision declaring that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than 75% of solid waste
generated be source-reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020, and annually thereafter.
In addition, AB 341 required the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
(CalRecycle) to develop strategies to achieve the state’s policy goal. CalRecycle has conducted
multiple workshops and published documents that identify priority strategies that CalRecycle
believes would assist the state in reaching the 75% goal by 2020 (CalRecycle 2015).
Water
Executive Order B-29-15. In response to the ongoing drought in California, EO B-29-15 (April
2015) set a goal of achieving a statewide reduction in potable urban water usage of 25% relative
to water use in 2013. The term of the EO extended through February 28, 2016, although many of
the directives have since become permanent water-efficiency standards and requirements. The
EO includes specific directives that set strict limits on water usage in the state. In response to EO
B-29-15, the California Department of Water Resources has modified and adopted a revised
version of the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance that, among other changes,
significantly increases the requirements for landscape water use efficiency and broadens its
applicability to include new development projects with smaller landscape areas.
Other State Regulations and Goals
Senate Bill 97. SB 97 (2007) directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to
develop guidelines under CEQA for the mitigation of GHG emissions. In 2008, OPR issued a
technical advisory as interim guidance regarding the analysis of GHG emissions in CEQA
documents. The advisory indicated that the lead agency should identify and estimate a project’s
GHG emissions, including those associated with vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water
usage, and construction activities. The advisory further recommended that the lead agency
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determine significance of the impacts and impose all mitigation measures necessary to reduce
GHG emissions to a level that is less than significant (OPR 2008).
Subsequent to the release of OPR’s advisory and its development of proposed CEQA Guidelines
provisions, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to the CEQA
Guidelines in December 2009, which became effective in March 2010. With respect to GHG
emissions, the amended CEQA Guidelines state that lead agencies should “make a good faith
effort, to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate”
GHG emissions. The CEQA Guidelines note that lead agencies may identify emissions either by
selecting a “model or methodology” to quantify the emissions or by relying on “qualitative
analysis or other performance based standards” (14 CCR 15064.4(a)). The amended CEQA
Guidelines also state that lead agencies should consider the following when assessing the
significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment: the extent to which a project
may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting;
whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines
applies to the project; and the extent to which the project complies with regulations or
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or
mitigation of GHG emissions (14 CCR 15064.4(b)).
Executive Order S-13-08. EO S-13-08 (November 2008) is intended to hasten California’s
response to the impacts of global climate change, particularly sea-level rise. Therefore, the EO
directs state agencies to take specified actions to assess and plan for such impacts. The final 2009
California Climate Adaptation Strategy report was issued in December 2009 (CNRA 2009a), and
an update, Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk, followed in July 2014 (CNRA 2014).
To assess the state’s vulnerability, the report summarizes key climate change impacts to the state
for the following areas: agriculture, biodiversity and habitat, emergency management, energy,
forestry, ocean and coastal ecosystems and resources, public health, transportation, and water.
2015 State of the State Address. Governor Brown’s 2015 inaugural address and annual report to
the Legislature established supplementary goals to further reduce GHG emissions over the next
15 years. These goals include an increase in California’s renewable energy portfolio from 33% to
50% (which was codified per SB 350, as discussed previously), reducing vehicle petroleum use
for cars and trucks by up to 50%, doubling the efficiency of existing buildings, and decreasing
emissions associated with heating fuels.
2016 State of the State Address. Governor Brown’s 2016 inaugural address and annual report to the
Legislature established a statewide goal to bring per capita GHG emission down to 2 tons per person,
which reflects the goal of the Global Climate Leadership Memorandum of Understanding.
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4.5.2.3

Local

This subsection provides an overview of local GHG plans and policies.
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Air districts typically act in an advisory capacity to local governments in establishing the
framework for environmental review of air pollution impacts under CEQA. This may include
recommendations regarding significance thresholds, analytical tools to estimate emissions and
assess impacts, and mitigations for potentially significant impacts. Although air districts will also
address some of these issues on a project-specific basis as responsible agencies, they may
provide general guidance to local governments on these issues (SCAQMD 2008). The South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has recommended numeric CEQA
significance thresholds for GHG emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing GHG impacts of
residential and commercial development projects. In December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an
interim 10,000 MT CO2E per year screening level threshold for stationary source/industrial
projects for which the SCAQMD is the lead agency (SCAQMD 2010). SCAQMD has not
adopted CEQA thresholds for other lead agencies.
Southern California Association of Governments
SB 375 requires metropolitan planning organizations to prepare an SCS as part of their RTP. The
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Council adopted the 2012
RTP/SCS in April 2012 (SCAG 2012), and the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS (2016 RTP/SCS) in April
2016. Both the 2012 and 2016 RTP/SCSs establish a development pattern for the region that,
when integrated with the transportation network and other policies and measures, would reduce
GHG emissions from transportation (excluding goods movement) (SCAG 2012, 2016).
Specifically, the 2012 RTP/SCS links the goals of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering
economic development; enhancing the environment; reducing energy consumption; promoting
transportation-friendly development patterns; and encouraging all residents affected by
socioeconomic, geographic, and commercial limitations to be provided with fair access. The
2012 and 2016 RTP/SCSs do not require that local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be
consistent with SB 375, but provide incentives for consistency for governments and developers.
City of Fullerton
Climate Action Plan
The City, as part of The Fullerton Plan EIR, prepared a CAP (City of Fullerton 2012a, Appendix
H). The purpose of the CAP is to address the main sources of emissions that contribute to global
climate change. The CAP provides the City’s community-wide GHG emissions 2009 baseline
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inventory of 1,711,836 MT CO2E. Additionally, the CAP includes strategies aimed at reducing
GHG emissions generated within the City. The four reduction strategies are as follows (City of
Fullerton 2012a, Appendix H):


Transportation and Mobility Strategy: Promote a balanced transportation system that
promotes the use of public transportation and bicycles, reduces congestion, and helps
encourage residents to engage in healthy and active lifestyles.



Energy Use and Conservation Strategy: Reduce the carbon footprint of municipal
operations to serve as a leader for the community and support the construction of
buildings that are energy efficient and incorporate clean, renewable energy sources.



Water Use and Efficiency Strategy: Conserve and protect water resources and promote
efficiency through public education.



Solid Waste Reduction and Recycling Strategy: Manage solid waste generation and
diversion in order to achieve a zero-waste future.

Each of the strategies recommends measures and actions, including the GHG reduction potential
if the performance criteria are met.
The Fullerton Plan
The Fullerton Plan, adopted May 1, 2012 (City of Fullerton 2012b and 2012c), serves as the
City’s general plan and includes the following goals and policies that apply to the project:
The Built Environment
Goal 5

A balanced system promoting transportation alternatives that enable mobility and
an enhanced quality of life.
Policy 5.2: Support regional and subregional efforts to increase alternatives to and
infrastructure supporting reduction of single occupant vehicle trips.
Policy 5.13: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to encourage
transit improvements that incentivize investment and link neighborhoods, while
fitting the scale and traffic patterns of the surrounding area.
Policy 5.16: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to encourage the
development of private and/or public infrastructure facilitating the use of
alternative fuel vehicles.
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Goal 6

A bicycle-friendly city where bicycling is a safe and convenient alternative
to motorized transportation and a recreational opportunity for people of all
ages and abilities.
Policy 6.1: Support regional and subregional efforts to ensure bicyclists are
considered when developing new or retrofitting existing transportation facilities
and systems.
Policy 6.4: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to recognize that
every street in Fullerton is a street that a bicyclist can use.
Policy 6.7: Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to reduce
negative impacts to and increase opportunities for bicycle users and the bicycle
network in private and public development projects.
Policy 6.12: Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to provide
convenient bicycle parking and other bicycle facilities in existing and potential
high demand locations within the City, such as educational institutions, parks,
business districts, transit stops, retail, commercial and employment centers.
Policy 6.14: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to consider
bicycle friendly design using new technologies and innovative treatments.

The Natural Environment
Goal 19

An adequate, safe, and reliable water supply.
Policy 19.2: Support regional and subregional efforts to promote water efficiency
and conservation.
Policy 19.3: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to encourage the
use of new technologies which reduce water use.
Policy 19.7: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to encourage
water efficient practices in site and building design for private and public projects.

Goal 22

Participation in regional efforts to address climate change and its local impacts.
Policy 22.1: Support regional and subregional efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions associated with transportation through land use strategies and
policies, transportation system improvements, and transportation demand
management programs.
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Policy 22.2: Support regional and subregional efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions associated with electrical generation through energy conservation
strategies and alternative/ renewable energy programs.
Policy 22.3: Support regional and subregional efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions associated with water conveyance through water conservation strategies
and alternative supply programs
Policy 22.4: Support regional and subregional efforts to reduce emissions
associated with solid waste through increased recycling programs and reduced
waste strategies.
Policy 22.6: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from waste through improved management of waste
handling and reductions in waste generation.
Policy 22.9: Support projects which voluntarily desire to implement site and/or
building design features exceeding minimum requirements to reduce project
greenhouse gas emissions.
Goal 23

Safe and efficient management of waste.
Policy 23.1: Support regional and subregional efforts to increase recycling, waste
reduction, and product reuse.
Policy 23.3: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to promote
practices to reduce the amount of waste disposed in landfills.
Policy 23.7: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to consider
project level solid waste management needs at the site and building design stages.

4.5.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project’s GHG emissions impacts are based on the
recommendations provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). For
the purposes of this GHG emissions analysis, the project would have a significant environmental
impact if it would:
1. Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment.
2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.
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Global climate change is a cumulative impact; a project participates in this potential impact
through its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources
of GHGs. There are currently no established thresholds for assessing whether the GHG
emissions of a project, such as the proposed project, would be considered a cumulatively
considerable contribution to global climate change; however, all reasonable efforts should be
made to minimize a project’s contribution to global climate change. In addition, although GHG
impacts are recognized exclusively as cumulative impacts (CAPCOA 2008), GHG emissions
impacts must also be evaluated at a project level under CEQA.
The CEQA Guidelines do not prescribe specific methodologies for performing an assessment, do
not establish specific thresholds of significance, and do not mandate specific mitigation
measures. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the
appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance consistent with the manner in which
other impact areas are handled in CEQA (CNRA 2009b). The State of California has not adopted
emission-based thresholds for GHG emissions under CEQA. The OPR’s Technical Advisory
CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental
Quality Act Review states that “public agencies are encouraged but not required to adopt
thresholds of significance for environmental impacts. Even in the absence of clearly defined
thresholds for GHG emissions, the law requires that such emissions from CEQA projects must
be disclosed and mitigated to the extent feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the
project contributes to a significant, cumulative climate change impact” (OPR 2008).
Furthermore, the advisory document indicates that “in the absence of regulatory standards for
GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define what constitutes a ‘significant impact,’
individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with available
guidance and current CEQA practice” (OPR 2008). Section 15064.7(c) of the CEQA Guidelines
specifies that “when adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds
of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended
by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by
substantial evidence” (14 CCR 15064.7(c)).
To address Impact GHG-1, this analysis uses the SCAQMD recommended (not adopted)
numeric CEQA significance thresholds for GHG emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing
GHG impacts of residential and commercial development projects.
In October 2008, the SCAQMD proposed recommended numeric CEQA significance thresholds
for GHG emissions for lead agencies to use in assessing GHG impacts of residential and
commercial development projects as presented in its Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold (SCAQMD 2008). This guidance document,
which builds on the previous guidance prepared by the CAPCOA, explored various approaches
for establishing a significance threshold for GHG emissions. The draft interim CEQA thresholds
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guidance document was not adopted or approved by the Governing Board. However, in
December 2008, the SCAQMD adopted an interim 10,000 MT CO2E per year screening level
threshold for stationary source/industrial projects for which the SCAQMD is the lead agency
(see SCAQMD Resolution No. 08-35, December 5, 2008).
The SCAQMD formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group to work with
SCAQMD staff on developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds until statewide significance
thresholds or guidelines are established. From December 2008 to September 2010, the SCAQMD
hosted working group meetings and revised the draft threshold proposal several times, although it did
not officially provide these proposals in a subsequent document. The SCAQMD has continued to
consider adoption of significance thresholds for residential and general land use development projects.
The most recent proposal, issued in September 2010 (SCAQMD 2010), uses the following tiered
approach to evaluate potential GHG impacts from various uses:
Tier 1

Determine if CEQA categorical exemptions are applicable. If not, move to Tier 2.

Tier 2

Consider whether or not the proposed project is consistent with a locally adopted
GHG reduction plan that has gone through public hearing and CEQA review, that
has an approved inventory, includes monitoring, etc. If not, move to Tier 3.

Tier 3

Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of screening
thresholds for individual land uses. The 10,000 MT CO2E per year threshold for
industrial uses would be recommended for use by all lead agencies. Under option 1,
separate screening thresholds are proposed for residential projects (3,500 MT CO2E per
year), commercial projects (1,400 MT CO2E per year), and mixed-use projects (3,000
MT CO2E per year). Under option 2, a single numerical screening threshold of 3,000
MT CO2E per year would be used for all non-industrial projects. If the project
generates emissions in excess of the applicable screening threshold, move to Tier 4.

Tier 4

Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of applicable
performance standards for the project service population (population plus
employment). The efficiency targets were established based on the goal of AB 32
to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2020 efficiency
targets are 4.8 MT CO2E per service population for project level analyses and 6.6
MT CO2E per service population for plan level analyses. If the project generates
emissions in excess of the applicable efficiency targets, move to Tier 5.

Tier 5

Consider the implementation of CEQA mitigation (including the purchase of
GHG offsets) to reduce the project efficiency target to Tier 4 levels.

Although this analysis assesses the Facilities Master Plan development, the proposed project’s net
GHG emissions will be conservatively compared to the SCAQMD recommendation of a project-level
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efficiency threshold of 4.8 MT CO2E per service population per year. As discussed above, this
threshold is intended to be applied to the proposed project’s emissions to determine whether they would
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts of global climate change.

4.5.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
Construction Impacts
Construction of the proposed project would result in GHG emissions that would primarily be
associated with use of off-road construction equipment, on-road hauling and vendor trucks, and
worker vehicles. CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the
construction scenario described in Section 4.2, Air Quality.
As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, development of the proposed project is planned
incrementally. Phasing for development is planned in three segments, resulting in an estimated
buildout of the proposed project by 2026. Notably, the timing has not yet been determined for
the renovation of Wilshire Theatre Building 2100, Administration Building 100, Math
Building 600, Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000, Academic Computing Building 3100, Campus
Services Building 840, the Health Center, and the second phase of construction of the
Performing Arts Complex. These facilities were assumed to be constructed in Phase 3 for
purposes of the emissions calculations. Accordingly, construction emissions were modeled by
each project component in three separate phases: Phase 1 (2017–2018), Phase 2 (2019–2022),
and Phase 3 (2023–2026).
Phase 1, which would include construction of the new instructional building, construction of the
Centennial Parking Structure, construction of a new Maintenance and Operations facility, construction
of a thermal energy storage tank, expansion of the chiller plant, and renovation of Humanities Building
500, would total 370,325 GSF. The total size of buildings demolished (residences along East Chapman
Avenue and North Newell Place) would be 7,320 GSF.5 In addition, Parking Lots 3 and 4 would be
demolished. Construction of Phase 1 was assumed to commence in August 2017 and reach completion
by December 2018, for a total duration of approximately 17 months.6
5

6

Demolition quantities for 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue, and 400 North Newell Place were estimated
using approximate square footage as measured using Google Earth. Although it is likely that these buildings
would be removed, not demolished, a worst-case scenario was analyzed.
Timing estimates of the proposed project buildout were based on the preliminary project phasing schedule. Because
CalEEMod uses real dates (e.g., January 15, 2024) to calculate construction emissions, assumptions were made as
to key dates for each phase. Although all dates reflected in this Program EIR are estimates and actual dates may
differ depending on funding, weather, future campus needs, and other factors, this analysis represents a conservative
assessment of likely GHG emissions impacts.
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Table 4.5-3 presents construction emissions for the proposed project in 2017 and 2018.
Table 4.5-3
Phase 1 Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Year
2017
2018

CH4

N2O

CO2E

0.00
0.00

363.72
722.07

Metric Tons per Year
361.89
719.33

0.07
0.11

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.
See Appendix B for complete results.

As shown in Table 4.5-3, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction of Phase 1
would be approximately 364 MT CO2E in 2017 and 722 MT CO2E in 2018, for a total of 1,086
MT CO2E. Additional details regarding these calculations are provided in Appendix B.
Phase 2 of construction was assumed to commence in January 2019 and finish in December 2022,
lasting approximately 36 months. Phase 2 would include renovation of Business Building 300,
construction of a new Horticulture and Vocational Sciences Center and Lab School, construction of
the first phase of the Performing Arts Complex, construction of a new Welcome Center, and
construction of a new instructional building, which would total approximately 248,677 GSF.7
Demolished facilities include Horticulture Building 1600, Buildings 1800 through 1830, Student
Services Building 2000, Music Building 1100, and Theatre Arts Building 1300, in addition to
Parking Lots 10 and B. The total size of buildings demolished would be 146,482 GSF.
Table 4.5-4 presents Phase 2 construction emissions for the proposed project in 2019 through 2022.
Table 4.5-4
Phase 2 Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022

CH4

N2O

CO2E

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

678.66
805.28
633.36
515.61

Metric Tons per Year
675.15
801.56
630.74
513.38

0.14
0.15
0.10
0.09

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.
See Appendix B for complete results.

7

The estimated number of buildings to be constructed in each phase and the construction schedule are based on
current estimates. The actual number and schedule may change; however, these assumed estimates are
representative for purposes of assessing the potential for significant GHG emissions impacts.
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As shown in Table 4.5-4, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction of Phase 2
would be approximately 679 MT CO2E in 2019, 805 MT CO2E in 2020, 633 MT CO2E in 2021,
and 516 MT CO2E in 2022, for a total of 2,633 MT CO2E.
Phase 3 of construction is assumed to commence in January 2023 and reach completion in April
2026, a total of 40 months of construction. Phase 3 would include renovation of the Wilshire
Theatre Building 2100, Campus Services Building 840, the Health Center, Fine Arts Gallery
Building 1000, faculty lounge and offices, Administration Building 100, Math Building 600, and
Academic Computing Building 3100, and construction of the second phase of the Performing
Arts Complex, all of which would total approximately 142,266 GSF.8 Demolished facilities
would include a portion of Administration Building 100 and Berkeley Center Building 3000, and
removal of temporary buildings, which would total 33,991 GSF.
Table 4.5-5 presents Phase 3 construction emissions for the proposed project in 2023 through 2026.
Table 4.5-5
Phase 3 Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Year
2023
2024
2025
2026

CH4

N2O

CO2E

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

512.68
722.28
483.07
11.25

Metric Tons per Year
510.43
718.66
481.08
11.24

0.09
0.15
0.08
0.00

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.
See Appendix B for complete results.

As shown in Table 4.5-5, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction of Phase 3
would be approximately 513 MT CO2E in 2023, 722 MT CO2E in 2024, 483 MT CO2E in 2025,
and 11 MT CO2E in 2026, for a total of 1,729 MT CO2E.
As discussed in Section 4.5.3, Thresholds of Significance, per the SCAQMD guidance,
construction emissions should be amortized over the operational life of the project, which is
assumed to be 30 years (SCAQMD 2008). The amortized construction emissions are discussed
under Operational Impacts.

8

The estimated number of buildings to be constructed in each phase and the construction schedule are based on
current estimates. The actual number and schedule may change; however, these assumed estimates are
representative for purposes of assessing the potential for significant GHG emissions impacts.
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Operational Impacts
Operation of the proposed project would result in GHG emissions through area sources (landscape
maintenance equipment); energy use (natural gas and generation of electricity consumed by the
project); motor vehicle trips to project land uses; generation of electricity associated with wastewater
treatment and with water supply, treatment, and distribution; and solid waste disposal. Annual GHG
emissions from these sources were estimated using CalEEMod.
Emissions associated with project-generated daily traffic were modeled using weekday tripgeneration rates, which were calculated using the project traffic generation values provided in the
traffic impact analysis report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan (Appendix E). CalEEMod
default Saturday and Sunday trip-generation rates were adjusted based on weekday tripgeneration rates per land use type, because weekend trip-generation rates were not provided in
the traffic impact analysis report. CalEEMod default data for temperature, variable start
information, and emission factors were conservatively used for the model inputs. Project-related
traffic was assumed to consist of a mixture of vehicles in accordance with the model outputs for
traffic. Emission factors representing the vehicle mix and emissions for 2027 emission factors
were used to represent project buildout and the first full year of operation.
CalEEMod was used to estimate emissions from the project area sources, which include
gasoline-powered landscape maintenance equipment. Default values for indoor and outdoor
water use, and electricity and natural gas consumption (through Title 24 and non-Title 24 natural
gas energy intensities) were adjusted and are based on the historical energy use rates of existing
facilities; see Section 4.5.1, Existing Conditions, under “Existing Emissions,” for intensities.
Additionally, default values in CalEEMod were used for solid waste generation.
This analysis does not quantify the increased energy efficiency and corresponding GHG
emissions savings associated with the more stringent 2016 Title 24 standards, which results in a
conservative assessment of GHG emission savings because the 2016 Title 24 standards have
been documented to reduce energy usage (e.g., for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and
water heating) and associated GHG emissions. Instead, the project’s GHG emissions estimates
have been made conservatively to be in accordance with CalEEMod’s default assumption that
the 2013 Title 24 standards are the operative standards. This “pool” of required 2016 Title 24
GHG savings, while not quantified for the project, nonetheless will occur and represent
additional GHG reductions beyond those required by the recommended mitigation measures.
In 2027, upon buildout of the proposed project, existing development and proposed development
of academic, general administrative, auxiliary, and recreational land uses on the Fullerton
College campus would total approximately 1,174,074 GSF. A total of 4,212 parking spaces
would be provided on campus.
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The estimated operational GHG emissions from project area sources, energy consumption, motor
vehicles, solid waste, water consumption, and wastewater treatment associated with the proposed
project at full buildout in 2027 are shown in Table 4.5-6. The estimated existing operational
emissions in 2016, as shown in Table 4.5-2, were subtracted from the proposed project emissions
to present the net change in GHG emissions. Details of the emission calculations are provided in
Appendix B.
Table 4.5-6
Estimated Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Emission Source

CH4

N2O
Metric Tons per Year
0.00
0.00
2.59
0.57
0.99
0.00
15.16
0.00
0.34
0.01
0.03
0.00
19.11
0.58
17.77
0.54
1.34
0.04

Area
0.79
Energy (natural gas and electricity)
64,089.80
Mobile
25,648.96
Solid waste
256.55
Water supply and wastewater
102.63
Construction (amortized over 30 years)
180.78
Total emissions
90,279.51
Existing emissions
82,440.65
Net increase (project buildout
7,838.86
minus existing campus)
Net operational GHG emissions per increase in service populationa
SCAQMD efficiency threshold (project-level Year 2027)
Exceeds thresholds?

CO2E
0.84
64,324.74
25,673.69
635.60
113.69
181.60
90,930.16
83,045.22
7,884.94
2.5 MT CO2E/SP/Year
4.8 MT CO2E/SP/Year
No

Notes: MT = metric tons; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrogen dioxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent; SP = service population.
See Appendix B for complete results.
a
Typical service population is the sum of residents plus employees expected for a development project. However, for this project, the
service population is the incremental increase in students (27,701 – 24,512 Existing = 3,189 Increase).

Table 4.5-6 indicates that the net GHG emissions associated with buildout of the proposed
project would be below SCAQMD’s project-level efficiency threshold of 4.8 MT CO2E per
service population per year, based on Year 2020 targets. This would represent a less than
significant GHG impact.
Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?
The City adopted its CAP in February 2012, which is a long-range plan to reduce GHG
emissions from municipal operations and community activities within the City, and would also
help the City adapt to effects of climate change. The City is committed to reducing its GHG
emissions by 15% below 2009 levels by 2020, consistent with AB 32 and state 2020 GHG
emission reduction goals. To reduce City-wide GHG emissions, the CAP identifies a series of
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climate action strategies that guide the City in four focus areas (transportation and mobile
strategy, energy and conservation strategy, water use and efficiency strategy, and solid waste and
recycling strategy) (City of Fullerton 2012a). However, most of the measures outlined in the
CAP would not be directly applicable to the proposed project and are intended for the City to
implement. Measures applicable to the proposed project include compliance with green building
standards identified in Title 24, installation of energy-efficient lighting and equipment, and
diversion of construction and demolition debris. For solid waste, the proposed project would
comply with the 75% waste diversion requirement consistent with AB 341. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with the City’s CAP.
Regarding consistency with EO B-30-15 (goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40% below 1990
levels by 2030) and EO S-3-05 (goal of reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by
2050), there are no established protocols or thresholds of significance for that future year
analysis. However, CARB determined that compliance with the current Scoping Plan puts the
state on a trajectory of meeting these long-term GHG goals, although the specific path to
compliance is unknown. Because the specific path to compliance for the state relating to the
long-term goals will likely require development of technology or other changes that are not
currently known or available, specific additional mitigation measures cannot be identified at this
time on an individual project level.
As discussed in Section 4.5.2, Regulatory Setting, the Scoping Plan approved by CARB in 2008
and updated in 2014 and 2017 provides a framework for actions to reduce California’s GHG
emissions and requires CARB and other state agencies to adopt regulations and other initiatives
to reduce GHGs. The Scoping Plan is not directly applicable to specific projects, nor is it
intended to be used for project-level evaluations.9 Under the Scoping Plan, however, there are
several state regulatory measures aimed at the identification and reduction of GHG emissions.
CARB and other state agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping
Plan. Most of these measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usage, high-GWP
GHGs in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (i.e., hybrid, electric, and more
fuel-efficient vehicles) and associated fuels (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard), among others.
The Scoping Plan recommends strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the
goals of AB 32 and establishes an overall framework for the measures that will be adopted to
reduce California’s GHG emissions. Table 4.5-7 highlights measures that have been, or will be,
developed under the Scoping Plan and depicts the project’s consistency with Scoping Plan
measures. To the extent that these regulations are applicable to the project, its inhabitants, or
9

The Final Statement of Reasons for the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines reiterates the statement in the
Initial Statement of Reasons that “[t]he Scoping Plan may not be appropriate for use in determining the
significance of individual projects because it is conceptual at this stage and relies on the future development of
regulations to implement the strategies identified in the Scoping Plan” (CNRA 2009a).
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uses, the project would comply with all regulations adopted in furtherance of the Scoping Plan to
the extent required by law.
Table 4.5-7
Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies
Scoping Plan Measure
Advanced Clean Cars

Low Carbon Fuel Standard
Regional Transportation-Related
GHG Targets

Vehicle Efficiency Measures
1. Tire Pressure
2. Fuel Efficiency Tire Program
3. Low-Friction Oil
4. Solar-Reflective Automotive Paint and
Window Glazing

Ship Electrification at Ports (Shore Power)
Goods Movement Efficiency Measures
1. Port Drayage Trucks
2. Transport Refrigeration Units Cold
Storage Prohibition
3. Cargo Handling Equipment, AntiIdling, Hybrid, Electrification
4. Goods Movement Systemwide
Efficiency Improvements
5. Commercial Harbor Craft
Maintenance and Design Efficiency
6. Clean Ships
7. Vessel Speed Reduction
Heavy-Duty Vehicle GHG Emission
Reduction
1. Tractor-Trailer GHG Regulation
2. Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas
Standards for New Vehicle and
Engines (Phase I)

Measure
Number
Project Consistency
Transportation Sector
Fullerton College students and employees would purchase vehicles
T-1
in compliance with CARB vehicle standards that are in effect at the
time of vehicle purchase.
Motor vehicles driven by Fullerton College students and employees
T-2
would use compliant fuels.
As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, according to the SCAG
T-3
Growth Forecast (an appendix to the 2016 RTP/SCS), student and
employee growth would be minimal in comparison to the anticipated
increase of the SCAG Growth Forecast. Therefore, the proposed
project would not increase population to a level that is above what is
assumed in local and regional land use plans or in projections made
by regional planning authorities. Therefore, the project would not
conflict with the 2016 RTP/SCS GHG targets.
Motor vehicles driven by Fullerton College students and employees
T-4
would maintain proper tire pressure when the vehicles are serviced.
Fullerton College students and employees would replace tires in
compliance with CARB vehicle standards that are in effect at the
time of vehicle purchase. Motor vehicles driven by Fullerton College
students and employees would use low-friction oils when their
vehicles are serviced. Fullerton College students and employees
would purchase vehicles in compliance with CARB vehicle standards
that are in effect at the time of vehicle purchase.
T-5
Not applicable.
T-6
Not applicable.

T-7

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

Not applicable.

9422.0001
4.5-36

4.5 – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Table 4.5-7
Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies
Scoping Plan Measure
Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle
Hybridization Voucher Incentive Project
High-Speed Rail
Energy Efficiency Measures (Electricity)

Energy Efficiency (Natural Gas)

Solar Water Heating (California Solar
Initiative Thermal Program)
Combined Heat and Power
Renewables Portfolio Standard (33% by
2020)

Measure
Number
T-8

Project Consistency
Not applicable.

T-9
Not applicable.
Electricity and Natural Gas Sector
The project will comply with energy-efficiency standards for electrical
E-1
appliances and other devices in Title 24, Part 6, of the California
Code of Regulations in effect at the time of building construction.
The project will comply with energy-efficiency standards for natural
CR-1
gas appliances and other devices in Title 24, Part 6, of the California
Code of Regulations in effect at the time of building construction.
CR-2
Applicable for residential projects only.
E-2
E-3

SB 1 Million Solar Roofs
(California Solar Initiative, New Solar
Home Partnership, Public Utility Programs)
and Earlier Solar Programs

E-4

Water Use Efficiency

W-1

Water Recycling
Water System Energy Efficiency

W-2
W-3

Reuse Urban Runoff

W-4

Renewable Energy Production

W-5
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Applicable to Combined Heat and Power system owners only.
The electricity used by the proposed project will benefit from reduced
GHG emissions resulting from increased use of renewable energy
sources.
The proposed project would involve the construction of a
photovoltaic carport.

Water Sector
Fullerton College is planning to install an automatic weather-sensing
irrigation control system that would further reduce and manage water
consumption on the campus.
Recycled water is not available to the site.
This is applicable for the transmission and treatment of water, but it
is not applicable for the project.
Stormwater flow from the main Fullerton College campus is generally
to the south, with multiple storm drain inlets discharging to the storm
drain along East Chapman Avenue. A portion of the School of
Continuing Education Wilshire Center Campus drains to the storm
drain along Wilshire Avenue. Based on storm drain maps provided
by Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD 2000), a municipal
storm drain line runs through the middle of the campus and along
East Chapman Avenue. The municipal storm drain then conveys
flows to the south for discharge into the Fullerton Creek Channel,
which consists of a reinforced-concrete rectangular channel
maintained by OCFCD. The Fullerton Creek Channel runs in a
generally westerly direction until it discharges to Coyote Creek.
Coyote Creek and the San Gabriel River are operated and
maintained by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.
Applicable for wastewater treatment systems. Not applicable for the
project.
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Table 4.5-7
Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies
Scoping Plan Measure
1. State Green Building Initiative: Leading
the Way with State Buildings (Greening
New and Existing State Buildings)
2. Green Building Standards Code
(Greening New Public Schools,
Residential and Commercial Buildings)
3. Beyond Code: Voluntary Programs
at the Local Level (Greening New
Public Schools, Residential and
Commercial Buildings)
4. Greening Existing Buildings
(Greening Existing Homes and
Commercial Buildings)
Energy Efficiency and Co-Benefits
Audits for Large Industrial Sources
Oil and Gas Extraction GHG
Emission Reduction
GHG Emissions Reduction from Natural
Gas Transmission and Distribution
Refinery Flare Recovery Process
Improvements
Work with the Local Air Districts to
Evaluate Amendments to Their
Existing Leak Detection and Repair
Rules for Industrial Facilities to Include
Methane Leaks
Landfill Methane Control Measure
Increasing the Efficiency of Landfill
Methane Capture
Mandatory Commercial Recycling

Increase Production and Markets for
Compost and Other Organics
Anaerobic/Aerobic Digestion
Extended Producer Responsibility
Environmentally Preferable Purchasing

Measure
Number

Project Consistency
Green Buildings
The project will be required to be constructed in compliance
GB-1
with state green building standards in effect at the time of
building construction.
The project’s buildings would meet green building standards in
GB-1
effect at the time of design and construction.
GB-1

The project will be required to be constructed in compliance with
green building standards in effect at the time of building construction.

GB-1

Applicable for existing residential and commercial buildings only. Not
applicable for the proposed project.

I-1

Industry Sector
Not applicable.

I-2

Not applicable.

I-3

Not applicable.

I-4

Not applicable.

I-5

This is not applicable based on anticipated industrial uses.

Recycling and Waste Management Sector
RW-1
Not applicable.
RW-2
Not applicable.

RW-3

During both construction and operation of the project, the project
would comply with all state regulations related to solid waste
generation, storage, and disposal, including the California Integrated
Waste Management Act, as amended. During construction, all
wastes would be recycled to the maximum extent possible.
Not applicable.

RW-3
RW-3
RW-3

Not applicable.
Not applicable (applicable to product designer and producers).
Not applicable (applicable to product designer and producers).

RW-3
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Table 4.5-7
Project Consistency with Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction Strategies
Scoping Plan Measure
Sustainable Forest Target
Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems:
Reduction of Refrigerant Emissions from
Non-Professional Servicing
SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and NonSemiconductor Applications
Reduction of Perfluorocarbons in
Semiconductor Manufacturing
Limit High GWP Use in
Consumer Products
Air Conditioning Refrigerant Leak Test
During Vehicle Smog Check
Stationary Equipment Refrigerant
Management Program – Refrigerant
Tracking/Reporting/Repair Program
Stationary Equipment Refrigerant
Management Program – Specifications for
Commercial and Industrial Refrigeration
SF6 Leak Reduction Gas
Insulated Switchgear
Methane Capture at Large Dairies

Measure
Number

Project Consistency
Forests Sector
F-1
Not applicable.
High GWP Gases Sector
Fullerton College students and employees would be prohibited from
H-1
performing air-conditioning repairs and would be required to use
professional servicing.
H-2
Not applicable.
H-3

Not applicable.

H-4

H-6

Fullerton College students and employees would use consumer
products that would comply with the regulations in effect at the
time of manufacture.
Motor vehicles driven by Fullerton College students and employees
would comply with leak test requirements during smog checks.
Not applicable.

H-6

Not applicable.

H-6

Not applicable.

H-5

A-1

Agriculture Sector
Not applicable.

Source: CARB 2014.
Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; CARB = California Air Resources Board; SCAG = Southern California Association of Governments; OCFCD =
Orange County Flood Control District; GWP = global warming potential; SF6 = sulfur hexafluoride.

Based on the analysis in Table 4.5-7, the proposed project would be consistent with the
applicable strategies and measures in the Scoping Plan.
The proposed project would not impede the attainment of the GHG reduction goals for 2030 or
2050 identified in EO S-3-05 and SB 32. As discussed in Section 4.5.2, Regulatory Setting, EO
S-3-05 establishes the following goals: GHG emissions should be reduced to 2000 levels by
2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. SB 32 establishes a
statewide GHG emissions reduction target whereby CARB, in adopting rules and regulations to
achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions,
shall ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to at least 40% below 1990 levels by
December 31, 2030. Although there are no established protocols or thresholds of significance for
that future year analysis, CARB forecasts that compliance with the current Scoping Plan puts the
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state on a trajectory of meeting these long-term GHG goals, although the specific path to
compliance is unknown (CARB 2014).
To begin, CARB has expressed optimism with regard to both the 2030 and 2050 goals. It states
in the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (First Update) that “California is on
track to meet the near-term 2020 GHG emissions limit and is well positioned to maintain and
continue reductions beyond 2020 as required by AB 32” (CARB 2014). With regard to the 2050
target for reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels, the First Update (CARB 2014)
states the following:
This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes
the expected benefits of existing policy goals (such as 12,000 megawatts of
renewable distributed generation by 2020, net zero energy homes after 2020,
existing building retrofits under AB 758, and others) it could reduce emissions by
2030 to levels squarely in line with those needed in the developed world and to
stay on track to reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional
measures, including locally driven measures and those necessary to meet federal
air quality standards in 2032, could lead to even greater emission reductions.
In other words, CARB believes that the state is on a trajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG
reduction targets set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and EO S-3-05. This is confirmed in the Second
Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (CARB 2017b):
The Proposed Plan builds upon the successful framework established by the Initial
Scoping Plan and First Update, while also identifying new, technologically feasibility
and cost-effective strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets
in a way that promotes and rewards innovation, continues to foster economic growth,
and delivers improvements to the environment and public health, including in
disadvantaged communities. The Proposed Plan is developed to be consistent with
requirements set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and AB 197.
The proposed project would not interfere with implementation of any of the above-described
GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050 because the proposed project would not exceed the
SCAQMD’s recommended draft interim threshold of 4.8 MT CO2E per service population per
year (SCAQMD 2008). As discussed in Section 5.4.3, Thresholds of Significance, this efficiency
threshold was established based on the goal of AB 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. Because the proposed project would not exceed the threshold, this analysis
provides support for the conclusion that the project would not impede the state’s trajectory
toward the above-described statewide GHG reduction goals for 2030 or 2050.
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In addition, as discussed previously, the proposed project is consistent with the GHG emission
reduction measures in the Scoping Plan and would not conflict with the state’s trajectory toward
future GHG reductions. In addition, since the specific path to compliance for the state in regard
to the long-term goals will likely require development of technology or other changes that are
not currently known or available, specific additional mitigation measures for the project would
be speculative and cannot be identified at this time. The proposed project’s consistency with the
Scoping Plan would assist in achieving the City’s contribution to GHG emission reduction
targets in California. With respect to future GHG targets under SB 32 and EO S-3-05, CARB has
also made clear its legal interpretation that it has the requisite authority to adopt whatever
regulations are necessary, beyond the AB 32 horizon year of 2020, to meet SB 32’s 40%
reduction target by 2030 and EO S-3-05’s 80% reduction target by 2050; this legal interpretation
by an expert agency provides evidence that future regulations will be adopted to enable the state
to continue on its trajectory toward meeting these future GHG targets. Based on the above
considerations, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and no mitigation is
required. This impact would be less than significant.

4.5.5

Mitigation Measures

Because impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

4.5.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Because mitigation is not necessary, residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.5.7

Cumulative Impacts

Despite the conclusion that project GHG emissions impacts would be less than significant, the
proposed project’s contribution to global GHG emissions and the resultant effect on global climate
change should be evaluated on a cumulative basis, as stated previously. Under CEQA, a project
would have a significant cumulative impact caused by the combined impact of past, present, and
probable future projects if its incremental impact represents a “cumulatively considerable”
contribution to such cumulative impacts (14 CCR 15064(h)). The proposed project would generate
GHG emissions that contribute to potential cumulative impacts of GHG emissions on climate
change. In light of the previous conclusions regarding the proposed project’s meeting SCAQMD’s
recommended draft interim threshold of 4.8 MT CO2E per service population per year, cumulative
impacts in terms of climate change would be less than significant.
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4.5.8
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4.6

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This section describes the existing conditions in the vicinity of the Fullerton College campus
with regard to any hazardous materials or previous contamination in the vicinity, identifies
associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts associated with the
implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (project), and identifies mitigation
measures related to the implementation of the proposed project.

4.6.1

Existing Conditions

This section describes the environmental conditions within the proposed project site as they
relate to the potential presence of hazardous materials (storage, use, transport, and/or release) and
emergency response.
4.6.1.1

Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Materials Definition
The term “hazardous materials” refers to hazardous substances and hazardous waste. Under
federal and state laws, any substance, including waste, may be considered hazardous if it is
specifically listed by statute as such or if it is toxic (causes adverse human health effects),
ignitable (has the ability to burn), corrosive (causes severe burns or damage to materials), or
reactive (causes explosions or generates toxic gases). The term “hazardous material” is defined
as any material that, because of quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics,
poses a significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment
if released into the workplace or the environment (California Health and Safety Code, Chapter
6.95, Section 25501(n)(1)). Hazardous wastes are hazardous substances that no longer have a
practical use, such as material that has been abandoned, discarded, spilled, or contaminated, or is
being stored prior to proper disposal.
In some cases, past industrial or commercial activities on a site may have resulted in spills or
leaks of hazardous materials to the ground, resulting in soil and/or groundwater contamination.
Hazardous materials may also be present in building materials and released during building
demolition activities. If improperly handled, hazardous materials and wastes can cause public
health hazards when released to the soil, groundwater, or air. The four basic exposure pathways
through which an individual can be exposed to a chemical agent include inhalation, ingestion,
bodily contact, and injection. Exposure can come as a result of an accidental release during
transportation, storage, or handling of hazardous materials. Disturbance of subsurface soil during
construction can also lead to exposure of workers or the public from stockpiling, handling, or
transportation of soils contaminated by hazardous materials from previous spills or leaks.
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Regulatory Database Review
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires review of Section 65962.5 of the
California Government Code, also known as the “Cortese List,” to identify whether the project
crosses or is in close proximity to a site known to have had a hazardous materials release or to
represent a threat to human health and the environment. Because this statute was enacted more
than 20 years ago, some of the provisions refer to agency activities that were conducted many
years ago and are no longer being implemented and, in some cases, the information to be
included in the Cortese List does not exist. Government Code Section 65962.5 makes reference
to the preparation of a “list,” but many changes have occurred related to web-based information
access since 1992, and this information is now largely available on the Internet sites of the
responsible organizations. The following sources, databases, and lists comprise the Cortese List:


Hazardous waste and substance sites from the Department of Toxic Substances
Control’s (DTSC) “EnviroStor” database. The EnviroStor database is an online search
and GIS tool for identifying sites that have known contamination or sites for which there
may be reasons to investigate further. The EnviroStor database includes the following site
types: Federal Superfund sites (National Priorities List); State Response, including
Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites. As
discussed below, this list was reviewed for cleanup sites within 0.5 miles of the campus.



List of leaking underground storage tank (UST) sites from the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) “GeoTracker” database. GeoTracker is the
SWRCB’s online search and GIS tool for sites that impact groundwater or have the
potential to impact groundwater. GeoTracker contains sites that require groundwater
cleanup (Leaking USTs, Department of Defense, and Site Cleanup Program), as well as
permitted facilities that could impact groundwater (Irrigated Lands, Oil and Gas
Production, Operating USTs, and Land Disposal sites.) As discussed below, this list was
reviewed for cleanup sites within 0.5 mile of the campus.



List of solid waste disposal sites identified by SWRCB with waste constituents
higher than hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit. Review of
this list revealed one site within the City of Fullerton (City). The Site is the “McColl
sludge disposal site,” but it is not in close proximity to Fullerton College (i.e.,
approximately 4 miles to the northwest) (CalEPA 2017).



List of active cease-and-desist orders and cleanup and abatement orders from
SWRCB. Review of this list revealed no sites within the City (CalEPA 2017).



List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section
25187.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, as identified by DTSC. This list
only includes two sites in California, neither of which is near the proposed project site
(CalEPA 2017).
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The GeoTracker database and the DTSC EnviroStor database were reviewed to determine the
location, type, and cleanup status of sites within 0.5 miles of the campus (DTSC 2017; SWRCB
2017). EnviroStor and GeoTracker are state databases that track the status and compliance
activities of sites undergoing cleanup or remediation under the jurisdiction of the DTSC and
SWRCB, respectively. The SWRCB generally oversees site assessment and cleanup activities for
land uses and activities with potential for adverse effects on the state’s water quality and
drinking water supplies (including groundwater), whereas the DTSC oversees cleanup cases that
have resulted in soil contamination that may pose a threat to human health or the environment.
These databases are presented as geographic map viewers, and the location of cleanup sites are
stored in a point database that can be queried using GIS.
Based on this review, 13 sites are identified in the GeoTracker database as leaking underground
storage tank (LUST) sites, all of which have received case closure from the SWRCB (SWRCB
2017). Case closure means that the SWRCB has determined that the site no longer poses a
significant threat to the environment (i.e., through a determination the contaminants of concern
have been adequately contained and pose little risk of migration) or that the site has been
adequately remediated. The closest site is a record for Fullerton College, which indicates a prior
release of petroleum (spillage from overfilling), discovered during UST closure in 1993
(Hydrologue Inc. 2003). A cleanup action addressed the issue, and a no further action letter was
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in 2004 (SWRCB 2017).
In addition, Fullerton High School is listed in the EnviroStor database as a school program site. A
proposed school expansion project prompted an environmental investigation to examine potential
concerns associated with four USTs, a boiler room, numerous pad-mounted transformers, and
potential lead- or asbestos-containing materials (DTSC 2017). Environmental investigation
included a records search, site reconnaissance, and soil and soil gas samples for metals, PCBs,
VOCs, and total petroleum hydrocarbons (Hydrologue Inc. 2003). Based on these investigations,
the DTSC’s no further action letter indicates that “no actual or potential release of hazardous
material nor the presence of naturally occurring hazardous material which would pose a threat to
human health or the environment under any land use was indicated at the site” (DTSC 2004).
According to environmental records searches (Hydrologue Inc. 2003), Fullerton College has five
underground storage tanks:


2,000-gallon single-walled unlined carbon steel tank (waste oil) installed in 1958



1,000-gallon single-walled carbon steel tank (waste oil) installed in 1961



8,500-gallon unlined carbon steel tank (waste oil) installed in 1964



10,000-gallon single-walled unlined carbon steel tank (waste oil) installed in 1975



10,000-gallon unlined carbon steel tank (waste oil) installed in 1975
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The Fullerton Fire Department and the Orange County Department of Environmental Health
were contacted to obtain records pertaining to the Fullerton College campus, including hazardous
materials inventories and the hazardous materials business plan. According to the documents
received, the USTs were associated with a boiler plant and have been removed or abandoned in
place (Fullerton Fire Department n.d.).
4.6.1.2

Emergency Action Plans

North Orange County Community College District Emergency Procedures
The North Orange County Community College District’s (District) Emergency Procedures
include procedures for an active shooter incident, earthquake, fire, flood, gas leak, hazardous
spill, power failure, and medical emergencies (District 2016).
City of Fullerton Emergency Operations Plan
The City adopted its Emergency Operations Plan in March 2004. The Emergency Operations
Plan is intended to provide guidance for the City’s planned response to an extraordinary
emergency and defense operations. The Emergency Operations Plan concentrates on the
management, and concepts and response procedures relative to large-scale disasters. Such
disasters pose major threats to life, the environment, and property and can impact the wellbeing
of large numbers of people (City of Fullerton 2012a).
The Emergency Operations Plan addresses the City’s planned response to all natural and
technological emergencies, including both peacetime and wartime nuclear defense operations. It
provides an overview of operational concepts, identifies components of the City Emergency
Management Organization, and describes the overall responsibilities of federal, state, regional,
operational area, and City entities (City of Fullerton 2012a).
The City adopted the Standardized Emergency Management System concept (Senate Bill 1841)
in November 1995 (City of Fullerton 2012a). The Standardized Emergency Management System
incorporates the use of the following:


The Incident Command System



Multi-Agency/Inter-Agency Coordination System



Mutual Aid



Operational Area Concept



Operational Area Satellite Information System
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County of Orange Emergency Operations Plan
The County of Orange (County) Emergency Operations Plan identifies the County’s emergency
planning, organization, response policies, and procedures. The plan also addresses integration
and coordination with other governmental levels when required. The plan addresses how the
County will respond to extraordinary events or disasters, from the preparedness phase through
recovery. The responsibilities of each department are identified in matrices that are based on
each identified hazard threat. Each element of the emergency management organization is
responsible for assuring the preparation and maintenance of appropriate and current standard
operations procedures, emergency operating procedures, resource lists, and checklists. These
documents provide detailed information on how assigned responsibilities are performed to
support the Emergency Operations Plan implementation and ensure successful response during
disaster situations (County of Orange 2014).

4.6.2

Regulatory Setting

Federal
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601–9675), commonly known as “Superfund,” was enacted by Congress on
December 11, 1980. This law provided broad federal authority to respond directly to releases or
threatened releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment.
CERCLA established requirements concerning closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites,
provided for liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these sites, and
established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party could be identified.
Through CERCLA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was given power to seek
out those parties responsible for any release and assure their cooperation in the cleanup. EPA
cleans up orphan sites when potentially responsible parties cannot be identified or located, or
when they fail to act. Through various enforcement tools, EPA obtains private party cleanup
through orders, consent decrees, and other small party settlements. EPA is authorized to
implement the Act in all 50 states and U.S. territories. Superfund site identification, monitoring,
and response activities in states are coordinated through the state environmental protection or
waste management agencies.
Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act
Authorized by Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), the
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) was enacted by Congress as
the national legislation on community safety. This law is designed to help local communities
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protect public health, safety, and the environment from chemical hazards. To implement
EPCRA, Congress requires each state to appoint a State Emergency Response Commission
(SERC). The SERCs are required to divide their states into Emergency Planning Districts and to
name a Local Emergency Planning Committee for each district. Broad representation by fire
fighters, health officials, government and media representatives, community groups, industrial
facilities, and emergency managers ensures that all necessary elements of the planning process
are represented.
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates hazardous materials transportation under Title
49 of the United States Code. State agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing federal
and state regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies are the
California Highway Patrol and the California Department of Transportation. These agencies also
govern permitting for hazardous materials transportation. Title 49 of the Code of Federal
Regulations reflects laws passed by Congress as of January 2, 2006.
Occupational and Safety Health Act
Congress passed the Occupational and Safety Health Act to ensure worker and workplace safety.
Its goal was to make sure employers provide their workers a place of employment free from
recognized hazards to safety and health, such as exposure to toxic chemicals, excessive noise
levels, mechanical dangers, heat or cold stress, or unsanitary conditions. In order to establish
standards for workplace health and safety, the Occupational and Safety Health Act also created
the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health as the research institution for the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). OSHA is a division of the U.S.
Department of Labor that oversees the administration of the Occupational and Safety Health Act
and enforces standards in all 50 states.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gives EPA the authority to control
hazardous waste from “cradle-to-grave.” This includes the generation, transportation, treatment,
storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management
of non-hazardous solid wastes. The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled the EPA to address
environmental problems that could result from underground tanks storing petroleum and other
hazardous substances. The Federal Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments are the 1984
amendments to RCRA that focused on waste minimization and phasing out land disposal of
hazardous waste, as well as corrective action for releases. Some of the other mandates of this law
include increased enforcement authority for EPA, more stringent hazardous waste management
standards, and a comprehensive UST program.
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State
Cortese List/Government Code 65962.5
California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires that information regarding environmental
impacts of hazardous substances and wastes be maintained and provided at least annually to the
Secretary for Environmental Protection. Commonly referred to as the Cortese list, this
information must include the following: sites impacted by hazardous wastes; public drinking
water wells that contain detectable levels of contamination; USTs with unauthorized releases;
solid waste disposal facilities from which there is migration of hazardous wastes; and all cease
and desist and cleanup and abatement orders. This information is maintained by various agencies
including the DTSC, the State Department of Health Services, the SWRCB, and the local
(typically, county) Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Each of the agencies has their
own databases/records; thus, the Cortese list is not just a single list.
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration
The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) is the primary
agency responsible for worker safety in the handling and use of chemicals in the workplace.
Cal/OSHA standards are generally more stringent than federal regulations. The employer is
required to monitor worker exposure to listed hazardous substances and notify workers of
exposure (8 CCR 330 et seq.). The regulations specify requirements for employee training,
availability of safety equipment, accident prevention programs, and hazardous substance
exposure warnings.
California Hazardous Waste Control Act
The Department of Toxic Substances Control is responsible for the enforcement of the
Hazardous Waste Control Act (California Health and Safety Code, Section 25100 et seq.), which
creates the framework under which hazardous wastes are managed in California. The law
provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program that administers and
implements the provisions of the federal RCRA cradle-to-grave waste management system in
California. It also provides for the designation of California-only hazardous waste and
development of standards that are equal to or, in some cases, more stringent than federal
requirements. The Hazardous Waste Control Act lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300
common materials that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for identifying, packaging, and
labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; establishes permit requirements for
treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies some wastes that cannot be
disposed of in landfills.
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Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program
The Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program was
created in 1993 by Senate Bill 1082 to consolidate, coordinate, and make consistent the
administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement activities of environmental
and emergency management programs. The Program is implemented at the local government
level by CUPAs. The Program consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the following
hazardous materials and hazardous waste programs (Program Elements):


Hazardous Waste Generation (including on-site treatment under Tiered Permitting)



Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tanks (only the Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC))



USTs



Hazardous Material Release Response Plans and Inventories



California Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP)



Uniform Fire Code Hazardous Material Management Plans and Inventories

The CUPA with jurisdiction over the City is the Orange County Health Care Agency
Environmental Health Division (EHD). The EHD was designated as the CUPA for the County of
Orange on January 1, 1997.
California Accidental Release Prevention Program
Similar to the EPA Risk Management Program, the CalARP Program (19 CCR 2735.1 et seq.)
regulates facilities that use or store regulated substances, such as toxic or flammable chemicals,
in quantities that exceed established thresholds. The overall purpose of CalARP is to prevent
accidental releases of regulated substances and reduce the severity of releases that may occur.
The CalARP Program meets the requirements of the EPA Risk Management Program, which
was established pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments.
The Accidental Release Prevention Law is implemented by the CUPA and requires that any
business where the maximum quantity of a regulated substance exceeds the specified threshold
quantity register with the County as a manager of regulated substances and prepare a Risk
Management Plan. A Risk Management Plan must contain an off-site consequence analysis, a
5-year accident history, an accident prevention program, an emergency response program, and a
certification of the truth and accuracy of the submitted information. Businesses submit their
plans to the CUPA, which makes the plans available to emergency response personnel.
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California Health and Safety Code
In California, the handling and storage of hazardous materials is regulated by Division 20, Chapter
6.95, of the California Health and Safety Code (Section 25500 et seq.). Under Sections 25500–
25543.3, facilities handling hazardous materials are required to prepare a hazardous materials
business plan. Hazardous materials business plans contain basic information about the location, type,
quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials stored, used, or disposed of in the state.
Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code establishes minimum statewide standards
for hazardous materials business plans (California Health and Safety Code, Section 25503.5).
Each business shall prepare a hazardous materials business plan if that business uses, handles, or
stores a hazardous material (including hazardous waste) or an extremely hazardous material in
quantities greater than or equal to the following:


500 pounds of a solid substance



55 gallons of a liquid



200 cubic feet of compressed gas



A hazardous compressed gas in any amount (highly toxic with a threshold limit value of
10 parts per million or less)



Extremely hazardous substances in threshold planning quantities

In addition, in the event that a facility stores quantities of specific acutely hazardous materials
above the thresholds set forth by California code, facilities are also required to prepare an EPA
Risk Management Program plan and CalARP Program plan. The EPA Risk Management
Program plan and CalARP Program plan provide information about the potential impact zone of
a worst-case release and require plans and programs designed to minimize the probability of a
release and mitigate potential impacts.
California Emergency Services Act
Under the Emergency Services Act (California Government Code, Section 8550 et seq.), the
State of California developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services
provided by federal, state, and local agencies. Rapid response to incidents involving hazardous
materials or hazardous waste is an integral part of the plan, which is administered by the
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services. The Office of Emergency Services coordinates the
responses of other agencies, including the California Environmental Protection Agency
(CalEPA), California Highway Patrol, RWQCB, air quality management districts, and county
disaster response offices.
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Local
As a state-funded entity, the District, and specifically Fullerton College, is not subject to local
government planning documents or policies, so this analysis uses relevant policies from the local
jurisdiction as guidance only. The District, however, is subject to regulation by the local Unified
Program Agency described below.
Certified Unified Program Agency
A CUPA is a local agency that has been certified by CalEPA to implement the local Unified
Program. The CUPA can be a county, city, or joint powers authority. A participating agency is a
local agency that has been designated by the local CUPA to administer one or more Unified
Programs within their jurisdiction on behalf of the CUPA. A designated agency is a local agency
that has not been certified by CalEPA to become a CUPA but is the responsible local agency that
would implement the six Unified Programs until they are certified.
The Orange County Environmental Health Division (OC Environmental Health) is the
designated CUPA for the City. OC Environmental Health was designated the CUPA for the
County by the State Secretary for Environmental Protection on January 1, 1997. The CUPA is
the local administrative agency that coordinates the regulation of hazardous materials and
hazardous wastes in the County for six programs: Hazardous Waste, USTs, Aboveground
Petroleum Storage Tank, Hazardous Materials Disclosure, Business Emergency Plan, and
CalARP. County and City Fire Agencies within the County have joined in partnership with the
CUPA as Participating Agencies. In the City, OC Environmental Health administers the
Hazardous Waste and Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Programs, while the City Fire
Department administers the UST, Hazardous Materials Disclosure, Business Emergency Plan,
and CalARP Programs (City of Fullerton 2012a).
The Fullerton Plan
The following policies from The Fullerton Plan (the City’s general plan) are related to hazardous
materials and emergency response:


P13.2 Adequate Resources for Emergencies: Support policies and programs that
ensure adequate resources are available in all areas of the City to respond to health, fire
and police emergencies (City of Fullerton 2012b).



P13.3 Disaster Hazard Reduction: Support policies, projects, programs and regulations
that reduce structural and nonstructural hazards to life safety, minimize property damage
and resulting social, cultural and economic dislocations resulting from future disasters
(City of Fullerton 2012b).
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P13.4 Disaster Risk Reduction: Support programs that promote greater public
awareness of disaster risks, personal and business risk reduction, and personal and
neighborhood emergency response (City of Fullerton 2012b).



P13.5 Community Emergency Preparedness: Support policies, programs and
regulations that ensure the City, its residents, businesses, and services are prepared for
effective response and recovery in the event of emergencies or disasters, including the
provision of information about the current nature and extent of local safety hazards and
emergency plans, including evacuation plans and procedures to accommodate special
needs populations (information should be provided in multiple languages to maximize
understanding by community members) (City of Fullerton 2012b).



P23.2 Hazardous Waste: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
promote safe handling and disposal by households, businesses, and City operations of
solid waste which has specific disposal requirements (City of Fullerton 2012c).

Fullerton Municipal Code
Pursuant to Municipal Code Section 5.25.010 (Hazardous Materials Cleanup), the Fullerton Fire
Department Fire Chief is authorized to clean up or abate the effects of any hazardous substance
or waste unlawfully released, discharged, or deposited upon or into any property or facilities
within the City. In the event that any person undertakes to clean up or abate the effects of any
hazardous substance or waste unlawfully released, discharged, or deposited upon or into any
property or facilities within the City, the Fire Chief may take such action as is necessary to
supervise or verify the adequacy of the cleanup or abatement.

4.6.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact related to hazards and hazardous material would occur if
the project would:
1. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
2. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.
3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
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4. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment.
5. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.
6. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area.
7. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.
8. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including, where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands.
Thresholds of significance numbers 5, 6, and 8 were eliminated from further consideration in the
Initial Study. The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and
is outside the planning area for Fullerton Municipal Airport or any other airport land use plan.
Additionally, the project site is in an urbanized area with no adjacent wildlands, so the risk of
wildland fires is very low. For these reasons, the impacts of the project with respect to private
airstrips or wildland fires were determined to be nonexistent or less than significant.

4.6.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
The District Environmental Health and Safety Department manages issues regarding health and
safety and is responsible for coordinating safety trainings for employees, participating in campus
safety meetings, conducting site inspections, developing procedures to minimize toxic chemical
exposure, and working with government agencies such as OSHA (District 2016). The
Environmental Health and Safety Department is responsible for ensuring that the transportation,
use, and disposal of hazardous materials is conducted safely throughout all District campuses.
Hazardous materials would be used during maintenance and construction processes, potentially
including fuels, lubricating fluids, solvents, and cleaning products. If these materials were
released, they could prove to be hazardous; therefore, the Environmental Health and Safety
Department would be responsible for implementing programs to prevent any risks involved with
handling hazardous materials.
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Construction Impacts
A variety of hazardous materials, including fuels for equipment and vehicles, new and used
motor oils, cleaning solvents, and paints, would be used during construction and renovation
activities. Improper handling and/or use of these materials during construction would represent
a potential threat to the public and the environment. Accident prevention and containment are
the responsibility of the construction contractors, and provisions to properly manage hazardous
substances and wastes are included in construction specifications. All contractors are required
to comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials and hazardous
waste management and disposal. Examples of hazardous materials management include
preventing the disposal or release of hazardous materials onto the ground or into groundwater
or surface water during construction and providing completely enclosed containment for all
refuse generated in the planning area. In addition, all construction waste, including trash, litter,
garbage, solid waste, petroleum products, and any other potentially hazardous materials would
be removed and transported to a permitted waste facility for treatment, storage, and/or
disposal. As a result, proper use and disposal of these materials would not pose a significant
risk to the public and the environment.
Due to the age of buildings on the property, construction activities could result in exposure of
workers and/or the public to lead-based paint and/or asbestos. Prior to construction or renovation
activities, a lead-based paint and asbestos survey will be completed by a Cal/OSHA-certified
asbestos assessor and a California Department of Public Health-certified lead-based paint
assessor (Mitigation Measure (MM) HAZ-1). Depending on the findings of the survey, it may be
necessary to prepare an abatement work plan that complies with all federal, state, and local laws
and describes monitoring and abatement activities that need to be carried out as part of
construction activities to prevent exposure to asbestos and lead-based paint.
A review of historical topographic maps indicates that the property was previously used for agricultural
purposes (USGS 1950). As a result, residual pesticides and metals may be present in site soils. Prior to
construction activities, soils should be tested for residual pesticides and metals (MM-HAZ-2).
As indicated in the setting, the college campus has one closed cleanup site case and has a number
of existing permitted USTs. However, release cases can be closed with residual contamination in
place in soils, and there may be locations on campus with previously unidentified contamination.
Therefore, impacted soils could be encountered during construction activities and excavation,
transport, or disposal of site soils could expose workers or the general public to hazardous
materials. In order to reduce any impacts from potentially contaminated soils, a hazardous
materials contingency plan should be prepared prior to the commencement of construction
activities (MM-HAZ-3).
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If aggregate aboveground oil/fuel storage capacity is greater than 1,320 gallons and there is a
reasonable expectation of an oil discharge into or upon navigable waters of the United States or
adjoining shorelines, an SPCC plan should be prepared and implemented (or, for smaller
quantities, a spill prevention and response plan) (MM-HAZ-4).
Due to the potentially hazardous conditions that could be encountered during construction and
renovation of buildings on the property and the potential to encounter contaminated soils,
impacts would be potentially significant and mitigation is required.
Operational Impacts
Routine operation of the proposed project would include the use of various hazardous materials,
including chemical reagents, solvents, fuels, paints, and cleansers. These materials would be
used for building, grounds, and vehicle maintenance. Many of the hazardous materials used
would be considered household hazardous wastes, common wastes, and/or universal wastes by
the EPA, which regards these types of wastes to be common to businesses and households and to
pose a lower risk to people and the environment than other hazardous wastes when they are
properly stored, transported, used, and disposed of. All hazardous materials generated and/or
used on the project property would be managed in accordance with all relevant federal, state, and
local laws, including the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety
Code Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (22 CCR 4.5).
Given compliance with these regulations, the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials
would not pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment.
California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95 requires the preparation of a
hazardous materials business plan for any business using 55 gallons (liquid) or 500 pounds (solid)
of hazardous materials. The hazardous materials business plan must be submitted electronically
through the California Environmental Reporting System (MM-HAZ-5). In addition, if aggregate
aboveground oil/fuel storage capacity is greater than 1,320 gallons and there is a reasonable
expectation of an oil discharge into or upon navigable waters of the United States or adjoining
shorelines, an SPCC plan should be prepared and implemented (or, for smaller quantities, a spill
prevention and response plan) (MM-HAZ-4). Upon implementation of MM-HAZ-1 through
MM-HAZ-5, construction and operational impacts would be less than significant.
Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
As described above, construction activities on the campus would involve the use and storage of a
variety of hazardous materials, including fuel, oil, grease, solvents, and paints. These materials
would be handled, stored, used, and disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, and local
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laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials. The project would also be
required to comply with the Construction General Permit. This will require preparation of a
stormwater pollution prevention plan and development of best management practices for
potential pollutants created by all phases of construction activity (described in greater detail in
Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality). As a result, the use of these hazardous materials for
their intended purpose would not pose a significant threat to the public or the environment.
However, there is the potential for soil contamination due to accidental spills or unauthorized
releases during construction. In addition, soils in the project area may be contaminated due to
past uses and spills at the property. Preparation of a hazardous materials contingency plan would
be required to manage impacts from accidental spills or contaminated soils if discovered during
construction (MM-HAZ-3).
Buildings in the project area may contain asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paint.
Construction and renovation activities could expose workers and/or the general public to these
hazardous materials. Prior to construction or renovation activities, a lead-based paint and
asbestos survey will be completed. The associated report will include an abatement work plan
that describes monitoring and abatement activities that will be carried out as part of construction
activities to prevent exposure to asbestos and lead-based paint (MM-HAZ-1). Upon
implementation of MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-35, impacts relating to accidental release of
hazardous materials would be less than significant.
Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
Construction Impacts
The proposed project would occur on the Fullerton College campus. Additionally, the proposed
project site is within 0.25 miles of Fullerton Union High School and Raymond Elementary
School. A variety of hazardous materials, including fuels for equipment and vehicles, new and
used motor oils, cleaning solvents, and paints, would be used during construction and renovation
activities. Improper handling and/or use of these materials during construction would represent a
potential threat to the public and the environment. Accident prevention and containment are the
responsibility of the construction contractors, and provisions for properly managing hazardous
substances and wastes are typically included in construction specifications. All contractors are
required to comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials and
hazardous waste management and disposal. Examples of hazardous materials management
include preventing the disposal or release of hazardous materials onto the ground or into
groundwater or surface water during construction, and providing completely enclosed
containment for all refuse generated in the planning area. In addition, all construction waste,
including trash, litter, garbage, solid waste, petroleum products, and any other potentially
hazardous materials, would be removed and transported to a permitted waste facility for
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treatment, storage, and/or disposal. As a result, proper use and disposal of these materials would
not pose a significant risk to the public and the environment.
However, there is the potential for soil contamination due to accidental spills or unauthorized
releases during construction. Preparation of a hazardous materials contingency plan would be
required to manage impacts from accidental spills or contaminated soils if discovered during
construction (MM-HAZ-3).
Buildings in the project area may contain asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paint.
Construction and renovation activities could expose workers and/or the general public to these
hazardous materials. Prior to construction or renovation activities, a lead-based paint and
asbestos survey will be completed. The associated report will include an abatement work plan
that describes monitoring and abatement activities that will be carried out as part of construction
activities to prevent exposure to asbestos and lead-based paint (MM-HAZ-1).
Operational Impacts
As previously discussed, day-to-day operation of the proposed project would include the use of
chemical reagents, solvents, fuels, paints, and cleansers that are used as part of building and
grounds maintenance, as well as vehicle maintenance. All chemicals used on site would be
required to be managed in accordance with the California Hazardous Waste Control Law
(California Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control
Regulations (22 CCR 4.5).
California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95 requires the preparation of a hazardous
materials business plan for any business using 55 gallons (liquid) or 500 pounds (solid) of hazardous
materials. The Hazardous Materials Business Plan must be submitted electronically through the
California Environmental Reporting System (MM-HAZ-5). In addition, if aggregate aboveground
oil/fuel storage capacity is greater than 1,320 gallons and there is a reasonable expectation of an oil
discharge into or upon navigable waters of the United States or adjoining shorelines, an SPCC plan
should be prepared and implemented (or, for smaller quantities, a spill prevention and response plan)
(MM-HAZ-4). Upon implementation of MM-HAZ-1 and MM-HAZ-3 through MM-HAZ-5,
construction and operational impacts would be less than significant.
Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?
As described in Section 4.6.1, Existing Conditions, there is one site within the project boundary
identified in Government Code Section 65962.5 (i.e., Cortese List). The Fullerton College site
references a prior release of petroleum (spillage from overfilling) discovered during UST closure
in 1993 (SWRCB 1993). A cleanup action addressed the issue, and a no further action letter was
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issued by the RWQCB in 2004 (SWRCB 2017). However, release cases can be closed with
residual contamination in place in soils, and there may be locations on campus with previously
unidentified contamination. In order to reduce any impacts from potentially contaminated soils, a
hazardous materials contingency plan should be prepared prior to the commencement of
construction activities (MM-HAZ-3). Upon implementation of MM-HAZ-3, impacts relating to
location on a site included on a list oa hazardous materials sites would be less than significant.
Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
The City Fire Department and the Division of the State Architect would review all proposed
project designs. An access compliance review and fire and life safety review would be performed
to prevent implementation impairment of or physical interference with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The County of Orange Emergency Operations Plan
identifies the County’s emergency planning, organization, response policies, and procedures. The
plan also addresses integration and coordination with other governmental levels when required.
The plan addresses how the County will respond to extraordinary events or disasters, from the
preparedness phase through recovery.
Construction Impacts
Construction of the proposed project could require the closure of adjacent and on-campus
roadways during construction activities, which would have the potential to impact emergency
evacuation procedures. To identify alternative evacuation routes and ensure that the construction
site is designed in as safe a manner as possible, a temporary construction plan may need to be
prepared. A primary goal of the plan would be to outline provisions for emergency vehicle
movement at all times. The design, construction, and maintenance of structures, roadways, and
facilities under the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable federal, state,
regional, and/or local requirements related to emergency access and evacuation plans. Permitting
requirements mandate that the Fire Department and the Division of the State Architect perform a
fire and life safety review and an access compliance review, respectively, prior to approval of
individual project drawings and specification documents. Therefore, emergency access would be
ensured and the proposed project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than significant.
Operational Impacts
The proposed project may result in additional traffic on surrounding roadways. Additional traffic
would increase the difficulty of evacuating the campus population in the event of an emergency.
However, the proposed project is not anticipated to significantly impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
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Permitting requirements mandate that the Fire Department and the Division of the State
Architect perform a fire and life safety review and an access compliance review, respectively,
prior to approval of individual project drawings and specification documents. Therefore,
emergency response and evacuation as a result of the proposed project would be adequately
evaluated in order to ensure the safest possible conditions for students, staff, and visitors at the
Fullerton College campus. Implementation of the proposed project would not interfere with an
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

4.6.5

Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce identified impacts of hazards
and hazardous materials to less than significant.
MM-HAZ-1 Prior to demolition or renovation of campus buildings, a lead-based paint and
asbestos survey shall be conducted by a California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration-certified asbestos consultant and/or certified site
surveillance technician and a California Department of Public Health-certified
lead inspector/risk assessor or sampling technician. A report documenting
material types, conditions, and general quantities shall be provided, along with
photos of positive materials and diagrams. Demolition or renovation plans and
contract specifications shall incorporate any abatement procedures for the
removal of material containing asbestos or lead-based paint. All abatement work
shall be done in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.
MM-HAZ-2 Due to past uses for agriculture, prior to grading permit issuance, soil shall be
sampled and analyzed for metals and residual pesticides. Sampling shall be
conducted in accordance with California Department of Toxic Substances Control
guidance documents. The soil testing will confirm the presence or absence of onsite contamination associated with past uses on the project site. Any soils
qualifying as hazardous waste shall delineated, removed, and properly disposed of
off site. Any soil that exceeds the California Human Health Screening Levels
shall be either remediated on site to levels protective of human health or removed
and properly disposed of off site.
MM-HAZ-3 A hazardous materials contingency plan shall be followed during demolition,
excavation, and construction activities for the project. The hazardous materials
contingency plan shall include, at a minimum, the following:


Identification of known areas with hazardous waste and hazardous materials
of concern
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Procedures for temporary cessation of construction activity and evaluation of
the level of environmental concern



Procedures for restricting access to the contaminated area except for properly
trained personnel



Procedures for notification and reporting, including internal management and
local agencies (e.g., Fullerton Fire Department, Orange County Environmental
Health Division), as needed



Health and safety measures for removal and excavation of contaminated soil



Procedures for characterizing and managing excavated soils



Procedures for certification of completion of remediation

Site workers shall be familiar with the hazardous materials contingency plan and
should be fully trained on how to identify suspected contaminated soil.
MM-HAZ-4 A variety of hazardous materials would be transported to, stored on, and used on the
project site during construction activities and site operations. These would include
fuels for equipment and vehicles, new and used motor oils, cleaning solvents, and
paints, as well as storage containers and applicators containing such materials. If
aggregate aboveground oil/fuel storage capacity is greater than 1,320 gallons (or
completely buried 42,000 gallons) and there is a reasonable expectation of an oil
discharge into or upon navigable waters of the United States or adjoining shorelines,
a spill prevention, control, and countermeasures (SPCC) plan pursuant to 40 CFR
112 (or, for small quantities, a spill prevention and response plan) shall be prepared
and implemented during construction and, if applicable, during site operations. The
SPCC plan (or spill prevention and response plan) shall identify best management
practices for spill and release prevention and provide procedures for cleaning up and
disposing of any spills or releases.
MM-HAZ-5 A variety of hazardous materials would be transported to, stored on, used on, and
disposed of on the project site during construction activities. These would include
fuels for equipment and vehicles, new and used motor oils, cleaning solvents, and
paints, as well as storage containers and applicators containing such materials. In
addition, hazardous materials, such as chlorine, pesticides, and herbicides, are
routinely stored on the site and used for building and grounds maintenance.
Businesses that use 55 gallons (liquid) or 500 pounds (solid) of hazardous
materials are required to submit a hazardous materials business plan (pursuant to
California Health and Safety Code Section 25500) within 30 days of beginning
operations. The hazardous materials business plan shall contain information on
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hazardous materials inventory, inspections, training, recordkeeping, and reporting.
The hazardous materials business plan shall be submitted electronically through
the California Environmental Reporting System. Further information can be found
on the County of Orange Department of Environmental Health website
(http://occupainfo.com/programs/hm).

4.6.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would reduce significant impacts
from hazards and hazardous materials to less than significant.

4.6.7

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would result from projects that
combine to increase exposure to hazards and hazardous materials. As described in Sections
4.6.1 through 4.6.6, the proposed project would have less than significant impacts with
mitigation measures incorporated. The proposed project would comply with all federal, state,
and local regulations pertaining to the use, transport, and release of hazardous materials. The
potential release of hazardous materials during demolition or renovation of older buildings and
ground-disturbing activities would be reduced in compliance with the mitigation measures
outlined in Section 4.6.5. Although cumulative projects have the potential to result in
significant impacts to hazards and hazardous materials, these projects would also be subject to
federal, state, and local regulations that would help reduce potential impacts. Cumulative
projects may also require similar mitigation measures to help further reduce potential imp acts.
Therefore, the proposed project combined with the cumulative projects provided in Table 3-4
of Chapter 3, Project Description, would not result in a cumulative significant impact related to
hazards and hazardous materials.
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4.7

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section evaluates the potential impacts of implementation of the proposed Facilities
Master Plan (project) on hydrology and water quality. This evaluation includes an assessment
of the direct, indirect, short-term, and long-term effects of the proposed project on surface
water, flow patterns, flow rates, and water quality. The evaluation is based on data,
publications, and resources provided by public agencies, such as the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB), the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),
and the North Orange County Community College District Storm Water Management Program
(Ninyo & Moore 2015).

4.7.1

Existing Conditions

Fullerton College is located on flat to gently sloping terrain in the City of Fullerton (City) in
northern Orange County. The hydrology of the area is highly urbanized, largely controlled by a
network of stormwater inlets, catch basins, underground pipes, and channels that convey
stormwater runoff from roofs, streets, and sidewalks to regional flood control channels and,
eventually, out to the Pacific Ocean.
Regional Hydrography
The climate within northern Orange County is characterized by mild winters and warm summers.
According to the Western Regional Climate Center, the closest weather station to the project site
is the Long Beach Airport, which has recorded average annual temperatures between 54.8°F and
74.2°F and average annual precipitation of 12 inches (WRCC 2016). With the exception of rare,
localized, summertime convective storms, the majority of precipitation occurs between the
months of November and April, predominantly in the form of light- to moderate-intensity rain
events lasting no more than 1 to 2 days.
Fullerton College is located within the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8), which
administers a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) and other water quality programs within the
Santa Ana River Basin. The Santa Ana River Basin is a 2,800-square-mile area located roughly
between Los Angeles and San Diego that encompasses a group of connected inland basins and
open coastal basins drained by surface streams that flow in a generally southwesterly direction to
the Pacific Ocean. The boundaries of the Santa Ana River Basin are demarcated partly by
physical watershed divides and partly by administrative boundaries (i.e., Orange County/Los
Angeles County line) (Santa Ana RWQCB 2008).
The Santa Ana RWQCB divides the Santa Ana River Basin into hydrologic units, hydrologic
areas, and hydrologic subareas for the purpose of water quality planning. Fullerton College is
within the southeastern portion of the Los Angeles−San Gabriel River Hydrologic Unit (805.00),
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and more specifically within the Anaheim Hydrologic Area Split (845.60) and Anaheim
Hydrologic Subarea Split (845.61) (Santa Ana RWQCB 2008). The Anaheim Hydrologic
Subarea Split watershed in the proposed project area is primarily drained by Brea Creek and
Fullerton Creek flood control channels operated by the Orange County Flood Control District
(OCFCD) (Figure 4.7-1, Watersheds and Local Drainage). Both of these creeks connect with
Coyote Creek to the west and eventually merge with the San Gabriel River before its outlet into
the Pacific Ocean. Both channels are identified as “flowlines” within the U.S. Geological Survey
National Hydrography Dataset and “blue-line” drainages on the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5minute La Habra/Anaheim quadrangle maps.
There are no natural water bodies within the campus boundary, as all storm runoff is routed to an
underground storm drain system through inlets and/or catch basins.
Watershed Characteristics
The Lower San Gabriel River/Coyote Creek watershed covers an area of 85.49 square miles
along the northern edge of Orange County (County of Orange 2011). It includes portions of the
Cities of Anaheim, Brea, Buena Park, Cypress, Fullerton, La Habra, La Palma, Los Alamitos,
Placentia, and Seal Beach. The primary surface water body within the watershed is Coyote
Creek, which flows from Los Angeles County to the San Gabriel River. The San Gabriel
River/Coyote Creek watershed is split up into subwatersheds corresponding to the major
drainages that feed into Coyote Creek and the San Gabriel River. Although Brea Creek is the
closest creek to the proposed project site (about 0.25 miles to the west), the proposed project is
within the Fullerton Creek subwatershed, which means all storm runoff in the area eventually
drains to Fullerton Creek through a network of underground storm drains (Figure 4.7-1). Other
creeks/channels within the San Gabriel River/Coyote Creek watershed include Carbon Creek,
Moody Creek, and Los Alamitos Channel. The watershed is nearly fully built out, with
predominantly residential land uses (County of Orange 2011).
The coastal watersheds within Orange County have been extensively altered by urban
development, such that surface water drainage has generally been directed to underground
stormwater pipelines. These pipelines discharge to concrete, earthen, or otherwise engineered
channels for eventual delivery to the Pacific Ocean or, in the case of the proposed project site, to
the Pacific Ocean just south of Alamitos Bay. The highly urbanized nature of the watersheds
poses several problems from both a hydrologic and water quality standpoint. For example, peak
flows within the watershed have faster arrival times and are higher in magnitude than would
occur under natural conditions in response to large rain events. The wide coverage of impervious
surfaces also reduces the extent to which rainfall infiltrates into the ground and recharges the
underlying groundwater aquifer.
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On-Site Drainage Patterns
Surface water runoff from the proposed project site consists primarily of surface water runoff
generated within the boundaries of Fullerton College with minimal off-site surface flow
contribution. The Fullerton College campus consists of a combination of pervious and
impervious surfaces that influence where and how quickly stormwater collects and drains. Based
on vegetation mapping of the site, the impervious surfaces on site, which consist of structures,
paved walkways, and parking lots, make up approximately 73% of the surfaces on campus, with
the rest consisting of lawns, landscaping, athletic fields, and ruderal vegetation (Table 1 of the
project’s Biological Constraints Analysis, which is Appendix B of Appendix A, NOP/Initial
Study and Comment Letters, of this EIR).
The stormwater flow from the main campus is generally to the south with multiple storm drain
inlets discharging to the storm drain along East Chapman Avenue (Ninyo & Moore 2015). A
portion of the School of Continuing Education Wilshire Center Campus drains to the storm drain
along Wilshire Avenue. Based on storm drain maps provided by OCFCD (2000), a municipal
storm drain line runs through the middle of the campus and along East Chapman Avenue. The
storm drain along East Chapman Avenue consists of a reinforced concrete pipe ranging in
diameter from 29 to 36 inches. The storm drain running south through campus consists of a
corrugated metal arch with a base of 36 inches (OCFCD 2000). The municipal storm drain then
conveys flows to the south for discharge into the Fullerton Creek Channel, which consists of a
reinforced concrete rectangular channel (28 feet wide by 15 feet high) maintained by the OCFCD
(OCFCD 2000). The Fullerton Creek Channel runs in a generally westerly direction until it
discharges to Coyote Creek. Coyote Creek and the San Gabriel River are operated and
maintained by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.
As shown in Table 4.7-1, the present or potential beneficial uses designated within the San
Gabriel River/Coyote Creek watershed by the Santa Ana RWQCB are as follows: water contact
recreation; non-contact water recreation; commercial and sport fishing; wildlife habitat; habitat
for rare, threatened, or endangered species; spawning, reproduction, and development; marine
habitat; and shellfish harvesting. The meaning and purpose of “beneficial uses” are further
discussed in Section 4.7.2, Regulatory Setting.
Table 4.7-1
Beneficial Uses of Receiving Water Bodies

Beneficial Use
Municipal and domestic supply (MUN)
Agricultural supply (AGR)
Industrial (IND)
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Table 4.7-1
Beneficial Uses of Receiving Water Bodies

Beneficial Use
Process water supply (PROC)
Water contact recreation (REC 1)
Non-contact water recreation (REC 2)
Commercial and sports fishing (COMM)
Warm freshwater habitat (WARM)
Preservation of biological habitats of special
significance (BIOL)
Wildlife habitat (WILD)
Habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered species
(RARE)
Spawning, reproduction, and development (SPWN)
Marine habitat (MAR)
Shellfish harvesting (SHEL)
Estuarine habitat (EST)

Tidal Prisms of San
Gabriel River – River
Mouth to Marina
Drive
X
X
X

Coyote Creek

Lower Santa Ana
River Basin
(Groundwater)
X

X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

Source: Santa Ana RWQCB 2008.
Notes:
+ = Water body has been excepted specifically from the MUN designation in accordance with the criteria specified in the Sources of Drinking
Water Policy.
X = Present or potential beneficial use

Surface Water Quality
Several water bodies within the Lower San Gabriel River/Coyote Creek watershed are designated as
“water quality limited” for water quality impairments under the federal Clean Water Act’s (CWA)
Section 303(d). Being “water quality limited” means that a water body is “not reasonably expected to
attain or maintain water quality standards” without additional regulation. The law requires that the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency develop total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for each
impaired water body in the nation. The TMDLs specify the maximum amount of a pollutant a water
body can receive and still meet water quality standards. A TMDL may also include a plan for
bringing an impaired water body back within standards.
The Santa Ana RWQCB has set water quality objectives for all surface waters in the Santa Ana
River Basin for constituents, including ammonia, bacteria, biostimulatory substances, color,
dissolved oxygen, floating material, oil and grease, pH, pesticides, radioactivity, salinity,
sediment, settleable material, suspended material, tastes and odors, temperature, toxicity, and
turbidity (Santa Ana RWQCB 2008). In addition, specific objectives for concentrations of
chemical constituents are applied to bodies of water based on their designated beneficial uses
(Santa Ana RWQCB 2008).
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The most recently approved Section 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments, as listed in the
2012 Integrated Report, lists Coyote Creek, Reach 1 of the San Gabriel River, the San Gabriel River
Estuary, and the near/offshore zones of San Pedro Bay as impaired water bodies under Section
303(d) of the CWA (SWRCB 2017a). Specific impairments are listed in Table 4.7-2. There are no
water quality impairments identified for Fullerton Creek. Pursuant to listing, the Santa Ana RWQCB
will be tasked with developing TMDLs for the listed impairments, such as ammonia, chlordane,
coliform bacteria, PCBs, and DDT. The only TMDLs approved by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency that apply to the impaired water bodies are related to lead and copper.
Table 4.7-2
CWA Section 303(d) Impairments
Name
Coyote Creek

San Gabriel River
Reach 1 (Estuary
to Firestone)
San Gabriel River
Estuary

San Pedro Bay
Near/Off-Shore
Zones

Pollutant/Stressor
Ammonia
Copper, dissolved
Diazinon
Indicator Bacteria
Lead
pH
Toxicity
Coliform Bacteria
pH
Copper
Dioxin
Nickel
Oxygen, dissolved
Chlordane
DDT (tissues and
sediment)
PCBs
Sediment Toxicity

Point Source
Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown
Major municipal point source-wet weather discharge
Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown

TMDL
Status
Scheduled
Approved
Scheduled
Scheduled
Approved
Scheduled
Scheduled
Scheduled
Scheduled

Year
2019
2007
2019
2009
2007
2019
2008
2019
2009

Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown
Source unknown

Approved
Scheduled
Scheduled
Scheduled
Scheduled
Scheduled

2007
2021
2021
2021
2019
2019

Source unknown
Source unknown

Scheduled
Scheduled

2019
2009

Potential Sources

Source: SWRCB 2017a.
Notes: CWA = Clean Water Act; TMDL = total maximum daily load; DDT = dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane; PCBs = polychlorinated biphenyls.

Groundwater Hydrology and Quality
The Coastal Plain of the Orange County Groundwater Basin (Orange County Basin) underlies a
coastal alluvial plain in the northwestern portion of Orange County. The basin is bounded by
consolidated rocks exposed on the north in the Puente and Chino Hills, on the east in the Santa
Ana Mountains, and on the south in the San Joaquin Hills. The basin is bounded by the Pacific
Ocean on the southwest and by a low topographic divide approximated by the Orange County–
Los Angeles County line on the northwest. The basin underlies the lower Santa Ana River and
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part of the San Gabriel River watershed. The Orange County Basin is dominated by a deep
structural depression containing a thick accumulation of freshwater-bearing interbedded marine
and continental sand, silt, and clay deposits (DWR 2004).
The Orange County Basin is a three-aquifer system consisting of shallow, principal, and deep
aquifers. As of 1998, the total groundwater storage capacity of the Orange County Basin was
estimated at 38 million acre-feet (DWR 2004). The upper aquifer system consists of Holocene
alluvium, older alluvium, stream terraces, and the upper Pleistocene deposits represented by the
La Habra Formation (DWR 2004). The average thickness of the upper aquifer system is 800 feet
(DWR 2004). The upper aquifer system contains a lower percentage of water-bearing strata in
the northwest and coastal areas since clays and clayey silts dominate.
Based on monitoring wells associated with off-site cleanup sites (e.g., gas stations and rail
yards), located approximately 500 to 1,000 feet south and east of the Fullerton College campus,
the depth to water in the area is relatively deep, ranging between approximately 50 and 120 feet
below ground surface (SWRCB 2017b).
Flood Hazards
Flood zones for the 100-year and 500-year floods are mapped in the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps. Storm drainage and flood control for
the project site are accommodated by a combination of City and County of Orange (County)
facilities. The project site is not within a 100-year or 500-year flood hazard zone mapped by
FEMA; the 100-year flood zone is contained within the banks of Fullerton Creek (DWR 2017).
According to the City’s Fullerton Plan EIR, the project site is partially within the inundation
zone of both the Brea Dam and Fullerton Dam (City of Fullerton 2012a). Brea Dam and
Fullerton Dam are upstream of the project site and were constructed for flood control purposes in
1942 and 1941, respectively (County of Orange 2011). Both dams are owned by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and are normally kept almost empty; the flood control storage for
the Brea and Fullerton Reservoirs are 7,420 acre feet and 1,342 acre feet, respectively (County of
Orange 2011).
Localized urban flooding, such as ponding, can also occur in instances where heavy rains clog
storm drains with debris or when their capacity is exceeded. However, that type of flooding is
temporary, shallow, and not normally a threat to life or safety.
The project is too far inland and sufficiently elevated above mean sea level such that it is not
subject to a significant tsunami hazard.
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4.7.2

Regulatory Setting

4.7.2.1

Federal and State

The statutes that govern the project activities that may affect water quality are the federal CWA
(33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act;
California Water Code, Section 13000 et seq.). These acts provide the basis for water quality
regulation in the project area.
The California Legislature has assigned the primary responsibility to administer and enforce
statutes for the protection and enhancement of water quality to the SWRCB and its nine
RWQCBs. The SWRCB provides state-level coordination of the water quality control program
by establishing statewide policies and plans for the implementation of state and federal
regulations. The nine RWQCBs throughout California adopt and implement Basin Plans that
recognize the unique characteristics of each region with regard to natural water quality, actual
and potential beneficial uses, and water quality problems. Each RWQCB adopts and implements
a Basin Plan that designates beneficial uses, establishes water quality objectives, and contains
implementation programs and policies to achieve those objectives for all waters addressed
through the plan (California Water Code, Sections 13240–13247). These plans and policies filter
down to the local level because the Basin Plans and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits require cities and counties to incorporate water quality protection
measures into their ordinances and permitting processes. The project site is located within the
jurisdiction of the Santa Ana RWQCB.
Table 4.7-3 lists the major water quality related regulations that apply to most projects with landdisturbing activity proposed within the County. These permits are issued statewide by the
SWRCB and implemented throughout the state by the RWQCBs; other permits, like dewatering
or de minimus permits, are issued and implemented on a region-by-region basis. Additionally,
the RWQCBs issue Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits to the County and
cities. These permits include additional requirements for managing construction sites and require
integration of drainage designs that match predevelopment runoff volumes.
Table 4.7-3
State and Regional Water Quality-Related Permits and Approvals
Program/Activity
Construction
Stormwater
Program

Order Number/
NPDES Number
2009-0009-DWQ/
CAS000002

Permit Name
NPDES
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction
General Permit)
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Table 4.7-3
State and Regional Water Quality-Related Permits and Approvals
Program/Activity
Municipal
Stormwater
Program
Non-Stormwater
Discharge to Land
Non-Stormwater
Discharge to
Surface Water

Order Number/
NPDES Number
2013-0001-DWQ/
CAS000004
2003-0003-DWQ

R8-2009-0003/
CAG998001

Permit Name
Waste Discharge Requirements for Small Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer Systems (Small MS4 Permit)

Affected Area
Small MS4s

Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality (WDR
for Discharge to Land)
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to
Surface Waters that Pose an Insignificant (de minimus) Threat
to Water Quality (de minimus Waste Discharge Requirement
(WDRs) for Santa Ana Region)

Statewide

Santa Ana
Region within
Orange County

Beneficial Use and Water Quality Objectives (CWA, Section 303)
The Santa Ana RWQCB is responsible for the protection of the beneficial uses of waters within
southwestern San Bernardino County, western Riverside County, and northwestern Orange
County. The Santa Ana RWQCB uses its planning, permitting, and enforcement authority to
meet this responsibility and has adopted the Basin Plan to implement plans, policies, and
provisions for water quality management (Santa Ana RWQCB 2008). The Basin Plan also
includes water quality objectives that protect the identified beneficial uses; collectively, the
beneficial uses and water quality objectives make up the water quality standards for the region.
The objective of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters” (33 U.S.C. 1251(a)). Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, the
State of California is required to develop a list of impaired water bodies that do not meet water
quality standards and objectives. California is required to establish TMDLs for each
pollutant/stressor. A TMDL defines how much of a specific pollutant/stressor a given water body
can tolerate and still meet relevant water quality standards.
The existing and potential beneficial uses designated in the Basin Plan, water quality
impairments, and relevant TMDLs applicable to the project are described in Section 4.7.1,
Existing Conditions, and shown in Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2.
Water Quality Certification (CWA, Section 401)
Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant for any federal permit (e.g., an ACOE Section
404 permit) obtain certification from the state that the discharge would comply with other
provisions of the CWA and with state water quality standards. For example, an applicant for a
permit under Section 404 of the CWA must also obtain water quality certification per Section
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401 of the CWA. Section 404 of the CWA requires a permit from ACOE prior to discharging
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, unless such a discharge is exempt from
CWA Section 404.1 For the project area, the Santa Ana RWQCB must provide the water quality
certification required under Section 401 of the CWA. Water quality certification under Section
401 of the CWA, and the associated requirements and terms, is required to minimize or eliminate
the potential water quality impacts associated with actions requiring a federal permit.
According to the Biological Constraints Analysis prepared for the proposed project (which can
be found as Appendix B of Appendix A of this EIR), the campus does not support any aquatic
resources regulated by AOCE or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife as jurisdictional
wetlands, waters of the United States, or waters of the state. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would not result in impacts to state or federal jurisdictional waters (and
wetlands) or riparian habitat, and it is not anticipated that a permit under Section 404 of the
CWA or certification per Section 401 would be needed.
NPDES Program (CWA, Section 402)
The CWA was amended in 1972 to provide that the discharge of pollutants to waters of the
United States from any point source is unlawful unless the discharge is in compliance with an
NPDES permit. The 1987 amendments to the CWA added Section 402(p), which establishes a
framework for regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the NPDES
program. In November 1990, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency published final
regulations that also established stormwater permit application requirements for discharges of
stormwater to waters of the United States from construction projects that encompass 5 acres or
more of soil disturbance. Regulations (Phase II Rule) that became final on December 8, 1999,
expanded the existing NPDES program to address stormwater discharges from construction sites
that disturb land equal to or greater than 1 acre and less than 5 acres (small construction activity).
The regulations also require that stormwater discharges from small MS4s be regulated by an
NPDES permit. The primary NPDES permits applicable to similar types of projects in the region
are described below.


1

Construction General Permit (SWRCB Order 2009-09-DWQ (as amended)). For
stormwater discharges associated with construction activity in the State of California, the
SWRCB has adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (SWRCB Order 2009-0009-DWQ, or
Construction General Permit) to avoid and minimize water quality impacts attributable to
such activities. The Construction General Permit applies to all projects for which
construction activity disturbs 1 acre or more of soil. Construction activity subject to this

The term “waters of the United States,” as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 230.3(s)), includes all
navigable waters and their tributaries.
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permit includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling and
excavation. The Construction General Permit requires the development and
implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which would
include and specify best management practices (BMPs) designed to prevent pollutants
from contacting stormwater and keep all products of erosion from moving off site into
receiving waters. Routine inspection of all BMPs is required under the provisions of the
Construction General Permit. In addition, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring
program, a chemical monitoring program for non-visible pollutants, and a sediment
monitoring plan if the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the Section 303(d)
list for sediment.
If the land disturbance associated with the proposed project would be more than 1 acre,
Fullerton College will be subject to the requirements of the Construction General Permit.
The SWRCB requires that when determining the ground disturbance of a proposed
project, the whole of the action must be included; projects that are phased or involve
components that are geographically separated must be considered together when part of
the same plan of development (the “common plan of development”). Broad planning
documents, such as land use master plans, conceptual master plans, or vision plans, are
not considered common plan of development plans due to their conceptual nature. As
projects proceed beyond the conceptual stages, however, and demolition plans, grading
plans, building plans, and/or contract documents are developed, the boundaries of the
common plan of development would be used to determine whether coverage under the
Construction General Permit is required.


General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from Small MS4s (WQ Order No.
2013-0001-DWQ, as amended): On April 30, 2003, as part of Phase II of the MS4
Program, the SWRCB issued a General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water from
Small MS4s (WQ Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ) to provide permit coverage for smaller
municipalities (population less than 100,000), including non-traditional Small MS4s,
which are facilities such as military bases, public educational campuses, prisons, and
hospital complexes. On February 5, 2013, the Phase II Small MS4 General Permit was
adopted and became effective on July 1, 2013. The North Orange County Community
College District (District) has prepared a Stormwater Management Program to align with
WQ Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ (Ninyo & Moore 2015).

Porter–Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter–Cologne Act (codified in the California Water Code, Section 13000 et seq.) is the
overarching water quality control law for California. As mentioned previously, it is implemented
by the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB establishes statewide policy for water
quality control and provides oversight of the RWQCBs operations. In addition to other
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.7-10

4.7 – HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

regulatory responsibilities, the RWQCBs have the authority to conduct, order, and oversee
investigation and cleanup where discharges or threatened discharges of waste to waters of the
state2 could cause pollution or nuisance, including impacts to public health and the environment.
Evident from the preceding regulatory discussion, the Porter–Cologne Act and the CWA overlap
in many respects, as the entities established by the Porter–Cologne Act are in many cases
enforcing and implementing federal laws and policies. However, there are some regulatory tools
that are unique to the Porter–Cologne Act.


Dredge/Fill Activities and Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs). Actions that
involve, or are expected to involve, discharge of waste are subject to water quality
certification under Section 401 of the CWA (e.g., if a federal permit is being sought or
granted) and/or WDRs under the Porter-Cologne Act. Chapter 4, Article 4 of the Porter–
Cologne Act (California Water Code, Sections 13260–13274) states that persons
discharging or proposing to discharge waste that could affect the quality of waters of the
state (other than into a community sewer system) shall file a Report of Waste Discharge
with the applicable RWQCB. For discharges directly to surface water (i.e., waters of the
United States), an NPDES permit is required, which is issued under both state and federal
law; for other types of discharges, such as waste discharges to land (e.g., spoils disposal
and storage), erosion from soil disturbance, or discharges to waters of the state (such as
isolated wetlands), WDRs are required and are issued exclusively under state law. WDRs
typically require many of the same BMPs and pollution-control technologies as required
by NPDES-derived permits. Further, the WDRs application process is generally the same
as for CWA Section 401 water quality certification, though in this case, it does not matter
whether the particular project is subject to federal regulation.
The Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge to Land (20030003-DWQ), for example, applies to projects that discharge to land where the discharge
has a low threat to water quality. These are typically low-volume discharges with
minimal pollutant concentrations, such as well water discharges, small temporary
dewatering projects, and hydrostatic testing discharges of clear water. The primary
difference between this permit and the permits under the NPDES programs described
previously is the destination of the water. This permit regulates discharges to land while
the previous sections discuss discharges to storm drains or receiving waters. For instance,
if a dewatering discharge will be piped to an infiltration basin during construction, this
permit should be used.

2

“Waters of the state” are defined in the Porter-Cologne Act as “any surface water or groundwater, including
saline waters, within the boundaries of the state” (California Water Code, Section 13050(e)).

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.7-11

4.7 – HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

SBx7-7
SBx7-7, which became effective on February 3, 2010, is the water conservation component to
the Delta legislative package. It seeks to implement water use reduction goals established in
2008 to achieve a 20% statewide reduction in urban per capita water use by December 31, 2020.
The bill requires each urban retail water supplier to develop urban water use targets to help meet
the 20% goal by 2020 and an interim 10% goal by 2015. The bill establishes methods for urban
retail water suppliers to determine targets to help achieve water reduction targets. The retail
water supplier must select one of the four compliance options. The retail agency may choose to
comply with SBx7-7 as an individual or as a region in collaboration with other water suppliers.
Under the regional compliance option, the retail water supplier still has to report the water use
target for its individual service area. The bill also includes reporting requirements in the 2010,
2015, and 2020 Urban Water Management Plans.
California Sustainable Groundwater Act
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) is a package of three bills (Assembly
Bill 1739, Senate Bill 1168, and Senate Bill 1319) that provides local agencies with a framework
for managing groundwater basins in a sustainable manner. The SGMA establishes minimum
standards for sustainable groundwater management, roles and responsibilities for local agencies
that manage groundwater resources, and priorities and timelines to achieve sustainable
groundwater management in the next 20 years. Central to the SGMA is the identification of
critically over-drafted basins and the prioritization of groundwater basins, the establishment of
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies, and the preparation and implementation of Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSPs). Groundwater Sustainability Agencies must be formed by June 30,
2017, and GSPs must consider all beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, in
addition to including measureable objectives and interim milestones that ensure basin
sustainability. A basin may be managed by a single GSP or multiple coordinated GSPs.
At the state level, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) has the primary role in the
implementation, administration, and oversight of the SGMA, with the SWRCB stepping in
should a local agency be found to not be managing groundwater in a sustainable manner. DWR
is currently in the process of developing regulations and guidelines for the implementation of the
SGMA. The Coastal Plain of Orange County Groundwater Basin is not in critical overdraft and
is considered a medium-priority basin, which means one or more GSP must be accepted as
adequate by DWR by January 31, 2022. A Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the
groundwater basin has not been formally established. However, the Orange County Water
District has managed groundwater resources under an adopted Groundwater Management Plan
since 1989 and, in the most recent update, ensured the plan was updated to be consistent with the
requirements of SGMA (OCWD 2015).
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4.7.2.2

Local

As a state-funded entity, the District, and specifically Fullerton College is not subject to local
government planning documents or policies, so this analysis uses relevant policies from the local
jurisdiction as guidance only.
City of Fullerton Municipal Code
Water Quality Ordinance
Fullerton Municipal Code Chapter 12.18 prohibits illicit connections and prohibited discharges
to the City’s storm drain system, and requires all new development and significant
redevelopment comply with the Drainage Area Management Plan and any conditions and
requirements established by the City. Prior to the issuance by the City of a grading permit,
building permit, or nonresidential plumbing permit for any new development or significant
redevelopment, the planning agency would review the project plans and impose terms,
conditions, and requirements on the project in accordance with the ordinance. If the new
development or significant redevelopment will be approved without application for a grading
permit, building permit, or nonresidential plumbing permit, the planning agency (Community
Development Department and Engineering Department) would review the project plans and
impose terms, conditions, and requirements on the project in accordance with the ordinance prior
to the issuance of a discretionary land use approval or, at the City’s discretion, prior to
recordation of a subdivision map.
Flood Zone Development
Fullerton Municipal Code Section 14.01.015 establishes rules and regulations applicable to work
within flood hazard areas as identified on the latest Flood Insurance Rate Map, as issued by the
Federal Insurance Administration as Zones A, AE, AO, and Floodways. The City Engineer is
required to review all permit applications for substantial improvements or new construction
within the AO, A, and AE zones to determine whether proposed building sites will be reasonably
safe from flooding.
The Fullerton Plan
The Fullerton Plan (i.e., the City’s general plan) has relevant hydrological and water qualityfocused policies that promote protection from flooding, water conservation efforts, and
protection of water quality. Those policies pertaining to construction and development activities
are as follows (City of Fullerton 2012b, 2012c):


P7.5 Appropriate Development Scale: Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to ensure that development is appropriate in scale to current and planned
infrastructure capabilities.
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P19.7 Sustainable Water Practices in New Development: Support projects, programs,
policies and regulations to encourage water efficient practices in site and building design
for private and public projects.



P20.2 Urban Runoff Management: Support regional and subregional efforts to support
cleaner and reduced urban runoff.



P20.6 Construction Impacts: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce
impacts to watersheds and urban runoff caused by private and public construction projects.



P20.7 Development Impacts: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce
impacts to watersheds and urban runoff caused by the design or operation of a site or use.



P25.2 Waterways Preservation: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
preserve the City’s public creeks and lakes such as Tri City Lake, Bastanchury Greenbelt
Creek, and Laguna Lake; pursue collaborative efforts to restore channelized portions of
Brea Creek and Fullerton Creek.



P25.9 Mitigation of Impacts on Waterways: Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to consider and mitigate project level impacts to public waterways at the site
and building design stages.

4.7.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the proposed project’s impacts to hydrology and water
quality are based on Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR
15000 et seq.), a significant impact related to hydrology and water quality would occur if the
project would:
1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted).
3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on or off site.
4. Substantially alter the existing drainage patter of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site.
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5. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
6. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
7. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard areas as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map.
8. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect
flood flows.
9. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.
10. Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.
Thresholds of significance 7, 8, and 10 were eliminated from further consideration in the Initial
Study. The proposed project is not within a 100-year flood hazard zone. Furthermore, the project
is sufficiently elevated relative to the ocean such that exposure to tsunami is unlikely, and is not
next to a large body of water capable of producing a seiche. Any flooding that does occur would
be limited to shallow nuisance flooding resulting from blocked storm drains and would not
represent a public safety hazard or substantially expose structures. For these reasons, the impacts
of the project with respect to flood-related risks (other than dam failure) were determined to be
less than significant.

4.7.4

Impacts Analysis

This section evaluates the potential impacts associated with construction and operation of the
proposed project on hydrology and water quality. Each significance criterion in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines is listed in this section in bold and italics. Significance criteria that have
similar impact mechanisms, and thus, would have similar discussion, analyses, and conclusions,
which are grouped so as to avoid redundant or overlapping analyses.
Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
Would the proposed project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Impacts to water quality through exceedance of water quality standards, non-conformance with
WDRs, or by other means can potentially result from the short-term effects of construction
activity (e.g., erosion and sedimentation due to land disturbances, uncontained material and
equipment storage areas, improper handling of hazardous materials), as well as long-term effects
of landscaping, circulation improvements, utility infrastructure, and structural designs (e.g.,
alteration of drainage patterns and/or increases in impervious surfaces). This discussion generally
focuses on the short-term effects of construction activities and addresses the different types of
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water quality impacts in terms of the type of construction-related effects, including stormwater
runoff from construction sites, management of demolition activities and debris, and nonstormwater discharges. Long-term effects related to changes in topography and impervious
surfaces are addressed under Thresholds 3 and 4, because they address the potential for alteration
of drainage patterns to have adverse effects on erosion and/or flooding.
Stormwater Runoff
Grading, excavation, trenching, and other construction activities necessary for new construction,
renovation, and demolition activities could result in disturbance of soils at the project site.
Construction site runoff can contain soil particles and sediments from these activities. Dust from
construction sites can also be transported to other nearby locations where the dust can enter
runoff or water bodies. Spills or leaks from heavy equipment and machinery, staging areas, or
building sites can also enter runoff. Typical pollutants could include petroleum products and
heavy metals from equipment and products such as paints, solvents, and cleaning agents, which
could contain hazardous constituents. Sediment from erosion of graded or excavated surface
materials, leaks or spills from equipment, or inadvertent releases of construction materials could
result in water quality degradation if runoff containing the sediment entered receiving waters in
sufficient quantities to exceed water quality objectives. Impacts from construction-related
activities would generally be short term and of limited duration.
Because implementation of the proposed project would collectively require construction
activities resulting in a land disturbance of more than 1 acre, the District would be required to
obtain the Construction General Permit, which pertains to pollution from grading and project
construction. Compliance with the permit requires the District to file a Notice of Intent with the
SWRCB and to prepare a SWPPP prior to construction. The District and/or its contractor would
prepare and implement a site-specific SWPPP in compliance with the District’s Storm Water
Management Program prepared by Ninyo & Moore (2015). The SWPPP would incorporate
BMPs to prevent or reduce to the greatest feasible extent adverse impacts to water quality from
erosion and sedimentation. A copy of the applicable SWPPP would be kept at the construction
site and would be available for County/Division of the State Architect review on request. The
SWPPP would conform to the California Stormwater Quality Association’s SWPPP template
and would include appropriate BMPs related to the specific project. The following list includes
examples of treatment-control BMPs to employ during construction (these features would appear
as notes on final design plans):


Silt fences installed along limits of work and/or the project construction site



Stockpile containment (e.g., visqueen, fiber rolls, gravel bags)



Hillside stabilization structures (e.g., fiber matrix on slopes and construction access
stabilization mechanisms)
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Street sweeping



Tire washes for equipment



Runoff control devices (e.g., drainage swales, gravel bag barriers/chevrons, velocity
check dams) shall be used during construction phases conducted during the rainy season

The standard construction procedures (as shown in Table 3-3 of Chapter 3, Project Description,
of this EIR) would prevent construction-related contaminants from reaching impaired surface
waters and contributing to urban impacts on water quality in the coastal bays and estuaries into
which stormwater discharges.
The District distributes stormwater-specific contract language for all hired construction
contractors and maintains strict design standards for new construction and major
remodel/additions that requires contractors to subscribe to green buildings and sustainable design
standards like those set forth in the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
certification process (Ninyo & Moore 2015). Contracts will continue to include language
regarding waste materials, non-stormwater discharges, illegal dumping, spill containment,
erosion and sediment controls, and BMP maintenance. Contract language will also continue to
include enforcement actions for occurrences of non-compliance.
Required compliance with the Construction General Permit, including preparation and
implementation of an SWPPP, would ensure that water quality impacts resulting from
construction-related activities and ground disturbances would be less than significant.
Non-Stormwater Discharges
Non-stormwater discharges during construction could include construction-related dewatering
discharges (to keep excavations free of water) and/or dust control. If non-stormwater discharges
enter the stormwater drainage system, they could potentially degrade water quality and/or violate
water quality objectives of the Santa Ana RWQCB Basin Plan.
Dewatering
Due to the estimated depth to groundwater (estimated to be between 50 and 120 feet below
ground surface), it is unlikely that construction crews would need to undertake constructionrelated dewatering discharges. However, because groundwater levels fluctuate, and because there
could be pockets of groundwater perched atop less permeable soil layers near the surface, it is
possible that construction excavations would encounter groundwater. The purpose of
construction dewatering is to provide a dry work area if there is seepage of groundwater or if
stormwater runoff enters excavations. Dewatering discharges are most likely during rainy
periods and, for deeper subgrade excavations (such as basement levels, underground parking,
and utility vaults), associated with new building construction and renovations.
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For activities that involve dewatering, discharge to the land surface would need to comply with
the provisions of the SWPPP that will be required to describe and implement procedures for
making non-stormwater discharges. Discharges of non-stormwater from a trench or excavation
that contain sediment or other pollutants directly to a sanitary sewer, storm drain, creek bed, or
other receiving water is prohibited under the terms of the Construction General Permit. The
discharges of wastes are prohibited from causing a violation of any applicable water quality
standard for receiving waters adopted by the RWQCB or SWRCB, as required by the CWA.
Therefore, the discharges are not permitted to cause any of the following:


The undesirable discoloration of the receiving waters



The presence of objectionable odors in the receiving water



The presence of visible oil, grease, scum, floating, or suspended material or foam in the
receiving waters



The deposition of objectionable deposits along the banks or the bottom of the stream channel



The depletion of the dissolved oxygen concentration below 5 milligrams per liter in the
receiving water; if the ambient dissolved oxygen concentration is less than 5 milligrams
per liter, the discharge shall not cause further depression



An increase in the temperature of the receiving waters above 90°F (32°C), which
normally occurs during the period of June through October, nor above 78°F (26°C)
during the rest of the year



Change the ambient pH levels more than 0.5 pH units



The concentration of pollutants in the water column, sediments, or biota to adversely
affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters



The bioaccumulation of chemicals in aquatic resources to levels that are harmful to
human health

The preferred method of discharge would be to a landscaped, vegetated, or soil area or into an
infiltration basin, as long as the water only contains sediment (no other pollutants) and that all
sediment would be filter out.
If there is evidence that other pollutants are present in the groundwater, the District would be
required to obtain a separate permit from the RWQCB or local jurisdiction. In such cases, the
District may be required to use a vacuum truck and haul the water to an authorized discharge
location or implement various methods of treatment on site (e.g., baker tanks) prior to
discharging the water. The contractor’s implementation of the SWPPP provisions would ensure
that non-stormwater discharges from construction site dewatering would not violate Basin Plan
objectives or substantially degrade water quality. Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM)
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HAZ-1 through MM-HAZ-5 (see Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) would further
ensure that potential contaminants are identified and handled properly (i.e., treated on site or
collected and disposed of at an authorized facility). Therefore, impacts to water quality during
construction due to dewatering would be less than significant.
Dust Control
Non-stormwater discharges during construction would also include periodic application of
water for dust control purposes. Since the practice of dust control is necessary during windy
and dry periods to prevent wind erosion and dust plumes, water would be applied in
sufficient quantities to wet the soil but not so excessively as to produce runoff from the
construction site. Water applied for dust control would either quickly evaporate or locally
infiltrate into shallow surface soils. These stipulations are routine in SWPPPs and other
construction contract documents; stating that water would only be applied in a manner that
does not generate runoff. Therefore, water applied for dust control would not result in
appreciable effects on groundwater or surface water features, and thus, has little to no
potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality objectives contained in the
relevant Basin Plan. This impact would be less than significant.
Summary
The standard construction procedures (as shown in Table 3-3 of Chapter 3, Project Description)
and compliance with the Construction General Permit and other WDRs, as applicable, would
adequately protect the quality of receiving waters and would not violate Basin Plan objectives.
For these reasons, the impact of the project during construction of proposed improvements would
be less than significant.
Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted?
Water service for the proposed project is and would continue to be through purchase of
municipal water from the City; no on-site groundwater wells are proposed. The City receives its
water from two main sources, well water from the Lower Santa Ana River Groundwater Basin,
which is managed by the Orange County Water District (OCWD), and imported water from The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (City of Fullerton 2016). The City is a
member agency of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, which delivers
surface water from the State Water Project and Colorado River. The City has 11 wells, located in
the southern sector of the City. Six of these wells are located at the main plant in the City of
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Anaheim just south of the City boundary. Five of these six wells pump into a forebay before
pumping the water into the distribution system. Water pumped from these wells has been
naturally filtered as it passes through underlying aquifers of sand, gravel, and soil (City of
Fullerton 2016). The City has 32,000 connections, serves a population of 140,827 people in a
22.3-square mile service area, and supplied about 27,200 acre-feet of water from 2014 to 2015,
about 18,900 acre-feet (or 70%) of which was groundwater (City of Fullerton 2016). To the
extent that the project-related increase in campus water demand comes from groundwater, there
could be an indirect impact associated with increased pumping from the City’s municipal wells.
The proposed project consists of new facilities and renovations within the existing footprint of
the developed campus, and thus increases in campus water demand associated with the proposed
project would be incremental, as phased construction proceeds to accommodate future
enrollment growth. Proposed renovation and construction would be subject to water-efficient
plumbing codes or other water-saving measures. Renovations of buildings are likely to achieve
significant water savings on a per-capita basis, because modern plumbing codes require the use
of low-flow fixtures. Furthermore, site improvements proposed under the Facilities Master Plan
would incorporate more water- and energy-efficient landscaping. Irrigation of campus
landscaping and athletic fields is likely to be the largest component of the existing campus’ water
demand. Because building renovations would likely reduce per-capita water usage, and because
athletic fields would not be created or expanded, project-related increases in water demand are
anticipated to consist primarily of indoor water uses associated with new facility bathrooms and
sinks, maintenance and operations facilities, the chiller plant addition, and the aquatics center
showers. In the context of total water supplies served by the City and the 10-year time horizon of
the proposed project, increases in groundwater demand would be minor and incremental.
The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to estimate the campus’ existing
and proposed water demands based on an indoor water use factor for junior colleges of 49,049
gallons per 1,000 square feet per year (CAPCOA 2016). Based on the gross square feet (GSF) for
the existing uses provided in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3 of this EIR, the campus is estimated to have an
existing indoor water demand of 122.8 acre-feet per year (AFY).3 The increase in GSF for the
purpose of the proposed water demand estimate was determined to be 98,340 GSF, since the
260,000 GSF Centennial Parking Structure is not anticipated to have indoor water demands. Based
on the net increase of 98,340 GSF, the increase in indoor water demand associated with the
proposed project is estimated to be 14.8 AFY,4 an approximately 12% increase from existing
conditions. The total campus water demand under Master Plan build-out is estimated to be 137.6
AFY. It should be noted that the CalEEMod estimate for the existing condition appears to
3

4

(49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year) * 815,734 GSF = 40,025,620 gallons/year * (1 acre/325,851 gallons) =
122.79 AFY.
(49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year) * 98,340 GSF = 4,823,478 gallons/year * (1 acre/325,851 gallons) =
14.80 AFY.
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significantly overestimate the actual existing water use on campus, which has varied between 47
and 79 AFY, for an average of 69 AFY over a 5-year period (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017).
Therefore, the project-related increase in water use of 14.8 AFY is considered a highly
conservative estimate and provides a wide margin of error. The exact amount of water that would
be required for each individual phase of the master plan, or at full build-out of the campus, cannot
be estimated precisely until building plans are developed and finalized.
Water supply from the City’s groundwater wells accessing the Orange County Groundwater
Basin is constrained by the allowable “basin production percentage,”5 which is set by the OCWD
on an annual basis. The OCWD has been the primary agency managing the groundwater basin
since 1933. The OCWD works collaboratively with the MWD and other local water districts,
such as the City, to implement a comprehensive program to manage the groundwater basin to
assure a safe and sustainable supply. The Groundwater Management Plan 2015 Update
documents the objectives, operations, and programs aimed at accomplishing the District’s
mission (OCWD 2015). It is expected that this plan will be compliant with the recently enacted
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The City is one of many groundwater producers that
access groundwater within the basin, and OCWD sets the basin production percentage in a
manner that keeps the basin within a safe basin operating range to protect against basin
depletion, sea water intrusion, land subsidence, and other undesirable effects (OCWD 2015).
When taken in the context of total water deliveries by the City, the water saving features to be
incorporated into construction and renovation, and the active management of the groundwater
basin by OCWD, the project’s incremental/indirect effect on groundwater resources, if any,
would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on or off site?
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on or off site?
Increases in impervious areas associated with the project could alter the types and levels of
pollutants that could be present in project site runoff. Runoff from streets, driveways, parking
lots, and landscaped areas can contain nonpoint source pollutants such as oil, grease, heavy
metals, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and sediment. Concentrations of pollutants carried in
urban runoff are extremely variable, depending on factors such as the following:

5

Volume of runoff reaching the storm drains

The basin pumping percentage is the ratio of groundwater production to total water demand, expressed as a percentage.
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Time since the last rainfall



Relative mix of land uses and densities



Degree to which street cleaning occurs

Under existing conditions, stormwater that is not infiltrated through landscaped areas moves as
sheet flow towards street gutters, swales, and the inlets of underground storm drains. The storm
drains direct runoff to the City storm drain system and the Fullerton Creek channel, and
eventually into the Pacific Ocean through Coyote Creek/Lower San Gabriel River. If rainfall is
sufficiently intense and/or long lasting, and particularly if storm drain inlets have not been
cleared of leaves and/or other debris, water may temporarily pond in low-lying areas. Under
proposed conditions, stormwater runoff would generally behave in the same manner, and
drainage plans would ensure hydrologic and water quality standards are met. The campus would
continue to direct stormwater runoff to the City’s storm drain system.
As discussed in the setting, impervious surfaces currently make up approximately 73% of the
campus area, with the rest consisting of lawns, landscaping, ruderal vegetation, and athletic
fields. Much of the new construction and land uses proposed would occur on previously paved
surfaces, such as parking lots and walkways and within the footprint of demolished facilities.
Proposed renovations would not substantially change the amount or distribution of impervious
surfaces on campus. Certain proposed facilities could increase the amount of impervious surfaces
relative to existing conditions, because their proposed footprints include areas that are currently
pervious (i.e., undeveloped/bare ground).
Because the proposed facilities are in the initial planning stages (i.e., no detailed layout or
designs are available), the increase or decrease in impervious surfaces that would occur campuswide as a result cannot be quantified at this time. However, because the campus is already
largely built-out, is located on level or gently sloping topography, and is surrounded by urban
land uses, the Facilities Master Plan components are not anticipated to substantially modify
existing topography, drainage-shed boundaries, or runoff rates/patterns. Furthermore, new
proposed project facilities would be subject to the most current standards for drainage design and
the Small Phase II MS4 permit (described in Section 4.7.2), which generally requires developers
to mimic pre-construction drainage patterns when designing the drainage plan for a site.
The District distributes stormwater-specific contract language and maintains strict design
standards for new construction and major remodel/additions that require contractors to subscribe
to green buildings and sustainable design standards like those set forth in the LEED certification
process (Ninyo & Moore 2015). All new development projects would comply with the District’s
Storm Water Management Plan, which requires that new development and redevelopment
projects comply with the standards contained in the Phase II Small MS4 Permit, Section E.12. To
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ensure that future development and renovation activities are designed to reduce the volume and
pollutant load of stormwater runoff from each site, MM-HYD-1 shall be implemented.
With implementation of MM-HYD-1, the impacts of the project on drainage patterns and longterm effects on water quality would be less than significant.
Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
The potential for the project to alter drainage patterns is addressed previously under Thresholds
1, 3, and 4. Because the drainage sheds would maintain the same boundaries, and because
changes in impervious surfaces would be relatively minor, the proposed project is not anticipated
to exceed the capacity of existing off-site stormwater drainage system. Some on-site
modifications to the drainage system may be undertaken, if required, as part of new construction
and renovation activities. Implementation of MM-HYD-1 would ensure that proposed projects
include design features that slow and retain stormwater runoff. For these reasons, the impact of
the project on the capacity of stormwater drainage systems would be less than significant.
Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
According to the City’s Fullerton Plan EIR, the project site is partially within the inundation
zone of both the Brea Dam and Fullerton Dam (City of Fullerton 2012a). Brea Dam and
Fullerton Dam are upstream of the project site and were constructed for flood control purposes in
1942 and 1941, respectively (County of Orange 2011). Both dams are owned by ACOE and are
normally kept almost empty; the flood control storage for the Brea and Fullerton Reservoirs are
7,420 acre-feet and 1,342 acre-feet, respectively (County of Orange 2011). Dams are engineered
and regularly monitored/inspected by the Department of Water Resources and/or ACOE to
ensure they remain stable in flooding and earthquake scenarios, and to ensure that problems or
deficiencies are detected and repaired.
The failure of either of these dams would cause downstream flooding and would likely result in
loss of life and property, but the potential for such a failure to occur is extremely low. This is a
preexisting environmental condition and the project has no effect on the likelihood, severity, or
extent of the dam failure/inundation. The project would entail construction of new facilities and
renovation of existing facilities to accommodate future expected enrollment growth, but would
not involve construction of housing. As discussed in greater detail in Section 5.3 in Chapter 5,
Other CEQA Considerations, the project is intended to accommodate the projected growth, but
would not necessarily induce growth, or result in a population increase that is substantial or
disproportionate with the growth projections by the Southern California Association of
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Governments. Implementation of campus emergency procedures and the City’s Emergency
Operations Plan, as described further in Section 4.6.1.2 of Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, would aid in minimizing the impacts from a catastrophic scenario such as dam failure
by triggering emergency notifications, providing for evacuation procedures and resources, and
mobilizing local and regional emergency response.
Because the project would have no effect on the likelihood, severity, or extent of the dam
failure/inundation, would not disproportionately induce growth in an area subject to dam
inundation, and because emergency plans and procedures are in place, the proposed project
would have a less than significant impact with regard to dam and levee failure hazards.

4.7.5

Mitigation Measures

MM-HYD-1 Project-Specific Water Quality Management Plan. Prior to implementing a
project that creates and/or replaces (including projects with no net increase in
impervious footprint) more than 5,000 square feet of impervious surface, the
North Orange County Community College District (District) shall ensure such
development is compliant with the standards contained in Section E.12 of the
Phase II Small MS4 Permit (SWRCB Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ, as amended).
The construction project shall integrate source control best management practices
(BMPs) and low impact development (LID) designs into the project to the
maximum extent feasible to reduce the potential for pollutants to enter stormwater
runoff. This includes site design BMPs (as applicable), such as minimizing
impervious areas, maximizing permeability, minimizing directly connected
impervious areas, creating reduced or “zero discharge” areas, incorporating trees
and landscaping, and conserving natural areas.
At a minimum, the District shall require facilities to be designed to
evapotranspire, infiltrate, harvest/use, and/or biotreat stormwater to meet at least
one of the hydraulic sizing design criteria contained in the Phase II Small MS4
Permit. This means ensuring source reduction or retention/treatment of either the
85th percentile 24-hour storm runoff event, or the flow of runoff produced from a
rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity.
Long-term operation and maintenance of LID designs and structural BMPs (e.g.,
infiltration basin, bioswales, buffer strips) shall be conducted in accordance with
the District’s Water Quality Management Plan. In addition, the District shall
comply with the landscape design and maintenance program contained in the
Phase II Small MS4 Permit, which is intended to reduce the amount of water,
pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used.
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MM-HAZ-1 (See Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials)
MM-HAZ-2 (See Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials)
MM-HAZ-3 (See Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials)
MM-HAZ-4 (See Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials)
MM-HAZ-5 (See Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials)

4.7.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of MM-HYD-1 (Water Quality Management Plans) and MM-HAZ-1 through
MM-HAZ-5 (see Section 4.6) would ensure that all impacts identified would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

4.7.7

Cumulative Impacts

The primary pollutants of concern on a college campus are associated with private vehicle use
(e.g., any leakage of grease/oils), landscaping/grounds work (e.g., improper/excessive use of
pesticides, herbicides, and/or fertilizers), and/or trash (e.g., due to improper waste disposal). The
release of such pollutants would be localized and periodic, minor in magnitude (especially in
comparison to the total volume of stormwater discharges entering Fullerton Creek Channel from
the entire urban watershed), and would not contribute to the existing impairments under Section
303(d) of the CWA. Nevertheless, because the cumulative effects of past projects have resulted
in substantial water quality problems in the region’s major waterways, and because water quality
problems are generally cumulative, all efforts must be made to reduce pollutant concentrations
within stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable, even if the impact of an
individual project appears inconsequential. MM-HYD-1 is designed to address this issue by
reducing to the maximum extent practicable the levels of pollutants entering the storm drain
system. The mitigation measure likewise would ensure that the contribution of the proposed
project to cumulative impacts on water quality would be less than significant with mitigation.
In addition, because of the cumulative nature of groundwater impacts—meaning that all urban
growth and development relying on the Orange County Basin would demand water—the
project’s increase in demand on groundwater, even if individually minor could be cumulatively
considerable, particularly in the context of climate change and the trend toward increased
reliance on local supplies. However, the OCWD works collaboratively with the MWD and other
local water districts, such as the City, to implement a comprehensive program to manage the
groundwater basin to assure a safe and sustainable supply. The Groundwater Management Plan
2015 Update documents the objectives, operations, and programs aimed at accomplishing the
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District’s mission (OCWD 2015). Given OCWD’s active management of the groundwater basin,
the lack of critical overdraft conditions in the basin, and active participation by all water
suppliers, the cumulative conditions in the basin are not significant.
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4.8

LAND USE AND PLANNING

This section analyzes the impacts relative to land use and planning that would occur as a result of
implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (project). This section includes a
description of existing land uses surrounding the project site and provides an analysis of the
proposed project’s compatibility with such land uses. As a state-funded entity, Fullerton College
is not subject to local government planning documents or policies, such as the City of Fullerton’s
(City’s) general plan, The Fullerton Plan. Accordingly, the local general plans, land use plans,
and ordinances are not applicable to Fullerton College; therefore, the analysis of the project’s
compatibility with these documents is provided for informational purposes only.
The character of the existing land use was determined by site visits, review of aerial photography
of the project site and surrounding areas, and review of existing documentation and site
descriptions contained in The Fullerton Plan. Issues of land use compatibility were analyzed in
the context of existing and planned land uses at the Fullerton College campus, as well as campus
policies and planning programs.
Planned land uses were analyzed by reviewing applicable land use plans for areas surrounding
the Fullerton College campus, including the City’s existing general plan (The Fullerton Plan).
The City’s zoning code was also reviewed.
Comments related to land use and planning issues were received in response to the Notice of
Preparation and mainly focused on the land use compatibility of the Sherbeck Field
Improvements with the adjacent residential neighborhoods, as well as the effects of light and
glare, which are addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. However, the Sherbeck Field
Improvements project, which was originally included in the Initial Study and Notice of
Preparation for this Program EIR, will be assessed in a separate California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) document in response to public comments. Therefore, the Sherbeck Field
Improvements will not be analyzed further in this section. The visual compatibility with the
surrounding area was mentioned in reference to the proposed Centennial Parking Structure,
which would sit on a higher part of the Fullerton College campus, affording surrounding areas a
view of the structure.
Other land use comments, primarily from the City, focused on the proposed uses south of
Chapman Avenue between North Newell Place and North Balcom Avenue that are inconsistent
with City zoning (O-P Office Professional), which does not allow instructional uses.

4.8.1

Existing Conditions

Fullerton College occupies an approximately 70-acre site in the City of Fullerton in northern
Orange County. The City of Fullerton is surrounded by La Habra and Brea to the north, Placentia
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to the east, Anaheim to the south, and Buena Park to the west. Fullerton College was formed in
1913 and is North Orange County Community College District’s (District) oldest campus. The
Fullerton College campus is compact, and is designed with multistory buildings and few interior
roadways. A portion of the Fullerton Union High School campus remains on the Fullerton
College campus (the athletic fields and the farm in the northwest corner).
Existing land uses immediately surrounding the Fullerton College campus include residential
development to the north, south, and east; Fullerton Union High School to the west; and
commercial uses to the south and west. The proposed project site is designated as a “School”
land use according to The Fullerton Plan. Additionally, the proposed project site is zoned as
“Public Land (P-L)” (City of Fullerton 2012a).

4.8.2

Regulatory Setting

4.8.2.1

Federal

There are no federal land use policies or regulations that would apply to the project.
4.8.2.2

State

Division of State Architect
The Division of the State Architect is part of the California Department of General Services. The
Division of the State Architect provides design and construction oversight for kindergarten
through grade 12 schools, community colleges, and various other state-owned and leased
facilities. The division also develops accessibility, structural safety, and historical building codes
and standards used in various public and private buildings throughout the State of California.
4.8.2.3

Local

2011 Facilities Master Plan
The proposed project would in effect replace the 1999 Facilities Master Plan as the guiding
vision for future District land use decisions. In developing the proposed project, the planning
team used the existing Master Plan guiding structure in an effort to design a plan that promotes a
diverse twenty-first-century academic community. In general, the core concepts outlined in the
2011 Facilities Master Plan were carried forward in the proposed Facilities Master Plan, with a
focus on renovation of the Fullerton College campus to meet future needs. One of the proposed
master plan guiding principles relates to integration of the Educational Master Plan with the
development of the Facilities Master Plan. The Facilities Master Plan complements the activities
envisioned in the Educational Master Plan.
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The District would incorporate the following projects as part of the Facilities Master Plan: new
Welcome Center; two new instructional buildings; new Horticulture and Vocational Services
Center; new Child Development Center Building 1800; new 840-space parking structure; new
parking lots; realignment of campus access to the Centennial Parking Structure; new
Maintenance and Operations facility; additions to the chiller plant; new storage, offices, and a
small shower/locker room; new Performing Arts Complex, sculpture garden, arts plaza, and
campus quad; renovation of Physical Education Building 1200 facilities to include a third sand
volleyball court and renovations to the Health Services Center, faculty offices, and the Wellness
Center; renovation of Math Building 600, Business and Computer Information Systems Division
Office Building 300, Humanities Building 500, Campus Services Building 840, Administration
Building 100, Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000, and Academic Computing Building 3100; and
new signage at key entry and exit points of the campus. It is anticipated that these improvements
will be phased over a 10-year period.
The Fullerton Plan
The Fullerton Plan, as the City’s general plan, is the City’s fundamental governance document
that guides decision making, actions, programs, and the development of more specific policies. It
embodies community values and sets general direction for achieving The Fullerton Vision. The
topics it addresses are wide-ranging, influencing many aspects of Fullerton. Included in The
Fullerton Plan are four master elements: Built Environment, Economy, Community, and Natural
Environment. The overall intent of The Fullerton Plan is to direct daily City actions through
policy statements toward improving and maintaining a socially cohesive, economically viable,
and physically attractive community. Goals and policies are listed under each element of The
Fullerton Plan to meet the existing and future needs of the City.
Fullerton College is identified as a School land use in The Fullerton Plan, with a zoning designation
of Public Land (P-L) (City of Fullerton 2012a). Relevant chapters of The Fullerton Plan that could
pertain to the proposed project are as follows (City of Fullerton 2012b, 2012c, 2012d):
Community Development and Design
Goal 1

Resilient and vital neighborhoods and districts.
Policy 1.1 Regional Coordination: Support regional and subregional efforts to create
a strong sense of place and support the efficient use of land.
Policy 1.4 Connection and Integration of Uses: Support projects, programs and
policies to improve connections between housing, shops, work places, schools, parks
and civic facilities, and integrate uses where possible and appropriate.
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Policy 1.5 Maintenance and Improvement of Existing Built Environment.
Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to maintain positive attributes of
the built environment and seek continual improvement.
Policy 1.8 Consideration of Neighborhood Impacts. Support projects, programs,
policies and regulations to evaluate and consider short- and long-term impacts of
significant planning efforts or developments on nearby neighborhoods.
Policy 1.11 Compatibility of Design and Uses. Support programs, policies, and
regulations to consider the immediate and surrounding contexts of projects to
promote positive design relationships and use compatibility with adjacent built
environments and land uses, including the public realm.
Policy 1.12 Energy- and Resource-Efficient Design. Support projects, programs,
policies and regulations to encourage energy and resource efficient practices in site
and building design for private and public projects.
Policy 1.13 Universal Design. Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
produce buildings and environments that are inherently accessible to people of all abilities.
Goal 2

A positive identity and distinctive image.
Policy 2.4 Sense of Place. Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
reinforce the character and sense of place of established neighborhoods and districts
by preserving and enhancing the attributes which contribute to neighborhood and
district identity, vitality and livability.

Historic Preservation
Goal 4

Support programs and policies to raise the regional and subregional awareness of
Fullerton’s historic resources.
Policy 4.2 Awareness of Historic Resources. Support programs and policies to raise
the awareness of the value of historic resources in strengthening communities,
conserving resources, fostering economic development, and enriching lives.
Policy 4.3 Historic Resources Maintenance and Enhancement. Support projects,
programs, policies and regulations to promote the maintenance, restoration and
rehabilitation of historical resources.
Policy 4.4 Historic Character and Sense of Place. Support projects, programs,
policies and regulations to reinforce the character and sense of place of established
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neighborhoods and districts by protecting and preserving those elements in both the
private and public realms which contribute to the historic character through the use of
tools including, but not limited to, preservation overlay zones and landmark districts.
Policy 4.7 Responsiveness to Historic Context. Support projects, programs, policies
and regulations to design new buildings that respect the integrity of nearly historic
buildings while clearly differentiating the new from the historic.
Growth Management
Goal 7

Growth and development aligned with infrastructure capabilities.
Policy 7.1 Balanced Decision-making: Support regional and subregional efforts to
focus growth and development within areas that can be adequately served by existing
and planned infrastructure systems.
Policy 7.5 Appropriate Development Scale: Support projects, programs, policies
and regulations to ensure that development is appropriate in scale to current and
planned infrastructure capabilities.

Noise
Goal 8

Protection from the adverse effects of noise.
Policy 8.3 Consideration of Noise in Land Use Decisions. Support projects,
programs, policies and regulations which ensure noise-compatible land use planning
recognizing the relative importance of noise sources in order of community impact,
the local attitudes toward these sources, and the suburban or urban characteristics of
the environment, while identifying noise sensitive uses.
Policy 8.7 Noise Generators. Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
permit uses and/or activities where the noise generated by the use and/or activity is
not detrimental or otherwise a nuisance to the surroundings.

Economic Development
Goal 10

An innovation economy built upon Fullerton's local entrepreneurial spirit and
intellectual capital.
Policy 10.5 Culture of Innovation. Support projects and programs that foster a
citywide culture of innovation that values learning, creativity, adaptability and
local entrepreneurship.
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Policy 10.6 Support for Educational System. Support policies, projects and
programs that bolster the efforts of local school districts, vocational schools, colleges
and universities to maintain an outstanding educational system that best prepares
today’s students for tomorrow’s workplace.
Policy 10.7 Education Employment Sector Expansion. Support policies, projects,
programs and regulations that encourage the growth and development of the
vocational schools, colleges and universities within Fullerton and, as a result of such
expansion, create jobs and entrepreneurial opportunities, enhance educational
opportunities for Fullerton residents, support neighborhood stability and strengthen
the City’s image as an educational center.
Revitalization
Goal 11

Revitalization activities that result in community benefits and enhance the quality of
life in neighborhoods, districts, and corridors.
Policy 11.4 Education-Based Revitalization. Support policies, projects and
programs to foster skill development and economic success through education and the
creation of a culture of entrepreneurship.

Education
Goal 17

An exceptional variety and quality of educational opportunities that reach community
members throughout their lives.
Policy 17.1 Collaboration with Education Providers. Support regional and
subregional efforts to work collaboratively with education providers to coordinate
efforts and achieve shared goals.
Policy 17.3 Vitality of Educational Resources. Support policies, projects, programs
and regulations that contribute to the long-term vitality of higher educational
institutions, high schools and elementary schools, and the Fullerton Library system.
Policy 17.7 Education Support Programs. Support policies and programs that
continue the provision of recreational and library programs that support successful
school experiences, such as programs for school readiness, tutoring, literacy, English
language and computer skills.
Policy 17.9 Healthy School Environments. Support policies and programs
pertaining to school environments that are safe and provide access to educational,
physical activity and enrichment activities.
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4.8.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to land use and planning are based
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G, a significant impact related
to land use and planning would occur if the project would:
1. Physically divide an established community.
2. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.
3. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.
Thresholds 1 and 3 were eliminated from further consideration in the Initial Study. The project
site was developed in 1913, and the residential areas around the Fullerton College campus have
been developed over time. The campus does not divide or isolate an established community and
the proposed Facilities Master Plan would involve new construction and renovation of existing
buildings on campus. The Facilities Master Plan does not propose an extension of campus uses
or infrastructure off campus into established neighborhoods. The Fullerton College campus does
not occur within the boundaries of any established conservation plan, such as a Natural
Community Conservation Plan or Habitat Conservation Plan.

4.8.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?
As stated previously, the District in general, and Fullerton College specifically, are not subject to
local government planning and land use plans, policies, or regulations. Therefore, impact
significance determinations are provided solely for informational purposes.
Fullerton Zoning Code
Landmark Trees
The City’s Municipal Code Chapter 9.06, Community Forestry, states that no person shall injure,
prune, or remove any public tree growing within the City’s public right-of-way (parkways, parks,
and areas around public buildings) without a permit from the Director of Maintenance Services.
Furthermore, no person shall injure, prune, or remove a landmark tree. Landmark trees are
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.8-7

4.8 – LAND USE AND PLANNING

defined as any tree found to be of high value because of its species, size, age, or historic
associations and designated by the City Council. Landmark trees are designated by the City and
identified on maps filed in the Planning Department. Dudek contacted the City on October 10,
2016, to determine the potential locations of landmark trees within the study area. The City
stated that there are currently no official landmark trees as designated by past or present City
Council decree. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the Fullerton Zoning Code.
The Fullerton Plan
As discussed in The Fullerton Plan, the City is a developed community looking at ways to reduce
traffic congestion through provision of diverse transportation choices and to continue to
implement land use decisions that reduce land use conflicts related to noise, safety, and airport
safety. The Fullerton Plan is the primary source of long-range planning and policy direction that
will guide growth and preserve the quality of life within the community. Table 4.8-1
demonstrates how the proposed project promotes consistency with relevant goals and policies of
The Fullerton Plan.
Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Goal 1

Resilient and vital
neighborhoods
and districts.

Policy 1.1:
Regional
Coordination

Support regional
and subregional
efforts to create a
strong sense of
place and
support the
efficient use of
land.
Support projects,
programs and
policies to
improve
connections
between housing,
shops, work
places, schools,
parks and civic
facilities, and
integrate uses

Policy 1.4:
Connection
and Integration
of Uses

Proposed Project Consistency
Community Development and Design
By updating and modernizing the existing building space to meet the
North Orange County Community College District’s (District’s)
instructional needs, the project would support a more resilient
campus.
By improving the existing Fullerton College campus, the project
would be efficiently using land within the project site.

The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. Improvements within the existing campus would
not conflict with projects, programs and policies to improve
connections between housing, shops, work places, schools, parks,
and civic facilities.

Consistency
Determination
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this goal.
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

The project would also involve the removal of existing buildings
located at 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue, and 400
North Newell Place (south of the main Fullerton College campus),
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Policy 1.5:
Maintenance
and
Improvement of
Existing Built
Environment

Policy 1.8
Consideration
of
Neighborhood
Impacts

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
where possible
and appropriate.

Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
maintain positive
attributes of the
built environment
and seek
continual
improvement.
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
evaluate and
consider shortand long-term
impacts of
significant
planning efforts
or developments
on nearby
neighborhoods.

Proposed Project Consistency
and construction of a parking lot and a new instructional building at
the same site. Currently, a pedestrian bridge connects the main
campus to the portion of the Fullerton College campus located
south of Chapman Avenue. Sidewalks are located along Chapman
Avenue; therefore, pedestrian connections would exist for the
Chapman–Newell Instructional Building. In addition, the existing
Newell Place entrance and new Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building parking lot could be used for vehicles travelling to the new
instructional building.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with projects,
programs, and policies to improve connections between housing,
shops, work places, schools, parks, and civic facilities.
The proposed project would involve renovation and reuse of existing
buildings on the Fullerton College campus. By seeking to renovate
and reuse buildings, the District would maintain positive attributes of
these buildings while updating them with needed improvements.

The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall growth within the Fullerton College
campus. New facilities would generally be concentrated in the
center of campus. Therefore, existing exterior buildings would
serve as a buffer to nearby neighborhoods. Projects located on the
exterior of campus and adjacent to nearby neighborhoods would
include the demolition or removal of the Student Services Building
2000; Theatre Arts Building 1300; Music Building 1100;
Administration Building 100 addition; 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place buildings;
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex, Child Development Center
Building 1800; and Berkeley Center Building 3000; and
construction of the new Horticulture Building, Welcome Center,
Performing Arts Complex, and the Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building.

Consistency
Determination

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

With
implementation
of MM-NOI-1,
MM-AES-1,
MM-AES-2,
MM-AES-3,
MM-CUL-2,
and MMTRA-1, the
proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

Construction and demolition of the facilities listed above would
require implementation of MM-NOI-1 to ensure that temporary
noise impacts would be less than significant. MM-NOI-1 would
establish a construction noise mitigation program. Upon
implementation of MM-NOI-1, short-term impacts would be less
than significant. Additionally, operation of the proposed project
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Proposed Project Consistency
was determined to have less than significant impacts associated
with traffic noise on nearby roadways (see Section 4.9, Noise).

Consistency
Determination

The proposed project was determined to have a less than
significant impact associated with localized criteria air pollutant
emissions due to project construction. Additionally, it was
determined that impacts associated with carbon monoxide
hotspots from mobile sources would be less than significant (see
Section 4.2, Air Quality). Therefore, the proposed project would not
have localized impacts to nearby neighborhoods.
To minimize impacts to the visual character of the surrounding
neighborhood, MM-AES-1 is proposed to break up the mass and scale
of the proposed Centennial Parking Structure. To minimize light and
glare impacts associated with the construction of new buildings on the
Fullerton College campus, MM-AES-2 and MM-AES-3 are proposed.
Additionally, MM-CUL-2 would require adherence to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties would
ensure that the architectural style and features of existing campus
buildings contributing the nearby historic district are considered in
construction and design plans and resulting visual contrasts are
minimized (see Section 4.1, Aesthetics).
In the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for this project, the proposed
project was found to impact one of six state-controlled study
intersections in the Year 2030 Plus Project condition.
Implementation of MM-TRA-1 would require a fair-share contribution
to improvement costs.

Policy 1.11
Compatibility
of Design and
Uses.

Support
programs,
policies, and
regulations to
consider the
immediate and
surrounding
contexts of
projects to
promote positive
design
relationships and
use compatibility
with adjacent
built
environments

Implementation of these improvements is not guaranteed.
The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. New facilities would generally be concentrated in
the center of campus. Therefore, existing exterior buildings would
serve as a buffer to nearby neighborhoods. Projects located on the
exterior of campus and adjacent to nearby neighborhoods would
include the demolition or removal of the Student Services Building
2000; Theatre Arts Building 1300; Music Building 1100;
Administration Building 100 addition; 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place buildings;
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex; Child Development Center
Building 1800; and Berkeley Center Building 3000; and
construction of the new Horticulture Building, Welcome Center,
Performing Arts Complex, and the Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
and land uses,
including the
public realm.

Proposed Project Consistency

Consistency
Determination

Fullerton College would continue to operate as a college and
therefore would be consistent with the existing use. However, new
construction along the exterior of the Fullerton College campus
could create incompatibilities with the surrounding built
environment, if not taken into consideration.
Construction of a parking lot and an instructional building at 428,
434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place
would introduce new land uses to those locations, because they
currently contain residential buildings, although they are no longer
occupied by residents. Furthermore, the proposed use would not
be incompatible with existing surrounding uses. Immediately east
of these properties is a church, an institutional use, which is zoned
as office professional (O-P) and serves as a buffer from residential
uses to the east. West of these properties are restaurants, zoned
as O-P, and farther west is the existing Fullerton College southern
campus.
Construction of the proposed Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building has the potential to adversely impact adjacent historic
buildings. The new buildings’ designs should take into account the
massing, size, scale, and architectural features in relation to the
southerly adjacent East Townsite Historic District. Most of the
impacts associated with new construction adjacent to historic
buildings will be less than significant with incorporation of
mitigation; specifically, conformance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see MM-CUL-2 in Section
4.3, Cultural Resources). Further, it is strongly recommended that
a preservation plan be developed that includes protection
measures for adjacent historic buildings during demolition,
renovation, and new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3 in
Section 4.3).
Additionally, to minimize aesthetic impacts to the visual character of
the surrounding neighborhood, MM-AES-1 is proposed to break up
the mass and scale of the proposed Centennial Parking Structure.
To minimize light and glare impacts associated with the construction
of new buildings on the Fullerton College campus, MM-AES-2 and
MM-AES-3 are proposed (see Section 4.1, Aesthetics).
Therefore, the proposed project would be compatible with
surrounding land uses.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number
Policy 1.12
Energy- and
ResourceEfficient
Design

Policy 1.13:
Universal
Design

Goal 2

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
encourage
energy and
resource efficient
practices in site
and building
design for private
and public
projects.

Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
produce buildings
and
environments
that are
inherently
accessible to
people of all
abilities.
A positive identity
and distinctive
image.

Proposed Project Consistency
The proposed project would provide energy-efficient enhancements
compared to existing conditions. These enhancements would
include a new thermal energy storage tank system, which is
anticipated to save electricity associated with building cooling.
Additionally, the proposed project would replace several existing
temporary buildings with more energy-efficient permanent
instructional buildings. By combining these uses, which currently
occur in several temporary buildings, into one space, a savings in
energy is anticipated because cooling and heating would not need to
be supplied to several individual buildings. The new buildings would
be subject to the state Building Energy Efficiency Standards,
embodied in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The
efficiency standards apply to new construction of both residential
and non-residential buildings and regulate energy consumed for
heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting.
All aspects of the project would implement Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) access, and would be accessible to people
with all abilities.

By redeveloping the Fullerton College campus but maintaining the
overall historic character of the campus, Fullerton College would
continue to provide a positive identity to the community.
To minimize impacts to the visual character of the surrounding
neighborhood, MM-AES-1 is proposed to break up the mass and
scale of the proposed Centennial Parking Structure. To minimize
light and glare impacts associated with the construction of new
buildings on the Fullerton College campus, MM-AES-2 and MMAES-3 are proposed. Additionally, MM-CUL-2 would require
adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, which would ensure that the
architectural style and features of existing campus buildings
contributing the nearby historic district are considered in construction
and design plans and resulting visual contrasts are minimized (see
Section 4.1, Aesthetics).
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Policy 2.4:
Sense of Place

Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
reinforce the
character and
sense of place of
established
neighborhoods
and districts by
preserving and
enhancing the
attributes which
contribute to
neighborhood
and district
identity, vitality
and livability.

Proposed Project Consistency
Construction of new buildings such as the Welcome Center and
instructional buildings has the potential to adversely impact the
identity and image of the Fullerton College campus. The new
buildings’ designs would need to take into account the massing,
size, scale, and architectural features in relation to adjacent historic
buildings. Most of the impacts associated with new construction
adjacent to historic buildings will be less than significant with
incorporation of mitigation; specifically, conformance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see MMCUL-2). Further, a preservation plan that includes protection
measures for adjacent historic buildings during demolition,
renovation, and new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3) would
also reduce the potential for impacts to adjacent historic structures.
The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. New facilities would generally be concentrated in
the center of campus. Therefore, existing exterior buildings would
serve as a buffer to nearby neighborhoods. Projects located on the
exterior of campus and adjacent to nearby neighborhoods would
include the demolition or removal of the Student Services Building
2000; Theatre Arts Building 1300; Music Building 1100;
Administration Building 100 addition; 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place buildings;
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex; Child Development Center
Building 1800; and Berkeley Center Building 3000; and
construction of the new Horticulture Building, Welcome Center,
Performing Arts Complex, and the Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building.

Consistency
Determination

With
implementation
of MM-CUL-2
and MMCUL-3, the
proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

Construction of the proposed Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building has the potential to adversely impact adjacent historic
buildings. The new buildings’ designs should take into account the
massing, size, scale, and architectural features in relation to the
southerly adjacent East Townsite Historic District. Most of the
impacts associated with new construction adjacent to historic
buildings will be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation;
specifically, conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation (see MM-CUL-2 in Section 4.3).
Further, it is strongly recommended that a preservation plan be
developed that includes protection measures for adjacent historic
buildings during demolition, renovation, and new construction
activities (see MM-CUL-3 in Section 4.3).
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Goal 4 Valued
and preserved
historic
resources

Support
programs and
policies to raise
the regional and
subregional
awareness of
Fullerton’s
historic
resources.

Policy 4.2
Awareness of
Historic
Resources

Support
programs and
policies to raise
the awareness of
the value of
historic resources
in strengthening
communities,
conserving
resources,
fostering
economic
development,
and enriching
lives.
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
promote the
maintenance,
restoration and
rehabilitation of
historical
resources.

Policy 4.3
Historic
Resources
Maintenance
and
Enhancement

Proposed Project Consistency
Historic Preservation
As discussed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, the proposed
project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to historic
resources on the Fullerton College campus. Although MM-CUL-1
through MM-CUL-3 are proposed to minimize impacts, the
substantial demolition or alteration of the buildings, structures,
objects, features, and landscape elements that compose the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, the Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior
High School Historic District would result in a substantial adverse
change to the historic properties (the historic districts) and the
environment.
Refer to Goal 4 response.

Refer to Goal 4 response.
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Consistency
Determination
Despite the
implementation
of MM-CUL-1
through MMCUL-3, the
proposed
project would
be inconsistent
with this goal.

The proposed
project would
be inconsistent
with this policy.

The proposed
project would
be inconsistent
with this policy.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number
Policy 4.4
Historic
Character and
Sense of Place

Policy 4.7
Responsivenes
s to Historic
Context

Goal 7

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
reinforce the
character and
sense of place of
established
neighborhoods
and districts by
protecting and
preserving those
elements in both
the private and
public realms
which contribute
to the historic
character through
the use of tools
including, but not
limited to,
preservation
overlay zones
and landmark
districts.
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
design new
buildings that
respect the
integrity of nearly
historic buildings
while clearly
differentiating the
new from the
historic.
Growth and
development
aligned with
infrastructure
capabilities.

Proposed Project Consistency
Refer to Goal 4 response.

Construction of new buildings such as the Welcome Center and
instructional buildings has the potential to adversely impact adjacent
historic buildings. The new buildings’ designs would need to take
into account the massing, size, scale, and architectural features in
relation to adjacent historic buildings. Most of the impacts associated
with new construction adjacent to historic buildings will be less than
significant with incorporation of mitigation; specifically, conformance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (see
MM-CUL-2). Further, a preservation plan that includes protection
measures for adjacent historic buildings during demolition,
renovation, and new construction activities (see MM-CUL-3) would
also reduce the potential for impacts to adjacent historic structures.
Growth Management
The proposed project would allow for the Fullerton College campus
to adequately serve anticipated future growth. The new buildings will
require sewer, water, storm, gas, and electrical utilities. The
upgrades from the thermal energy storage tank would tie in to the
existing utility infrastructure, which would accommodate and support
these planned upgrades and modifications. New utility lines would
connect to the existing infrastructure. The existing heating,
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Consistency
Determination
The proposed
project would
be inconsistent
with this policy.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy
upon
implementation
of MM-CUL-2
and MMCUL-3.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this goal
upon
implementation
of MM-UTL-1,
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Proposed Project Consistency
ventilation, and air-conditioning infrastructure would be modified to
connect all chilled and condensing water to the existing central plant
and the thermal energy storage tank.

Consistency
Determination
MM-UTL-2,
MM-UTL-3,
and MMHYD-1.

The proposed project’s potable water demand of 14.8 acre-feet per
year (AFY) represents only 0.05% of the amount of potable water
supplied by the City in fiscal year 2014–2015 (i.e., about 27,244
AFY) (City of Fullerton 2016). Additionally, Fullerton College is
continually looking for ways to decrease potable water consumption.
In 2010, Fullerton College reduced water consumption by installing
digital controls to optimize the irrigation systems. Fullerton College
has also installed low-flow devices on toilets, urinals, sinks, and
showers. Future upgrades include the installation of an automatic
weather-sensing irrigation control system that would further reduce
and manage water consumption on the Fullerton College campus
(Fullerton College 2017). Implementation of MM-UTL-1 would
ensure that the proposed project would not have unanticipated
impacts on the City’s water infrastructure.
Upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, the
District will coordinate with the City to determine whether the existing
sewer lines have the capacity and are in good enough condition to
handle the increase in wastewater flow. A service agreement and, if
applicable, payment of impact fees would be required prior to
initiating new sewer connections with the City. Because the
proposed project is a master plan, and building- or facility-specific
site plans are not available, a hydraulic analysis at the Program EIR
stage of analysis is premature. However, when specific building site
plans are available, a hydraulic analysis will be conducted to assess
impacts to City sewer lines prior to approval by the Division of the
State Architect, as specified in MM-UTL-2 (see Section 4.13, Utilities
and Service Systems). Implementation of MM-UTL-2 would ensure
that impacts would be less than significant.
Because the proposed facilities are in the initial planning stages (i.e.,
no detailed layout or designs are available), the increase or
decrease in impervious surfaces that would occur campuswide as a
result cannot be quantified at this time. However, because the
Fullerton College campus is already largely built out, is located on
level or gently sloping topography, and is surrounded by urban land
uses, the proposed project components are not anticipated to
substantially modify existing topography, drainage-shed boundaries,
or runoff rates/patterns. Furthermore, new proposed project facilities
would be subject to the most current standards for drainage design
and the Small Phase II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) permit (described in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water
Quality), which generally requires developers to mimic preFullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Proposed Project Consistency
construction drainage patterns when designing the drainage plan for
a site.

Consistency
Determination

The District includes stormwater-specific contract language in bid
packages and maintains strict design standards for new construction
and major remodel/additions that require contractors to subscribe to
green buildings and sustainable design standards like those set forth
in the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
certification process (Ninyo & Moore 2015). All new development
projects would comply with the District’s Storm Water Management
Plan, which requires that new development and redevelopment
projects comply with the standards contained in the Phase II Small
MS4 Permit (Section E.12). To ensure that future development and
renovation activities are designed to reduce the volume and pollutant
load of stormwater runoff from each site, MM-HYD-1 shall be
implemented.
With implementation of MM-HYD-1, the impacts of the proposed
project on drainage patterns and long-term effects on water quality
would be less than significant.
It is anticipated that the proposed project’s solid waste disposal
needs would continue to be served by Ware Disposal Company.
Consistent with Fullerton College’s ongoing recycling programs, all
recyclable materials generated as a result of construction/demolition
and proposed project operation would continue to be sent to the
Madison Resource Recovery Facility in Santa Ana. If a conservative
recycling rate of 50% is assumed, then the proposed project would
send approximately 0.25 tons per day to an area landfill. These
amounts represent approximately 0.002% and 0.003% of the total
maximum permitted capacity of 11,500 and 8,000 tons per day for
the Frank R. Bowerman and Olinda Alpha Landfills, respectively.
Therefore, the amount of solid waste generated and disposed of in
nearby landfills during operation of the proposed project is expected
to be within the permitted capacity of the landfills. Given these
considerations, and with recycling required by the County
implemented during all construction phases of the proposed project
with the incorporation of MM-UTL-3, potential impacts associated
with solid waste capacity would be considered less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.
The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to
estimate the proposed project’s energy demands. The proposed
project would increase electricity demand by 8.0% and increase
natural gas demand by 6.1%. However, CalEEMod default values for
electricity and natural gas consumption were adjusted to reflect 2016
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Policy 7.1:
Balanced
Decision
making

Policy 7.5:
Appropriate
Development
Scale

Policy 8.3
Consideration
of Noise in
Land Use
Decisions

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Support regional
and subregional
efforts to focus
growth and
development
within areas that
can be
adequately
served by
existing and
planned
infrastructure
systems.
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
ensure that
development is
appropriate in
scale to current
and planned
infrastructure
capabilities.
Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations which
ensure noise-

Proposed Project Consistency
Title 24 standards and do not reflect the more stringent energy
reduction requirements associated with the 2019 Title 24 standards
or subsequent standards with which the proposed project would be
required to comply. Therefore, the electricity and natural gas
consumption estimates are an overestimate of the anticipated
electricity and natural gas consumption rates associated with the
proposed project (see Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems).
Additionally, as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan, Fullerton
College is continually looking for ways to improve energy
conservation. Future energy upgrades as part of the Fullerton
College Energy Plan include new lighting upgrades to interior and
exterior facilities; heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning system
upgrades; the installation of an automatic weather-sensing irrigation
system; and the installation of chiller water temperature reset
controls (Fullerton College 2017).
Refer to Goal 7 response.

Refer to Goal 7 response.

Noise
The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. New facilities would generally be concentrated in
the center of campus. Therefore, existing exterior buildings would
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Consistency
Determination

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy
upon
implementation
of MM-UTL-1,
MM-UTL-2,
MM-UTL-3,
and MMHYD-1.
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy
upon
implementation
of MM-UTL-1,
MM-UTL-2,
MM-UTL-3,
and MMHYD-1.
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy
upon
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Policy 8.7
Noise
Generators

Goal 10

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
compatible land
use planning
recognizing the
relative
importance of
noise sources in
order of
community
impact, the local
attitudes toward
these sources,
and the suburban
or urban
characteristics of
the environment,
while identifying
noise sensitive
uses.

Support projects,
programs,
policies and
regulations to
permit uses
and/or activities
where the noise
generated by the
use and/or
activity is not
detrimental or
otherwise a
nuisance to the
surroundings.
An innovation
economy built
upon Fullerton's
local
entrepreneurial
spirit and
intellectual
capital.

Proposed Project Consistency
serve as a buffer to nearby neighborhoods. Projects located on the
exterior of campus and adjacent to nearby neighborhoods would
include the demolition or removal of the Student Services Building
2000; Theatre Arts Building 1300; Music Building 1100;
Administration Building 100 addition; 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue and 400 North Newell Place buildings;
Horticulture Building 1600 Complex; Child Development Center
Building 1800; and Berkeley Center Building 3000; and
construction of the new Horticulture Building, Welcome Center,
Performing Arts Complex, and the Chapman–Newell Instructional
Building.
Construction and demolition of the facilities listed above would
require implementation of MM-NOI-1 to ensure that temporary
noise impacts would be less than significant. MM-NOI-1 would
establish a construction noise mitigation program. Upon
implementation of MM-NOI-1, short-term impacts would be less
than significant. Additionally, operation of the proposed project
was determined to have less than significant impacts associated
with traffic noise on nearby roadways (see Section 4.9, Noise).
See Policy 8.3 response.

Economic Development
The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. Therefore, the proposed project would support
Fullerton’s intellectual capital and would continue to serve the local
and regional community with resources needed to compete in a
global economy
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Consistency
Determination
implementation
of MM-NOI-1.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy
upon
implementation
of MM-NOI-1.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this goal.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number
Policy 10.5:
Culture of
Innovation

Policy 10.6:
Support for
Educational
System

Policy 10.7:
Education
Employment
Sector
Expansion

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
Support projects
and programs
that foster a
citywide culture
of innovation that
values learning,
creativity,
adaptability and
local
entrepreneurship.
Support policies,
projects and
programs that
bolster the efforts
of local school
districts,
vocational
schools, colleges
and universities
to maintain an
outstanding
educational
system that best
prepares today’s
students for
tomorrow’s
workplace.
Support policies,
projects,
programs and
regulations that
encourage the
growth and
development of
the vocational
schools, colleges
and universities
within Fullerton
and, as a result
of such
expansion, create
jobs and
entrepreneurial
opportunities,
enhance
educational
opportunities for

Proposed Project Consistency
The proposed project would support further innovation that values
learning by providing new facilities and renovation of existing
facilities to accommodate course and program demands and
overall growth within the Fullerton College campus.

Consistency
Determination
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

The proposed project would bolster the efforts of the District by
implementing their facilities master plan. The proposed project would
involve the construction of new facilities and renovation of existing
facilities to accommodate course and program demands and
overall growth within the Fullerton College campus and serve the
local and regional community with resources needed to compete in
a global economy.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

Refer to Goal 10 response.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Goal 11

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
Fullerton
residents,
support
neighborhood
stability and
strengthen the
City’s image as
an educational
center.
Revitalization
activities that
result in
community
benefits and
enhance the
quality of life in
neighborhoods,
districts, and
corridors.

Proposed Project Consistency

Revitalization
The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. Therefore, the proposed project would result in
the revitalization of the existing campus and enhance the quality of
life for students.
New facilities would generally be concentrated in the center of
campus. Therefore, existing exterior buildings would serve as a
buffer to nearby neighborhoods. Projects located on the exterior of
campus and adjacent to nearby neighborhoods would include the
demolition or removal of the Student Services Building 2000;
Theatre Arts Building 1300; Music Building 1100; Administration
Building 100 addition; 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue
and 400 North Newell Place buildings; Horticulture Building 1600
Complex; Child Development Center Building 1800; and Berkeley
Center Building 3000; and construction of the new Horticulture
Building, Welcome Center, Performing Arts Complex, and the
Chapman–Newell Instructional Building.

Consistency
Determination

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this goal
upon
implementation
of MM-NOI-1,
MM-AES-1,
MM-AES-2,
MM-AES-3,
MM-CUL-2,
and MMTRA-1.

Construction and demolition of the facilities listed above would
require implementation of MM-NOI-1 to ensure that temporary
noise impacts would be less than significant. MM-NOI-1 would
establish a construction noise mitigation program. Upon
implementation of MM-NOI-1, short-term impacts would be less
than significant. Additionally, operation of the proposed project
was determined to have less than significant impacts associated
with traffic noise on nearby roadways (see Section 4.9, Noise).
The proposed project was determined to have a less than
significant impact associated with localized criteria air pollutant
emissions due to project construction. Additionally, it was
determined that impacts associated with carbon monoxide
hotspots from mobile sources would be less than significant (see
Section 4.2, Air Quality). Therefore, the proposed project would not
have localized impacts on nearby neighborhoods.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy

Proposed Project Consistency

Consistency
Determination

To minimize impacts to the visual character of the surrounding
neighborhood, MM-AES-1 is proposed to break up the mass and
scale of the proposed Centennial Parking Structure. To minimize
light and glare impacts associated with the construction of new
buildings on the Fullerton College campus, MM-AES-2 and MMAES-3 are proposed. Additionally, MM-CUL-2 would require
adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties would ensure that the architectural
style and features of existing campus buildings contributing the
nearby historic district are considered in construction and design
plans and resulting visual contrasts are minimized (see Section 4.1,
Aesthetics).
In the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for this project, the proposed
project was found to impact one of six state-controlled study
intersections in the Year 2030 Plus Project condition.
Implementation of MM-TRA-1 would require a fair-share contribution
to improvement costs.

Policy 11.4:
EducationBased
Revitalization

Support policies,
projects and
programs to
foster skill
development and
economic
success through
education and
the creation of a
culture of
entrepreneurship.

Goal 17

An exceptional
variety and
quality of
educational
opportunities that
reach community
members
throughout their
lives.

The proposed project would serve the local and regional community
by upgrading, renovating, and building new facilities that would
assist Fullerton College in providing education and opportunities for
workforce training for the local community.
The proposed project would enhance and redevelop the Fullerton
College campus, which upon implementation would be better
equipped to foster skill development and economic success through
education.

Education
By redeveloping and renovating the Fullerton College campus, the
project would enhance the quality of educational opportunities within
the City.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this goal.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number
Policy 17.1:
Collaboration
with Education
Providers

Policy 17.3:
Vitality of
Educational
Resources

Policy 17.7:
Education
Support
Programs

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
Support regional
and subregional
efforts to work
collaboratively
with education
providers to
coordinate efforts
and achieve
shared goals.
Support policies,
projects,
programs and
regulations that
contribute to the
long-term vitality
of higher
educational
institutions, high
schools and
elementary
schools, and the
Fullerton Library
system.
Support policies
and programs
that continue the
provision of
recreational and
library programs
that support
successful school
experiences,
such as
programs for
school readiness,
tutoring, literacy,
English language
and computer
skills.

Proposed Project Consistency
The proposed project would support the efforts and goals of the
District for Fullerton College.

Consistency
Determination
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

The proposed project would redevelop portions of the Fullerton
College campus and enhance the campus as a whole. Thus, the
project would support the long-term viability of the City’s higher
educational institutions.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. Therefore, the proposed project would support
educational programs for students.

The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.
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Table 4.8-1
The Fullerton Plan Consistency Table
Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy Number
Policy 17.9:
Healthy School
Environments

Issue, Goal,
Objective, or
Policy
Support policies
and programs
pertaining to
school
environments
that are safe and
provide access to
educational,
physical activity
and enrichment
activities.

Proposed Project Consistency
The proposed project would involve the construction of new facilities
and renovation of existing facilities to accommodate course and
program demands and overall campus growth within the Fullerton
College campus. Specifically, construction of the new Aquatics
Center and Performing Arts Complex, and renovation of the
existing Wellness Center, Physical Education Building 1200,
Health Center, Wilshire Theatre Building 2100, and Fine Arts
Gallery Building 1000 would support physical education and
enrichment activities at Fullerton College.

Consistency
Determination
The proposed
project would
be consistent
with this policy.

Sources: City of Fullerton 2012b, 2012c, 2012d.

As shown in Table 4.8-1, the project would not be consistent with all applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations of the City related to historic preservation. Although the proposed project
is not consistent with Goal 4 or Policies 4.2, 4.3, or 4.4, the District is not required to comply
with local land use policies. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4.8.5

Mitigation Measures

Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines requires environmental impact reports to describe
feasible measures to minimize significant adverse impacts. The following mitigation measures
have been evaluated for feasibility and are incorporated to reduce potentially significant impacts
related to land use and planning from implementation of the proposed project.
MM-AES-1

(see Section 4.1, Aesthetics)

MM-AES-2

(see Section 4.1, Aesthetics)

MM-AES-3

(see Section 4.1, Aesthetics)

MM-CUL-1 (see Section 4.3, Cultural Resources)
MM-CUL-2 (see Section 4.3, Cultural Resources)
MM-CUL-3 (see Section 4.3, Cultural Resources)
MM-HYD-1 (see Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality)
MM-NOI-1

(see Section 4.9, Noise)
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MM-TRA-1 (see Section 4.12, Traffic and Circulation)
MM-UTL-1 (see Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems)
MM-UTL-2 (see Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems)
MM-UTL-3 (see Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems)

4.8.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

All impacts would be less than significant.

4.8.7

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not be consistent with all applicable land use plans and policies,
as noted.
With regard to neighborhood impacts, construction and demolition of the proposed facilities
would require implementation of MM-NOI-1 to ensure that temporary noise impacts would be
less than significant. MM-NOI-1 would establish a construction noise mitigation program. Upon
implementation of MM-NOI-1, short-term impacts would be less than significant. Additionally,
operation of the proposed project was determined to have less than significant impacts associated
with traffic noise on nearby roadways (see Section 4.9, Noise). The proposed project was
determined to have a less than significant impact associated with localized criteria air pollutant
emissions due to project construction. Additionally, it was determined that impacts associated
with carbon monoxide hotspots from mobile sources would be less than significant (see Section
4.2, Air Quality). To minimize impacts to the visual character of the surrounding neighborhood,
MM-AES-1 is proposed to break up the mass and scale of the proposed Centennial Parking
Structure. To minimize light and glare impacts associated with the construction of new buildings
on the Fullerton College campus, MM-AES-2 and MM-AES-3 are proposed. Additionally,
MM-CUL-2 would require adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, which would ensure that the architectural style and features of
existing campus buildings contributing the nearby historic district are considered in construction
and design plans and resulting visual contrasts are minimized (see Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and
Section 4.3, Cultural Resources).
Because of the cumulative nature of potable water impacts, the proposed project’s increase in
demand on potable water, even if individually minor, could be cumulatively considerable,
particularly in the context of climate change, existing drought conditions, and the trend toward
increased reliance on local supplies. However, an increase in potable water demand by 14.8 acrefeet per year (AFY) represents only 0.05% of the amount of potable water supplied by the City in
fiscal year 2014–2015 (i.e., about 27,244 AFY) (City of Fullerton 2016). Additionally, Fullerton
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017
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College is continually looking for ways to decrease potable water consumption. In 2010,
Fullerton College reduced water consumption by installing digital controls to optimize the
irrigation systems. Fullerton College has also installed low-flow devices on toilets, urinals, sinks,
and showers. Future upgrades include the installation of an automatic weather-sensing irrigation
control system that would further reduce and manage water consumption on the Fullerton
College campus (Fullerton College 2017).
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to water demand would be less than significant.
Implementation of MM-UTL-1 would ensure that the proposed project would not have
unanticipated impacts on the City’s water infrastructure. Therefore, the impacts related to
construction or expansion of water facilities and new or expanded entitlements would be less
than significant with mitigation.
The proposed project would have less than significant impacts with regard to wastewater
treatment facilities, the expansion of existing facilities, and the capacity of wastewater treatment
providers. All foreseeable projects would need to evaluate their wastewater generation prior to
development, and upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, would be required
to coordinate with the City. Implementation of MM-UTL-2 would ensure that the proposed
project would not have unanticipated impacts on the City’s wastewater infrastructure and that
there is sufficient capacity within the system to accommodate the proposed project. A service
agreement and, if applicable, payment of impact fees would be required prior to initiating new
sewer connections. Considering that the proposed project and additional projects in the vicinity
would be subject to these requirements, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
Because the drainage-sheds would maintain the same boundaries, and because changes in
impervious surfaces would be relatively minor, the proposed project is not anticipated to exceed
the capacity of existing off-site stormwater drainage systems, requiring the construction or
expansion of stormwater drainage facilities. Some on-site modifications to the drainage system
may be undertaken, if required, as part of new construction and renovation activities.
Implementation of MM-HYD-1 would ensure that the proposed project includes design features
that slow and retain stormwater runoff. For these reasons, the proposed project would not require
the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. Other
projects in the vicinity of the proposed project would need to be evaluated on an individual basis
with regard to stormwater drainage facilities. There are existing stormwater conveyance facilities
in the area, and combined with other projects, the proposed project is not expected to cause a
significant impact related to stormwater runoff because all projects would be designed to meet
stormwater capacity. The proposed project would not substantially change total surface runoff and
would not combine with surrounding projects to contribute to significant cumulative impacts;
therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Implementation of MM-UTL-3 would require that prior to the final Certificate of Occupancy permit
issuance, a construction and demolition waste reduction and recycling application and tonnage report
for the proposed project would be submitted to the County for review and approval (County of Orange
2017). The amount of solid waste generated and disposed of in nearby landfills during operation of the
proposed project is expected to be within the permitted capacity of the landfills, as discussed in Section
4.13, Utilities and Service Systems. In addition, all foreseeable projects would need to submit this
information and evaluate the proposed project’s anticipated solid waste generation prior to
development, and cumulative impacts would be considered in relation to landfill capacity. As such,
cumulative impacts to landfill capacity would be less than significant with mitigation.
The proposed project would increase electricity demand by 8.0% and natural gas demand by
6.1%. However, the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) values for electricity
and natural gas consumption reflect 2016 Title 24 standards and do not reflect the more stringent
energy reduction requirements associated with the 2019 Title 24 standards or subsequent
standards with which the proposed project would be required to comply. Therefore, the
electricity and natural gas consumption estimates presented in Table 4.13-3, Project Energy
Consumption (see Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems), are an overestimate of the
anticipated electricity and natural gas consumption rates associated with the proposed project.
Additionally, as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan (Fullerton College 2017), Fullerton
College is continually looking for ways to improve energy conservation. Therefore, the proposed
project would not combine with projects in the vicinity to result in cumulatively considerable
impacts, and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
In the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for this project, the proposed project was found to impact one
of six state-controlled study intersections in the Year 2030 Plus Project condition. Although MMTRA-1 would require a fair-share contribution to improvement costs, impacts would be significant and
unavoidable, because implementation of these improvements is not guaranteed. Because the project
would have an impact on the State Route 57 northbound ramps at Chapman Avenue in the Year 2030
Plus Project condition, impacts would be cumulatively considerable.
The historic impact to the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, the Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior High School Historic
District cannot be mitigated to less than significant. In the event that related projects would also
result in potentially significant and unmitigable impacts to historical resources, then the proposed
project would contribute cumulatively considerable impacts. These determinations would be
made on a case-by-case basis, and the effects of cumulative development on cultural resources
would be mitigated to the extent feasible in accordance with CEQA and other applicable legal
requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to a cumulatively considerable
impact associated with cultural resources due to the fact that demolition or removal of any
historically designated building would impact the potential historic districts.
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Consistency with land use plans and policies such as these generally would be required as part of
the development process for all cumulative projects, and as such, other lands within the City
would be developed in substantial conformance with the various land use goals, objectives,
policies, and zoning ordinances. However, because there would be significant and unavoidable
traffic and historic impacts, impacts would be cumulatively considerable.

4.8.8
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4.9

NOISE

This section evaluates short-term (construction) and long-term (operational) noise impacts that would
potentially occur as a result of implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (proposed
project). Noise generation sources from future implementation of the project would include traffic,
campus-related activities, and construction. Noise concepts and a summary of existing conditions are
provided in Section 4.9.1, Existing Conditions. The regulatory setting is provided in Section 4.9.2.
Potential noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic were modeled and assessed using the Federal
Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5 and are discussed in Section
4.9.4, Impacts Analysis. Data used to model noise from vehicular traffic was derived from the
project-specific traffic impact analysis report prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan (Appendix
E) and noise calculations for the proposed project are provided in Appendix D.
Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation included concerns regarding the
proposed Sherbeck Field improvements. Specifically, commenters were concerned about
construction noise, operation of the public announcement system, sleep disturbance associated
with night games, and incompatibility between the proposed Sherbeck Field improvements and
nearby residential land uses. The proposed Sherbeck Field improvements, while initially part
of the proposed project, will be assessed in a separate California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) document in response to public comments.
Commenters also discussed concerns about the proposed Centennial Parking Structure and
noise associated with car alarms.

4.9.1

Existing Conditions

4.9.1.1

Noise Concepts

Noise is generally defined as loud, unexpected, or undesired sound, typically associated with
human activity. Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with normal activities, when it
causes actual physical harm, or when it has adverse effects on health. The definition of noise as
unwanted sound implies that it has an adverse effect on people and their environment.
Sound is measured in terms of intensity, which describes the sound’s loudness and is measured
in decibels (dB); frequency or pitch, measured in cycles per second or hertz; and duration. Sound
is composed of various frequencies; however, the human ear does not respond to all frequencies,
being less sensitive to very low and very high frequencies than to medium frequencies that
correspond with human speech. Sound level meters adjust for the weight the human ear gives to
certain frequencies, applying a correction to each frequency range to approximate the human
ear’s sensitivity within each range. This is called “A-weighting” and is commonly used in
measurements of community environmental noise. The A-weighted decibel (dBA) is determined
to be the most appropriate unit of measure for community noise.
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The unit of measure for the cumulative effect of community noise is the community noise
equivalent level (CNEL), which is the average noise level for a 24-hour period. The CNEL is often
used to describe the relationship of a continuous noise source, such as traffic, to the desirable
ambient noise level (normal and existing noise level). The CNEL is adjusted to reflect the greater
sensitivity to noise during evening and nighttime hours, with a 5 dBA penalty assigned to noise
between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m., and a 10 dBA penalty assigned to noise between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.
Due to fluctuations in community noise over time, a single measurement called the equivalent
sound level (Leq) is often used to describe the time-varying character of community noise. Leq is the
energy-averaged A-weighted sound level during a measured time interval, and it is equal to the
level of a continuous, steady sound containing the same total acoustical energy over the averaging
time period as the actual time-varying sound.
To respond to the human ear’s sensitivity to sound, the range of audible sounds exists on a
logarithmic scale that takes into account the large differences in audible sound intensities. On this
scale, for example, a 10 dBA increase is normally perceived as a doubling of sound. A sound level
of 0 dBA is approximately the threshold of human hearing. Normal speech has a sound level of
approximately 60 dBA. Sound levels above approximately 120 dBA begin to be felt inside the
human ear as discomfort and eventually as pain at slightly higher levels. The minimum change in
the sound level of individual events that an average human ear can detect is approximately 3 dBA.
There are three conceptual components to noise: the source, the transmission path, and the
receiver. Noise can be reduced by lowering noise at its source; by lengthening or interrupting the
transmission path through diversion, absorption, or dissipation; or by protecting the receiver
through noise insulation. The most efficient and effective means of abating noise is to reduce noise
at its source. The source noise can be controlled through regulation, such as following restrictions
outlined in noise ordinances; muffling techniques; or soundproofing. The transmission path can be
interrupted by creating a buffer between the source and the receiver, such as a noise wall, earth
embankment, or building. The receiver can be protected from noise impacts through insulation,
building orientation, or shielded areas.
Noise sources can be classified in two forms: (1) point sources, such as stationary equipment
(e.g., pumps), and (2) line sources, such as a roadway with a large number of pass-by sources
(e.g., motor vehicles). Sound generated by a point source typically diminishes (attenuates) at a
rate of 6 dB for each doubling of distance from the source to the receptor. For example, a 60
dBA noise level measured at 50 feet from a point source would be 54 dBA at 100 feet from the
source and 48 dBA at 200 feet from the source. Sound generated by a line source typically
attenuates at a rate of 3 dB and 4.5 dB per doubling of distance from the source to the receptor
for hard and soft sites, respectively. Typical sound levels generated by various activities are
indicated in Table 4.9-1.
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Table 4.9-1
Typical Sound Levels
Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level (dBA)
110

Common Indoor Activities
Rock band

Jet fly-over at 1,000 feet
100
Gas lawnmower at 3 feet
90
Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 miles per hour
80
Noisy urban area, daytime
Gas lawn mower, 100 feet
Commercial area
Heavy traffic at 300 feet
Quiet urban daytime
Quiet urban nighttime
Quiet suburban nighttime

70

Food blender at 3 feet
Garbage disposal at 3 feet
Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet
Normal speech at 3 feet

60
50
40
30

Quiet rural nighttime

Large business office
Dishwasher next room
Theater, large conference room (background)
Library
Bedroom at night, concert hall (background)

20
Broadcast/recording studio
Lowest threshold of human hearing

10
0

Lowest threshold of human hearing

Source: Caltrans 2013.

Sound levels can also be attenuated by built or natural barriers. Intervening noise barriers,
such as solid walls or berms, typically reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dB. Structures can also
provide noise reduction by insulating interior spaces from outdoor noise. The exterior -tointerior noise attenuation provided by typical California building structures ranges from 15 to
25 dB with windows open and closed, respectively. Acoustically designed enclosures and
buildings can provide up to approximately 50 dB of noise reduction, depending on the noise
abatement treatments.
Vibration tolerance typically depends on the type of structures that are affected. Structural
response to vibration is typically evaluated in terms of peak particle velocity. Peak particle
velocity is often used since it is related to the stresses that are experienced by the buildings.
Various general standards are contained in the International Standards Organization’s Standards
3945, 4866, and 7626-1. Limits set by these standards indicate a low probability of structural
damage occurring to common structures at a peak particle velocity of 2.0 inches per second.
Older (and non-reinforced) masonry structures would have a limit of 0.75 to 1.0 inches per
second (Caltrans 2004). The Federal Transit Administration identifies a vibration damage
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threshold criterion of 0.20 inches per second for non-engineered timber and masonry buildings
(i.e., fragile buildings) or 0.12 inches per second for buildings extremely susceptible to vibration
(i.e., fragile historic buildings) (DOT 2006).
4.9.1.2

Existing Noise Environment

The project site is bounded by North Lemon Street to the west, Berkeley Avenue to the east and
north, and East Chapman Avenue and Wilshire Avenue to the south (Figure 4.9-1, Noise
Measurement and Modeling Locations). A portion of the Facilities Master Plan also extends to
the north side of Berkeley Avenue, east of North Lemon Avenue. Residences exist to the north,
south, and east sides of the project site, and Fullerton Union High School is located to the west of
the project site.
A sound level survey was conducted on January 30, 2017, to evaluate existing sound levels and
assess potential project noise impacts on the surrounding area. Short-term (1 hour or less)
attended sound level measurements were taken with a Rion NL-52 Sound Level Meter. This
instrument is categorized as Type 1, Precision Grade. Short-term sound levels were measured at
seven existing noise-sensitive receptors adjacent to and within the project site, as shown in
Figure 4.9-1. Noise measurements were made at the Fullerton Union High School (ST1),
adjacent to a church and residences (ST2), at surrounding residences (ST3, ST4, ST5, and ST6)
and on the Fullerton College campus (ST7).
The sound measuring instrument used for the survey was set to the “slow” time response and
the dBA scale for all noise measurements. To ensure accuracy, the laboratory calibration of
the instrument was field checked before and after each measurement period using an
acoustical calibrator. The accuracy of the acoustical calibrator is maintained through a
program established through the manufacturer and traceable to the National Institute of
Standards and Technology. The sound measurement instrument meets the requirements of
ANSI Standard S 1.4-1983 and International Electrotechnical Commission Publications 804
and 651. In all cases, the microphone height was 5 feet above the ground and the microphone
was equipped with a windscreen.
During the field measurements, physical observations of the predominant noise sources were
noted. The major noise source on the project site was vehicle traffic. Other secondary noise
sounds included noise from nearby heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment;
rustling leaves; birds; distant conversations; and other community noises. The results of the
sound level measurements are summarized in Table 4.9-2. The ambient noise measurement data
field sheets are provided in Appendix D. As shown in Table 4.9-2, measured noise levels ranged
from 49 dBA Leq at ST3 to 66 dBA Leq at ST1 when rounded to whole numbers, as is customary
for community noise measurements.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.9-4

4.9 – NOISE

Table 4.9-2
Short-Term Sound Level Measurement Results
Measurement Period
Start
Duration
Time
(mm:ss)
Date
01/30/17
12:26
10:00

Site ID
ST1

Measurement Location
Fullerton Union High School

ST2

South of campus, adjacent to
Latter Day Saints Institute of
Religion and residences
Single-family homes east of
North Berkeley Avenue, near
southeast corner of campus
Single-family homes east of
North Berkeley Avenue, near
east side of campus

01/30/17

10:40

10:00

01/30/17

11:04

10:00

01/30/17

11:18

10:00

Single-family homes north of
North Berkeley Avenue, near
northeast corner of campus
Apartments and single-family
homes north of North Berkeley
Avenue, near northwest corner
of campus
On campus, north of Math
building

01/30/17

11:34

10:00

01/30/17

111:50

10:00

01/30/17

12:10

10:00

ST3

ST4

ST5

ST6

ST7

Measurement Results (dBA)
Noise Sources
Traffic, birds, distant
conversations
Traffic, birds, rustling
leaves, distant
conversations
Traffic, birds, distant
conversations,
rustling leaves
Traffic, distant
conversations,
distant barking dog,
rustling leaves
Traffic, distant
conversations,
rustling leaves
HVAC noise, distant
traffic, birds, rustling
leaves

Leq
66.2

Lmax
81.6

Lmin
56.0

L90
59.5

L50
63.9

L10
68.8

62.8

79.3

46.0

51.9

60.9

65.1

49.1

62.5

42.4

45.1

47.1

51.8

49.8

86.8

39.2

42.4

46.9

53.2

63.7

75.5

42.7

52.1

61.1

67.3

54.4

87.7

51.5

53.3

54.1

55.2

HVAC noise, distant
conversations,
distant traffic

56.3

72.6

54.4

55.1

55.9

58

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); Lmax = maximum sound level during the measurement interval; Lmin = minimum sound level during the measurement interval; L90
= sound level exceeded for 90% of the measurement period; L50 = sound level exceeded for 50% of the measurement period; L10 = sound level exceeded for 10% of the measurement period.
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4.9.2

Regulatory Setting

The proposed project is located within the City of Fullerton (City). The North Orange County
Community College District (District) and Fullerton College are not subject to local plans,
policies, or guidelines related to noise, so this analysis uses relevant policies from the local
jurisdiction as guidance only.
Federal
The Noise Control Act of 1972 recognized the role of the federal government in dealing with
major commercial noise sources that require uniform treatment. Because Congress has the
authority to regulate interstate and foreign commerce, regulation of noise generated by such
commerce also falls under congressional authority. The federal government specifically
preempts local control of noise from aircraft, railroads, and interstate highways. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency has identified acceptable noise levels for various land uses
to protect the public with an adequate margin of safety and has established noise standards
for interstate commerce.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development standards define day/night equivalent
sound levels (Ldn) for outdoors at less than 65 dBA as acceptable for residential areas. Outdoor
levels up to 75 dBA Ldn may be acceptable, if there is appropriate insulation in buildings.
State
The pertinent noise regulations for California are contained in the California Code of Regulations.
Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards, establishes the acceptable interior environmental noise level
(45 dBA Ldn) for multiple-family dwellings (may be extended by local legislative action to include
single-family dwellings). Guidance in the California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Section
65302(f) requires local land use planning jurisdictions to prepare a general plan. The Noise
Element is a mandatory component of general plans. It may include general community noise
guidelines developed by the California Department of Health Services and specific planning
guidelines for noise/land use compatibility developed by the local jurisdiction. The state guidelines
also recommend that the local jurisdiction consider adopting a local noise control ordinance. The
Office of Planning and Research has developed guidelines for community noise acceptability for
use by local agencies (OPR 2003). Selected relevant levels are as follows (Ldn may be considered
nearly equivalent to CNEL):


CNEL below 60 dBA—normally acceptable for low-density residential use



CNEL of 55 to 70 dBA—conditionally acceptable for low-density residential use



CNEL below 65 dBA—normally acceptable for high-density residential use
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CNEL of 60 to 70 dBA—conditionally acceptable for high-density residential use,
transient lodging, churches, and educational and medical facilities



CNEL below 70 dBA—normally acceptable for playgrounds and neighborhood parks

“Normally acceptable” is defined as satisfactory for the specified land use, assuming that normal,
conventional construction is used in buildings. “Conditionally acceptable” may require some
additional noise attenuation or special study. Under most of these land use categories,
overlapping ranges of acceptability and unacceptability are presented, leaving some ambiguity in
areas where noise levels fall within the overlapping range.
California also regulates the noise levels of licensed motor vehicles traveling on public
thoroughfares, sets noise limits for certain off-road vehicles and watercraft, and sets required sound
levels for light-rail transit vehicle warning signals. The extensive state regulations pertaining to
worker noise exposure are, for the most part, applicable only to the construction phase of any
project (e.g., the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s Occupational Noise
Exposure Regulations (8 CCR 5095 et seq.)) or to workers in a central plant and/or maintenance
facility or involved in the use of landscape maintenance equipment or heavy machinery.
Local
City of Fullerton Municipal Code, Noise Control Ordinance
The City’s Municipal Code addresses noise standards and regulation in Chapter 15.90 of its
zoning code (Title 15). Chapter 15.90 establishes allowable hours for construction and exterior
and interior noise standards. With the exception of emergency machinery or work, construction
activities are allowable only Monday through Saturday, 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. Construction activities
are prohibited on Sunday and on City-recognized holidays. Construction equipment, vehicles,
and work are exempt from the following interior and exterior noise level standards, provided that
construction activities take place within the allowable time period (City of Fullerton 2001).
The noise standards for properties with residential zoning are summarized in Table 4.9-3.
Table 4.9-3
City of Fullerton Noise Standards
Location
Exterior
Interior

Sound Level (dBA)
55
50
55
45

Time Period
7 a.m. – 10 p.m.
10 p.m. – 7 a.m.
7 a.m. – 10 p.m.
10 p.m. – 7 a.m.

It is unlawful for noise levels to exceed:
a) Noise level standards for a cumulative period of more than 30 minutes within a 1-hour period
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Table 4.9-3
City of Fullerton Noise Standards
b)
c)
d)
e)

Location
Sound Level (dBA)
Time Period
Noise level standards plus 5 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 15 minutes but less than 30 minutes within a 1hour period
Noise level standards plus 10 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 5 minutes but less than 15 minutes within a 1hour period
Noise level standards plus 15 dBA for a cumulative period of more than one minute but less than 5 minutes within a 1hour period
Noise level standards plus 20 dBA for a cumulative period of less than one minute within a 1-hour period.

Source: City of Fullerton 2001.
Note: dBA = A-weighted decibel.

The Fullerton Plan
The Noise Element in The Fullerton Plan (the City’s general plan; City of Fullerton 2012) is
written to ensure compliance with federal and state requirements through a comprehensive, longrange program of achieving acceptable noise levels throughout the City. The Noise Element
identifies noise-generating uses and activities within City limits, primarily consisting of State
Route (SR) 57, SR-91, major and minor arterial roadways, and Fullerton Municipal Airport. The
Noise Element also presents future noise contours so that the City can include noise impact
considerations in development programs. Relevant policies within the Noise Element (City of
Fullerton 2012) that could pertain to the proposed project include the following:
P8.3

Support projects, programs, policies and regulations which ensure noise-compatible land
use planning.

P8.4

Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to control and abate noise generated
by stationary sources.

P8.5

Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to evaluate ways to ensure noisecompatible land use planning as part of community-based planning of Focus Areas.

P8.6

Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to permit uses where the noise level
of the surroundings-after taking into account noise insulation features and other control
techniques of the use-is not detrimental to the use.

P8.7

Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to permit uses and/or activities
where the noise generated by the use and/or activity is not detrimental or otherwise a
nuisance to the surroundings.
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Table 8 of the Noise Element, provided in this section as Table 4.9-4, describes the noise level
ranges considered compatible within the City of Fullerton for various land use types. These
standards are most frequently used to ensure suitability of new land uses (such as new residential
developments), but may also be used to ensure that existing land uses do not exceed a threshold
(i.e., from acceptable to unacceptable) as a result of construction of a nearby proposed project.
Table 4.9-4
Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments
Community Noise Exposure (dBA CNEL)
Land Use Category
Residential – Low-Density, Single-Family, Duplex,
Mobile Homes
Residential – Multiple-Family
Transient Lodging – Motel, Hotels
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters
Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator Sports
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation,
Cemeteries
Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture

Normally
Acceptable

Conditionally
Acceptable

Normally
Unacceptable

Clearly
Unacceptable

50–60

55–70

70–75

75–85

50–65
50–65
50–70
N/A
N/A
50–70
50–70

60–70
60–70
60–70
50–70
50–75
N/A
N/A

70–75
70–80
70–80
N/A
N/A
67.5–77.5
70–80

70–85
80–85
80–85
65–85
70–85
72.5–85
80–85

50–70
50–75

67.5–77.5
70–80

75–85
75–85

N/A
N/A

Source: Based on City of Fullerton 2012, Noise Element, Table 8.
Notes: CNEL = community noise equivalent level; N/A = not applicable.
Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional
construction without any special noise insulation requirements.
Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction
requirements is made and needed noise insulation features have been included in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed
windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning, will normally suffice.
Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed
analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made, and needed noise insulation features must be included in the design.
Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

4.9.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate project impacts related to noise are based on Appendix
G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. According to Appendix G, a
significant impact related to noise would occur if the project would:
1. Result in the exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies.
2. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.9-9

4.9 – NOISE

3. Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project.
4. Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.
5. Be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, and if so, the project would expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.
6. Be within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and if so, the project would expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.
Thresholds 5 and 6 were eliminated from further consideration in the Initial Study for the
proposed project. The project site is not located within the planning area for Fullerton Municipal
Airport or any other airport land use plan (ALUC 2005), and the proposed project is not located
within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, people residing in or working at the proposed
project site would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from an airport or a private airstrip.
Impacts would be less than significant.

4.9.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
Implementation of the proposed project would result in two primary types of potential noise
impacts: short-term (i.e., temporary) noise during construction and long-term noise during
operation of the facilities associated with the proposed project.
Short-Term Construction Noise
Potential noise effects from construction activities were assessed using a standard reference for
construction noise from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 1971).
Development activities for project construction would generally involve the following sequence,
in varying degrees, for all phases of the project: (1) demolition, (2) site preparation, (3) grading,
(4) trenching, (5) building construction, (6) paving, and (7) architectural coating. The following
equipment would be used for project construction:


Concrete/industrial saws



Off-highway water trucks



Tractors/loaders/backhoes



Trenchers



Rubber tired dozers



Plate compactors
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Graders



Pavers



Cranes



Cement and mortar mixers



Forklifts



Rollers



Bore/drill rigs



Paving equipment



Generator sets



Air compressors



Welders

Construction noise is difficult to quantify because of the many variables involved, including the
specific equipment types, size of equipment used, percentage of time in operation, condition of
each piece of equipment, and number of pieces of equipment that will actually operate on site.
The range of maximum noise levels for various types of construction equipment at a distance of
50 feet is depicted in Table 4.9-5. The noise values represent maximum noise generation, or fullpower operation of the equipment. As an example, a loader and two dozers, all operating at full
power and relatively close together, would generate a maximum sound level of approximately 90
dBA at 50 feet from their operation. As the distance between equipment increases, and/or the
separation of areas with simultaneous construction activity increases, dispersion and distance
attenuation reduce the effects of separate noise sources added together. In addition, typical
operating cycles may involve 2 minutes of full-power operation, followed by 3 or 4 minutes at
lower levels. The average noise level during construction activities is generally lower, since
maximum noise generation may only occur up to 50% of the time.
Table 4.9-5
Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels
Equipment
Saw
Dozer
Backhoe
Air compressor
Generator
Compactor
Crane, mobile
Concrete mixer
Grader
Loader
Pneumatic tool
Paver
Pile driver (impact)
Pile driver (sonic)
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Table 4.9-5
Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels
Equipment
Roller
Truck

Typical Sound Level (dBA) 50 Feet from Source
74
88

Source: DOT 2006.
Note: dBA= A-weighted decibel.

The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to project construction activities would be single-family
and multifamily residential uses near the northwest portion of the project site, located within
approximately 50 feet of the demolition of the Berkeley Center.
Noise levels from proposed construction activities (with a typical number of equipment operating on
the site) would range from 74 to 89 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet. The quietest phase of building site
construction would be trenching activities (82 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet), and the loudest phase
would be paving activities (89 dBA Leq at 50 feet). Noise levels from construction activities generally
decrease at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the activity. Thus, at a distance of 100 feet
from the center of construction activities, construction noise levels would range from 76 to 83 dBA Leq.
At a distance of 500 feet from the center of construction activities, construction noise would range from
62 to 69 dBA Leq. At a distance of 1,000 feet, construction noise could range up to 56 dBA Leq to 63
dBA Leq, but would likely be lower due to additional attenuation from ground effects, air absorption,
and shielding from miscellaneous intervening structures.
With the exception of construction of the proposed Centennial Parking Structure, special
construction techniques such as pile driving or blasting are not anticipated. Pile driving will be
necessary for construction of the parking structure. The nearest noise-sensitive, off-site receivers are
located approximately 325 feet from the proposed parking structure and associated pile-driving work.
As shown in Table 4.9-5, noise levels from pile driving can be substantially louder than conventional
construction noise levels. At a distance of 325 feet, the noise level from pile driving is estimated to
be approximately 85 dBA from impact pile driving. If a quieter type of pile-driving technology, such
as sonic pile driving, can be used, the noise level would be approximately 79 dBA.
Fullerton College is part of a state agency subject to building permit approvals by the Division of
the State Architect, but the City’s Noise Control Ordinance provides guidance regarding normal
hours for construction activities (Monday through Saturday, 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) (City of Fullerton
2001). As part of the standard construction procedure for the project, the District would limit
construction activities to those hours set by the City’s Noise Control Ordinance. No construction
activities are expected on Sundays or on City-recognized holidays, and construction is not expected
to occur during nighttime hours. Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in exposure of
persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s Noise
Control Ordinance or other applicable noise standards.
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However, noise from construction would be audible and would temporarily elevate the local
ambient noise level to some degree at on-site and off-site distances greater than 100 feet from
construction; therefore, impacts would be significant. In an effort to avoid construction noise
impacts, Mitigation Measure (MM) NOI-1 is required to control construction noise to the extent
practicable and feasible.
With implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise impacts would be less than significant.
No additional mitigation is required for conventional construction activities.
Long-Term Operational Noise Impact
On-Site Noise Impacts. Potential operational noise sources associated with the proposed project
would include a new 840-space parking structure (the Centennial Structure), which would be
constructed west of Sherbeck Field. Noise sources from parking lots include car alarms, door
slams, stereos, and tire squeals. These sources typically produce noise levels ranging from 55 to
70 dBA at 50 feet (Mestre Greve Associates 2011) and are generally very brief (several seconds
or less) and intermittent. Parking lots have the potential to generate noise levels that exceed 65
dBA, depending on the location of the source. However, these noise sources would be different
from each other in kind, duration, and location, so that the overall effects would be separate and,
in most cases, would not affect noise-sensitive receptors at the same time.
Similarly, traffic associated with the proposed parking structure would not be of sufficient
volume to exceed community noise standards based on a time-averaged scale, such as CNEL or
Leq (Mestre Greve Associates 2011). However, the instantaneous maximum sound levels
generated by a car door slamming, an engine starting up, or cars passing by could be annoying to
adjacent residents.
Recent noise measurements were conducted at a large park-and-ride lot over two 1-hour periods
in the late afternoon as commuters were returning to their cars and departing the facility. The
noise measurements yielded noise levels of 60 to 63 dBA Leq at a distance of 30 feet (Dudek
2016). These levels are consistent with noise measurements conducted by others (Urban
Crossroads 2016), in which the measured noise level from a parking structure was 65.9 dBA Leq
at a distance of 20 feet. Using the slightly more conservative level of 63 dBA Leq at a distance of
30 feet, the noise from the proposed parking structure at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses
(residences located approximately 325 feet away) would be 42 dBA Leq. Noise from the
proposed parking structure would neither exceed the City’s Noise Control Ordinance standards
nor contribute significantly to existing ambient noise levels.
Off-Site Noise Impacts. As a result of regional population and employment growth, as well as
Fullerton College campus growth under the proposed project, traffic on local arterial streets is
expected to increase relative to current conditions. Potential noise effects from vehicular traffic
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were assessed using the Federal Highway Administration’s TNM Version 2.5. Data used to
model noise from vehicular traffic was derived from the project-specific traffic impact analysis
report prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan (Appendix E). Information used in the model
consisted of Existing, Existing Plus Project, Year 2030 with Cumulative Projects, and Year 2030
With and Without Project traffic volumes and speeds. Noise levels were modeled at
representative noise-sensitive receivers. The receivers were modeled to be 5 feet above the local
ground elevation. TNM modeling input and output files are provided in Appendix D.
Thirteen receptors (ST1 through ST7 and M1 through M6) represented existing off-site
residences or other noise-sensitive land uses (in this instance, a school and two churches); all 13
of these receptors are adjacent to major arterial roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project,
along which project-related traffic is anticipated to travel (see Figure 4.9-1). Traffic volumes
were obtained from the traffic study conducted for the proposed project site for Existing,
Existing Plus Project, and Year 2030 With and Without Project traffic conditions, and used to
model noise levels under those scenarios. Traffic noise impacts were calculated by comparing
the Existing baseline conditions, Existing Plus Project, Year 2030 Without Project, and Year
2030 With Project traffic scenarios.
The information provided from this modeling, along with the results from ambient noise survey
measurements, was compared to the noise impact significance criteria to assess whether projectrelated traffic noise would cause a significant impact, and, if so, where. The results of the
comparisons are presented in Table 4.9-6.
Table 4.9-6
Modeled Traffic Noise With and Without Project (dBA CNEL)

Modeled Receptor
ST1 – Fullerton
Union High School
ST2 – Church,
residences south of
project
ST3 – Residences
east of project
ST4 – Residences
east of project
ST5 – Residences
north of project
ST6 – Residences
north of project
ST7 – On-campus
(central quad area)

Existing
(2017)
67

Existing
Plus Project
67

Year 2030 With
Cumulative
Projects
68

Year 2030 With
Cumulative Projects
Plus Project
68

Maximum Noise
Level Increase
(dBA)
0

65

66

67

67

1

62

63

63

63

1

62

63

63

63

1

68

68

68

69

1

57

57

57

57

0

50

50

52

52

0
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Table 4.9-6
Modeled Traffic Noise With and Without Project (dBA CNEL)

Modeled Receptor
M1 – Residences
north of project
M2 – Residences
northwest of project
M3 – Church
southwest of project
M4 – Residences
south of project
M5 – Residences
southeast of project
M6 – Residences
east of project

Existing
(2017)
68

Existing
Plus Project
68

Year 2030 With
Cumulative
Projects
68

Year 2030 With
Cumulative Projects
Plus Project
69

Maximum Noise
Level Increase
(dBA)
1

64

64

65

65

0

66

66

68

68

0

66

66

68

68

0

71

71

73

73

0

67

68

68

68

1

Source: FHWA 2004.
Notes: dBA= A-weighted decibel; CNEL = community noise equivalent level.
Project-related traffic noise levels are rounded to the nearest whole numbers.

As Table 4.9-6 shows, the proposed project would increase the noise level along these roads by
1 dB or less (rounded to whole numbers) along the study area roads in the vicinity of the
Fullerton College campus. A change of 1 dB or less is within the tolerance limit of traffic noise
prediction models. Additionally, in the context of community noise, a 1 dB increase is not a
noticeable change to the average human listener. Therefore, due to the amount of increase in
noise level (1 dB or less), noise impacts due to project-related traffic would not be significant.
The proposed project is not anticipated to result in significant noise increases or cause an
exceedance of applicable noise standards. Therefore, the impact from traffic noise associated
with the proposed project would be less than significant.
Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
Construction activities that might expose persons to excessive groundborne vibrations or
groundborne noise could cause a potentially significant impact. Groundborne vibration
information related to construction activities has been collected by the California Department of
Transportation. This information indicates that continuous vibrations with a peak particle velocity
of approximately 0.1 inches per second begin to annoy people (Caltrans 2004). Groundborne
vibration is typically attenuated over short distances. The closest residences to the
demolition/construction areas would be approximately 50 feet away. More typically, residential
land uses would be located approximately 150 feet or more from demolition and construction
activities. The heavier pieces of construction equipment, such as large bulldozers and loaded
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trucks, would have peak particle velocities of approximately 0.089 inches per second or less at a
distance of 25 feet (DOT 2006). At a distance of 50 feet and beyond, the peak particle velocity
with the anticipated construction equipment would be approximately 0.031 inches per second or
less. At 150 feet, the peak particle velocity with the anticipated construction equipment would be
approximately 0.006 inches per second. Thus, vibration levels from demolition and construction
activities would be below 0.1 inches per second at the adjacent residences. Vibration is very
subjective, and some people may be annoyed at continuous vibration levels near the level of
perception (or approximately a peak particle velocity of 0.01 inches per second). However,
construction activities are not anticipated to result in continuous vibration levels that typically
annoy people, and the vibration impact would, therefore, be less than significant.
With the exception of the Centennial Parking Structure (where pile driving is anticipated to be
necessary1), pile driving, blasting, or other special construction techniques are not anticipated to
be used for construction of the proposed facilities; therefore, excessive groundborne vibration
and groundborne noise would not be generated. Additionally, groundborne vibration would not be
associated with the proposed project following construction activities and no impacts related to
excessive groundborne vibration would occur.
Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Long-term operational noise would result from the proposed parking structure and associated
Fullerton College campus facilities. As mentioned previously, noise from the proposed parking
structure at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses (residences located approximately 325 feet
away) would be approximately 42 dBA Leq. According to Table 4.9-2, existing ambient noise
level measurements taken near the proposed parking structure were approximately 64 dBA Leq
(ST4). The resultant incremental increase from the addition of the parking structure would be
well under 1 dB; therefore, there would not be a substantial increase in ambient noise levels.2
The project would also generate off-site traffic noise along adjacent roads, including East
Chapman Street, North Lemon Street, and North Berkeley Avenue, as well as overall traffic
noise in the vicinity of the Fullerton College campus. As mentioned previously and indicated in
Table 4.9-6, the proposed project would increase the noise level along local roadways by 1 dB or
less (rounded to whole numbers) in the vicinity of the site. This increase is not noticeable to the
human ear. Therefore, due to the amount of increase in noise level (less than 1 dB, rounded to
1

2

As noted previously, the nearest off-site noise- or vibration-sensitive receivers would be approximately 325 feet
or more away. Vibration from pile driving would not be significant at this distance.
Because the predicted noise level from the parking garage at 325 feet would be at least 10 dBA less than the ambient
noise level, the increase would be negligible. The summation of two or more noise sources (S1 and S2, for example)
occurs in the energy domain (i.e., 10*Log(10^(S1/10) + 10^(S2/10)). In this case, 42 dBA Leq plus 64 dBA Leq would
equal 64.03 dBA Leq.
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whole numbers), noise impacts due to project-related traffic are not anticipated to be significant
due to the inability of potential residential receptors to detect an increase of less than 1 dB.
Impacts would be less than significant.
Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
As detailed previously, noise levels from proposed construction activities (with a typical number
of equipment operating on the site) at the nearest noise-sensitive land uses would range from 74
to 89 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet.
As part of the standard construction procedure for the project, construction activities would be
limited to Monday through Saturday, 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. No construction activities are anticipated
to occur on Sundays or during federal holidays, and construction would not occur during
nighttime hours.
However, noise from construction would be audible and would temporarily elevate the local
ambient noise level to some degree at on-site distances more than 100 feet from construction;
therefore, impacts would be significant. In an effort to avoid construction noise impacts, MMNOI-1 is required to control construction noise to the extent practicable and feasible.
With implementation of MM-NOI-1, construction noise would have less than significant
impacts. No additional mitigation is required for conventional construction activities.

4.9.5

Mitigation Measures

Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines requires environmental impact reports to describe
feasible measures to minimize significant adverse impacts. The following mitigation measure has
been evaluated for feasibility and is incorporated to reduce potentially significant impacts related
to increases in noise levels from construction of the proposed project and operation (permanent
impacts) at the project site.
MM-NOI-1

Prior to initiation of construction on the Fullerton College campus, the North
Orange County Community College District shall approve a construction noise
mitigation program to include the following:


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



Stationary noise sources such as generators shall be located away from noisesensitive land uses if feasible.
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Laydown and construction vehicle staging areas shall be located away from
noise-sensitive land uses if feasible.



Whenever possible, academic, administrative, and residential areas that will
be subject to construction noise shall be informed 1 week before the start of
each construction project.



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

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Implementation of MM-NOI-1 would reduce impacts associated with short-term construction
noise to less than significant.

4.9.7

Cumulative Impacts

Construction noise primarily affects areas immediately adjacent to the construction site. The
closest cumulative project site, as listed in Table 3-4 in Chapter 3, is the Fox Block Mixed Use
Development Project, which is located approximately 750 feet from the nearest proposed
construction project on the Fullerton College campus. Construction schedules and activities for
potential future projects near Fullerton College are currently unknown; therefore, potential
construction noise impacts associated with two simultaneous projects are speculative. However,
cumulative projects would need to comply with the City’s Noise Control Ordinance and limit
construction activities to the allowable hours (Monday through Saturday, 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.) (City
of Fullerton 2001). Thus, although several construction activities may occur simultaneously at
several areas on the Fullerton College campus and in the surrounding community, given the
distance between the project site and the cumulative projects within the City, and the cumulative
projects’ compliance with the local jurisdictional noise standards, it is unlikely that the noise
increase would exceed 3 dB (the minimum change in the sound level of individual events that an
average human ear can detect). Therefore, the increased noise would not result in significant
cumulative impacts.
As shown in Table 4.9-6, the proposed project’s traffic-related impacts would result in a 1 dB or
less increase (rounded to whole numbers) along adjacent roadways. Therefore, the increase in
noise associated with cumulative traffic would not be cumulatively considerable and would be
less than significant.
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4.10

POPULATION AND HOUSING

This section describes the existing population and housing trends in Southern California,
County of Orange, and the City of Fullerton (City). This section evaluates consistency with
applicable plans, policies, and regulations as they relate to population and housing. It also
evaluates potential impacts to population and housing related to implementation of the
proposed Facilities Master Plan (proposed project). Data sources for this section include
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) data, County of Orange data, City
data, and data from Fullerton College.

4.10.1

Existing Conditions

The following subsections provide an overview of existing conditions related to population and
housing in Southern California, the County of Orange, the City of Fullerton, and the Fullerton
College campus.
Regional Conditions
SCAG is the nation’s largest metropolitan planning organization, representing 6 counties, 191
cities, and approximately 19 million residents. The SCAG region is the second most populous
metropolitan region in the nation. The California State Department of Finance estimates that the
population of the region reached 18,545,063 in 2014. Approximately 6% of the national
population lives in the SCAG region, and for over half a century, the region has been home to
approximately half the population of California (SCAG 2016a).
According to data from the six counties in the SCAG region, there were approximately
18,545,063 people living in the region, making up 6,029,326 households and 8,327,300 jobs, in
2014. The highest population densities occur in Los Angeles County, and the lowest densities
occur in the unincorporated territories of the other five counties. Based on U.S. Census data from
2010, the average household size ranges from 3.0 in Los Angeles and Orange Counties to 3.5 in
Imperial County. There were approximately 6.0 million households in the SCAG region in 2014.
Los Angeles County accounts for over half of all households in the region (SCAG 2016a).
Employment trends in Southern California have long followed a “boom and bust” cycle. Much
of the 2000s saw a boom of housing development, particularly in the Inland Empire, only to be
followed by a bust starting in 2008, which affected employment, particularly in the housing
construction and service sectors. As of 2013, there were approximately 8 million jobs in the
SCAG region. Based on the most recent available published data, the economy experienced a net
increase in jobs, between 2000 and 2013, for three of the six counties in the SCAG region:
Imperial, Orange, and Riverside. The remaining counties in the SCAG region (Los Angeles, San
Bernardino, and Ventura) all show a decline in jobs, as does the SCAG region as a whole. As of
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2013, employment in Imperial County grew by 34.2% (15,854 jobs), employment in the County
of Orange grew by 9.9% (141,630 jobs), and employment in Riverside County grew by 1.6%
(10,236 jobs). The counties with the highest employment loss (in increasing order of percent of
lost employment) are as follows: Los Angeles County (1.2% loss), San Bernardino County (2.3%
loss), and Ventura County (9.4% loss). Overall, the SCAG region gained approximately 37,089
jobs (or 0.5%) between 2000 and 2013 (SCAG 2016a).
Table 4.10-1 represents the forecasted population, households, and employment growth in
Southern California from 2014 to 2040.
Table 4.10-1
Population and Employment Growth for the Southern California Region
Population
Housing
Employment

2014
18,545,063
6,029,326
8,327,300

2020
19,395,000
6,415,000
8,507,000

2035
21,475,000
7,169,000
9,572,000

2040
22,122,000
7,406,000
9,872,000

Source: SCAG 2016a.

County Conditions
Population
As of 2010–2014, the total population of the County of Orange is 3,086,331, which is 8.43%
more than it was in 2000. The population growth rate is lower than the state average rate of
12.39% and is lower than the national average rate of 11.61%. The County of Orange population
density is 3,255.40 people per square mile, which is much higher than the state average density
of 232.55 people per square mile and is much higher than the national average density of 82.73
people per square mile. The most prevalent race in the County of Orange is white, which
represent 62.94% of the total population. The average County of Orange education level is higher
than the state average and is higher than the national average (World Media Group LLC 2017).
Estimates from the Department of Finance have determined that there will be an increase in the
number of older County of Orange residents and either stability or a slight decline in the number
of residents from ages 15 to 24 in the next 10 years. The greatest changes are projected to be as
follows: a 17% increase in the 25–29 age cohort and significant increases in the 50–59 and over
60 age cohorts (14% and 38% respectively) (District 2012).
The number of residents in the typical college-going ages of 15–19 will decrease by 7%, and the
number in the 20–24 age cohort will remain stable, with a minor projected increase of 1%.
Comparing 2010 and 2020, the proportions of each age cohort in the total population are stable.
The proportions of females and males in the population of the County of Orange residents are
equal and are projected to remain in balance in the coming decade (District 2012).
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Housing
The housing needs of the County of Orange are determined by demographic characteristics of the
population (age, household size, employment, and/or ethnicity) and the characteristics of housing
availability to that population (number of units, tenure, size, and cost). The regional housing
market is seldom static and is constantly changing with dynamic social and economic factors. As
County demographics and household socioeconomic conditions change, different housing
opportunities arise and/or must be created to meet demand. Future housing needs are affected by
the number and type of new jobs created within the upcoming years.
Generally, residents who are employed in well-paying occupations have less difficulty obtaining
adequate housing than residents in low-paying occupations. The County of Orange has a fairly
large population of affluent homeowners; therefore, future planning efforts need to place greater
attention on the affordability gap in the resale of smaller and more moderately priced homes to
lower-income and first-time homebuyers (County of Orange 2013).
Table 4.10-2 presents the forecasted population, household, and employment growth in the
County of Orange from 2014 to 2040.
Table 4.10-2
Population, Households, and Employment Growth for the County of Orange
Population
Households
Employment

2014
3,113,991
1,005,957
1,489,200

2020
3,271,000
1,075,000
1,730,000

2035
3,431,000
1,135,000
1,870,000

2040
3,461,000
1,152,000
1,899,000

Source: SCAG 2016a.

Local Conditions
Population
According to recent Census data, the City experienced an 11.1% increase from 1990 to 2000 and
an 8.4% increase between 2000 and 2012. The median age of the City’s population (34.8) is 1.4
years younger than the overall County of Orange’s median age (36.2). City residents are
predominantly composed of the following three racial/ethnic groups: non-Hispanic White,
Hispanic, and Asian. In 2010, 38 % of City residents were non-Hispanic White, and 34% were of
Hispanic origin. The Asian population was the third largest ethnic group in the City, making up
23% of the population (City of Fullerton 2015).
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Housing
Family households composed approximately 69% of all households in the City, which is 2%
below the County with 71%. The City’s average household size (2.91) is slightly less than the
County of Orange as a whole (2.99) (City of Fullerton 2015).
Between 2000 and 2012, single-family homes represented 91% of all units added to the City’s
housing stock, far outpacing the construction of multifamily units (10%). For the County of
Orange as a whole, the growth of single-family units (59%) also exceeded multifamily
development (40%) (City of Fullerton 2015).
Table 4.10-3 presents the forecasted population, household, and employment growth in the City
from 2012 to 2040 (City of Fullerton 2015).
Table 4.10-3
Population, Households, and Employment Growth for the City of Fullerton
Population
Households
Employment

2012
138,000
45,500
60,800

2020
145,500
47,400
63,400

2040
160,500
55,200
94,100

Sources: SCAG 2012, 2016b.

Fullerton College Campus Conditions
Population
In total, 97% of Fullerton College students come from within the State of California, and
89.4% are U.S. citizens. Based on fall 2015 data, approximately 76% of Fullerton College
students live in the County of Orange. The primary service area of Fullerton College includes
the Cities of Anaheim, Brea, Buena Park, Fullerton, La Habra, Placentia, and Yorba Linda.
In total, 67% of the students enrolling in Fullerton College come from the seven cities within
its primary service area, with the Cities of Anaheim and Fullerton sending the most students
(District 2012; Lara, pers. comm. 2016).
For the fall 2015 semester, the percentage of students per city of origin was determined by
Fullerton College for the entire service area, which is presented in Table 4.10-4.
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Table 4.10-4
Fullerton College
Service Area and Students Enrollment for Fall 2015
City
Anaheim
Bell
Bellflower
Brea
Buena Park
Cerritos
Chino
Chino Hills
Corona
Cypress
Diamond Bar
Downey
Fullerton
Garden Grove
Hacienda Heights
Huntington Beach
La Habra
La Mirada
La Palma
La Puente
Lakewood
Norwalk
Ontario
Orange
Paramount
Pico Rivera
Placentia
Pomona
Riverside
Rowland Heights
Santa Ana
Santa Fe Springs
South Gate
Stanton
Tustin
Walnut
West Covina
Westminster

Fall 2015 Percentage of Total Students per
City of Origin
22.77%
0.15%
0.33%
3.76%
4.42%
0.58%
0.60%
1.49%
1.52%
0.72%
0.96%
0.70%
16.66%
2.14%
1.00%
0.13%
7.13%
3.15%
0.31%
0.62%
0.12%
1.16%
0.31%
1.97%
0.13%
0.36%
4.59%
0.38%
0.19%
1.57%
1.35%
0.27%
0.16%
0.71%
0.22%
0.51%
0.37%
0.25%
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Fall 2015 Number of Students per
City of Origin
5,582
37
81
922
1,083
142
148
365
372
176
235
172
4,084
525
245
33
1,748
772
77
153
29
284
76
484
31
88
1,124
94
47
386
330
65
39
173
55
126
91
62
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Table 4.10-4
Fullerton College
Service Area and Students Enrollment for Fall 2015
City
Whittier
Yorba Linda
Unknown/unreporteda

Fall 2015 Percentage of Total Students per
City of Origin
6.23%
3.62%
6.37%
Total

Fall 2015 Number of Students per
City of Origin
1,528
887
1,561
24,512

Sources: Lara, pers. comm. 2016b; CCCCO 2016a.
Notes:
a
The city of origin was only reported for 22,951 students who enrolled in fall of 2015. Therefore, the 1,561 students whose city of origin
was not reported were classified as “unknown/unreported.”

Housing
No student or faculty housing exists on the Fullerton College campus.

4.10.2

Regulatory Setting

4.10.2.1 Federal and State
There are no federal or state laws or regulations related to housing that are applicable to the
proposed project.
4.10.2.2 Local
The Fullerton Plan
The Housing Element of The Fullerton Plan (the City’s general plan) addresses housing
opportunities for current and future City residents and provides the primary policy guidance for
local decision making related to housing. The Housing Element is the only general plan element
that requires review by the State of California (City of Fullerton 2015).
The Housing Element provides a detailed analysis of the City’s demographic, economic, and
housing characteristics as required by state law. The Housing Element also evaluates the City’s
progress in implementing the 2008–2014 policy program and actions related to housing
production, preservation, conservation, and rehabilitation. Based on community housing needs,
available resources, housing constraints/opportunities, and analysis of past performance, the
Housing Element identifies goals, objectives, and action programs that address existing and
projected housing needs in the City (City of Fullerton 2015).
The California State Legislature has identified the attainment of a decent home and suitable living
environment for every Californian as a statewide goal. Local planning programs play a critical part in
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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achieving this goal. Therefore, the California State Legislature mandates that all cities and counties
prepare a Housing Element as part of their comprehensive general plans (City of Fullerton 2015).
The policies listed in The Fullerton Plan’s Housing Element (City of Fullerton 2015) are as follows:


Policy Action 1.1: Provision of Adequate Sites for Housing Development. To ensure
the continued availability of adequate sites to accommodate estimated future construction
need by income category, the City shall monitor housing development activities and report
annually on progress toward meeting the City’s assigned share of regional housing need.



Policy Action 2.1: Preservation of Historic Residential Resources. The City values its
historic residential resources. To ensure the continued preservation of historic residential
structures, the City shall encourage the conservation, preservation and enhancement of
the City’s historic residential neighborhoods. The City shall consult with organizations,
such as Fullerton Heritage, and investigate the appropriateness and feasibility of
additional General Plan policies that further encourage the preservation and enhancement
of historic residential resources in the City. Additionally, the City shall periodically
update the City’s Historic Building Survey.



Policy Action 2.7: Neighborhood-Based Community Enhancement. The City
acknowledges the success of recent neighborhood-based community enhancement efforts
such as the Richman Park neighborhood. The City shall identify specific neighborhood
focus areas to establish strategies, programs, and improvements to address deferred
maintenance, overcrowding, infrastructure deficiencies, and other issues that affect
neighborhood quality. The City shall aggressively pursue local, State, and federal funding
to assist in the improvement of identified neighborhoods.

4.10.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the proposed project impacts to population and housing are
based on Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR
15000 et. seq.). According to Appendix G, a significant impact related to population and housing
would occur if the proposed project would:
1. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure).
2. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.
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3. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.
The Initial Study analyzed these thresholds of significance and determined that Thresholds 2 and
3 would have no impact. The Chapman–Newell properties, located at 428, 434, and 438 East
Chapman Avenue, would be removed to support a new instructional building and associated
parking. However, these single-family residences are zoned Office–Professional and are
currently vacant. Therefore, the proposed project would not displace significant substantial
amounts of housing or people, and impacts would not occur.

4.10.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Student Growth
As demonstrated in Section 4.10.1, Existing Conditions, the population is projected to continue to
increase throughout the region into the future. These changes in population growth and demography
present an opportunity for the North Orange County Community College District (District) to enhance
and expand its educational offerings and services to a larger and more diverse group of students.
For the fall 2015 semester, the percentage of students per city of origin was determined by
Fullerton College for the entire service area, which is presented in Table 4.10-5. Assuming that
the percentage of students per city of origin would not change during the Facilities Master Plan
planning period, the projected number of students per city of origin during peak growth period is
presented in Table 4.10-5 as a point of comparison of population growth for each city.
Table 4.10-5
Population Growth for Cities within the Fullerton College Service Area and Projected
Number of Students Per City of Origin
City Population Projectionsa
City
Anaheim
Bell
Bellflower
Brea
Buena Park
Cerritos

2012
345,300
35,700
77,100
41,100
81,800
49,300

2020
369,100
35,900
—
48,300
83,500
49,400
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2040
403,400
36,900
79,600
50,600
92,500
50,900

Students per City of Origin
Fall 2015
Percentage
22.77%
0.15%
0.33%
3.76%
4.42%
0.58%

Fall 2015
Total
5,582
37
81
922
1,083
142

Fall 2025
Totalb
6,308
42
92
1,042
1,224
160

2015 to
2025 Net
Changec
726
5
11
120
141
18
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Table 4.10-5
Population Growth for Cities within the Fullerton College Service Area and Projected
Number of Students Per City of Origin
City Population Projectionsa
City
Chino
Chino Hills
Corona
Cypress
Diamond Bar
Downey
Fullerton
Garden Grove
Hacienda Heightsd
Huntington Beach
La Habra
La Mirada
La Palma
La Puente
Lakewood
Norwalk
Ontario
Orange
Paramount
Pico Rivera
Placentia
Pomona
Riverside
Rowland Heightsd
Santa Ana
Santa Fe Springs
South Gate
Stanton
Tustin
Walnut
West Covina
Westminster
Whittier
Yorba Linda
Unknown/unreportede

2012
79,400
75,800
156,000
48,500
56,000
112,500
138,000
172,900
—
193,200
61,100
48,800
15,800
40,100
80,600
105,900
166,300
138,500
54,500
63,400
51,500
150,500
310,700
—
329,200
16,600
94,700
38,700
77,300
29,800
107,000
91,000
85,900
66,200
—

2020
88,800
76,600
—
—
58,700
116,200
145,500
—
—
199,800
62,800
50,300
—
45,000
—
—
203,800
141,500
57,100
65,900
53,600
168,500
339,000
—
337,600
17,900
101,200
40,800
81,300
32,600
112,200
—
87,600
69,700
—

2040
120,400
94,900
172,300
49,700
63,900
121,700
160,500
178,200
—
207,100
68,500
52,100
15,800
50,200
84,700
106,300
258,600
153,000
58,000
69,100
58,400
190,400
386,600
—
343,100
21,700
111,800
41,600
83,000
33,800
116,700
92,800
96,900
70,500
—
Total

Students per City of Origin
Fall 2015
Percentage
0.60%
1.49%
1.52%
0.72%
0.96%
0.70%
16.66%
2.14%
1.00%
0.13%
7.13%
3.15%
0.31%
0.62%
0.12%
1.16%
0.31%
1.97%
0.13%
0.36%
4.59%
0.38%
0.19%
1.57%
1.35%
0.27%
0.16%
0.71%
0.22%
0.51%
0.37%
0.25%
6.23%
3.62%
6.37%
100%

Fall 2015
Total
148
365
372
176
235
172
4,084
525
245
33
1,748
772
77
153
29
284
76
484
31
88
1,124
94
47
386
330
65
39
173
55
126
91
62
1,528
887
6.37%
24,512

Fall 2025
Totalb
167
412
420
199
266
194
4,615
593
277
37
1,975
872
87
173
33
321
86
547
35
99
1,270
106
53
436
373
73
44
196
62
142
103
70
1,727
1,002
1,764
27,701

2015 to
2025 Net
Changec
19
47
48
23
31
22
531
68
32
4
227
100
10
20
4
37
10
63
4
11
146
12
6
50
43
8
5
23
7
16
12
8
199
115
203
3,189

Source: Lara, pers. comm. 2016; CCCCO 2016a; SCAG 2012, 2016b.
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Notes:
a
The SCAG 2012–2035 RTP/SCS 2020 population growth projections and 2016–2040 RTP/SCS 2040 population growth projections are
presented. The 2012 values were also taken from the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS. In some cases, the 2020 population values did not match the
projection trends for each City as presented in the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS (either the 2020 population values are more than the 2040
population values or the 2020 population values are less than the 2012 population values). A dash represents 2020 population values that
were not consistent with the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS population growth projections.
b
The projected number of students per city for 2025 was determined by multiplying the fall 2015 percentage of total students per city of
origin by the total student enrollment for 2025 (27,701 students).
c
The net change in the number of students per city was determined by subtracting the 2025 projected student enrollment from the 2015
student enrollment.
d
Hacienda Heights and Rowland Heights are census-designated places; therefore, projections have not been determined by SCAG since
SCAG determines population projections for cities and counties only.
e
The city of origin was only reported for 22,951 students that enrolled in fall of 2015. Therefore, the 1,561 students whose city of origin
was not reported were classified as “unknown/unreported.”

As shown in Table 4.10-5, the projected number of students per city of origin would represent a
small percentage of the population growth anticipated for each city. Therefore, projections are
consistent with SCAG’s growth projections for each Fullerton College service area, and impacts
as a result of increased student headcount would not be substantial. Impacts as a result of
increase in student growth would be less than significant.
Employee Growth
For the 2015 fall semester, the student headcount enrollment was 24,512, and the employee count
was 1,315, representing a student-to-employee ratio of 19 to 1 (CCCCO 2016a, 2016b). Assuming
that this same ratio is maintained upon buildout of the proposed project, this would result in an
employee count of 1,458, or a net growth of 143 employees by the year 2025. Thus, Fullerton
College would experience a 10.9% increase in employees, which is only 0.23% of SCAG’s overall
growth projection of 63,400 employees for the City by 2020. Therefore, employee growth is
consistent with SCAG’s overall growth projections and would not result in a substantial increase in
employment growth. Impacts as a result of increase in employees would be less than significant.

4.10.5

Mitigation Measures

Impacts associated with population and housing would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.

4.10.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Impacts associated with population and housing would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.

4.10.7

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts to population and housing would result from a combination of projects that
induce population growth, displace substantial numbers of housing, or displace substantial numbers
of people. Although the proposed project would involve the removal of three single-family homes
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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located at 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman Avenue, these homes are currently vacant and are zoned
Office–Professional. It was determined in the Initial Study that thresholds associated with the
displacement of housing or people would have no impact and did not need further analysis.
As described in Section 4.10.4, Impacts Analysis, the proposed project would result in new
student and employee growth. However, this projection is consistent with SCAG’s growth
projections for the region. The City is highly urbanized, and cumulative projects are primarily
urban infill projects that would not substantially induce new growth into the area. In combination
with the proposed project, impacts to population growth or housing availability would not be
cumulatively considerable.
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4.11

PUBLIC SERVICES

This section describes the existing conditions with regard to fire and emergency services and
police protection services within the project site and vicinity. This section also identifies
associated regulatory requirements and evaluates the proposed Facilities Master Plan’s (proposed
project’s) potential impacts to public services. Information provided in Section 4.10.1, Existing
Conditions, is based on communications with individuals from the Fullerton Fire Department
and the Fullerton Police Department. Online resources such as annual safety and security reports
from Fullerton College Campus Safety Department (Campus Safety Department), the Fullerton
Fire Department, and the Fullerton Police Department were also used.
The majority of Notice of Preparation comments, related to public services, were associated
with safety concerns upon operation of Sherbeck Field. However, the Sherbeck Field
Improvements Project, which was originally included in the Initial Study and Notice of
Preparation for this Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR), will be assessed in a
separate California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document in response to public
comments. One commenter requested that the Program EIR address impacts on neighborhood
safety and security. One commenter was concerned about safety impacts associated with the
proposed Centennial Parking Structure.

4.11.1

Existing Conditions

4.11.1.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Response
The Campus Safety Department is the first responder to emergency calls made on campus. If a
call regarding a medical emergency is received and additional assistance is required, the Campus
Safety Department will coordinate with the Fullerton Fire Department and the Fullerton Police
Department. In all cases where an incident requires additional assistance, the Campus Safety
Department will coordinate with either the Fullerton Fire Department and the Fullerton Police
Department, or both, depending on the type of emergency. The Campus Safety Department
would contact them directly by dialing 911. Campus Safety Department Officers at a minimum
are required to receive First Aid/Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation/Automated External
Defibrillator training and either PC 832 officer’s training or formal police academy training
(McKamy, pers. comm. 2017). Campus Safety Officers are non-sworn and enforce parking
regulations, college regulations, and board policy (Fullerton College 2017a). The Campus Safety
Department operates 24 hour a day, 7 days a week (Fullerton College 2017b).
The Campus Safety Office is located in Safety Building 1500 on the eastern portion of campus,
south of the existing student parking structure and north of Media Services/Academic
Computing/Maintenance and Operation Shops Building 2300 (Fullerton College 2017a).
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Emergency phones and call boxes, with a direct connection to the Campus Safety Department,
are located throughout the campus, including the student parking structure, Administration
Building 100, Business and Computer Information Systems Division Office Building 300, South
Science Building 400, Humanities Building 500, Math Building 600, Technology and
Engineering Building 700, Fine Arts/Gallery Building 1000, Music Building 1100, Physical
Education Building 1200, Theater Arts Building 1300, Horticulture Building 1600 Complex,
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100, Student Services Building 2000, and the Aquatics Center.
Students and Fullerton College employees can also reach the Campus Safety Department in an
event of emergency by calling (714) 992-7777. Calls made to 911 from cell phones are routed
directly to the Fullerton Police Department (Fullerton College 2017a).
As required by the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime
Statistics Act, codified at 20 U.S.C. 1092(f) as a part of the Higher Education Act of 1965,
Fullerton College publishes its Annual Security Report every year. Table 4.11-1 presents a
summary of these statistics (presented annually) for 2015.
Table 4.11-1
Fullerton College Campus Safety Authority Annual Statistics (2015)
Category

Number of Incidents – On Campus (2015)
Crimes

Murder/non-negligent manslaughter
Negligent manslaughter
Forcible sex offenses
Rape
Fondling
Non-forcible sex offenses
Arson
Robbery
Aggravated assault
Burglary
Motor vehicle theft
Domestic violence
Dating violence
Sexual assault
Stalking

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
2
1
0
2
2
Special Category Arrest

Weapons possession
Drug abuse violation
Liquor laws
Hate crimes
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Table 4.11-1
Fullerton College Campus Safety Authority Annual Statistics (2015)
Category
Violations of weapons
Violations of drugs
Violations of liquor laws

Number of Incidents – On Campus (2015)
Arrests and Disciplinary Referrals
0
5
0
Total
19

Source: Fullerton College 2017a.

The Campus Safety Department would contact the Fire Department during a fire or medical
emergency on campus by calling 911. During a fire or medical emergency at Fullerton College, the
closest Fire Department unit would respond at the time of the call. However, if the Fire Station 1
(located at 312 East Commonwealth Avenue, Fullerton 92832) crew were present at their station
during the time of the call, they would be the first-use responder. The second-use responder would
be Station 3 (Nakagami, pers. comm. 2017). Fire Station 1 is located approximately 0.15 miles
south of campus. Fire Station 3 is located at 700 South Acacia Avenue, Fullerton 92831
approximately 1.25 miles southeast of campus (see Figure 4.11-1, Public Services) (City of
Fullerton 2017a). Fire Station 1 includes an Advanced Life Support Engine (four-person crew), a
Basic Life Support Truck Company (four-person crew), and a Battalion Chief. Fire Station 3
includes one Basic Life Support Engine (three-person crew) (City of Fullerton 2012).
In 2016, the City of Fullerton (City) responded to 15,255 calls. The Fullerton Fire
Department’s goal is to reach all medical aids and all fires within 5 minutes. The Fullerton Fire
Department is currently meeting or exceeding that goal. Fullerton Fire Department is part of a
mutual aid agreement with all Orange County fire agencies. If a Fullerton Fire Department
engine is busy on a call and a second call comes in, dispatch automatically finds the closest
available engine. In many cases, it is closer to have an engine respond from a bordering
jurisdiction (Nakagami, pers. comm. 2017).
Data provided in Table 4.11-2 summarize calls for fire department services received by the
Fullerton Fire Department for the main campus (321 East Chapman Avenue). No calls were
received from 416, 418, 420, 428, and 434 East Chapman Avenue and 325, 400, and 409 North
Newell Avenue.
Table 4.11-2
Fullerton College Calls to Fullerton Fire Department (2016)
Category
Emergency medical service
Commercial fire alarm – canceled en route
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
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Table 4.11-2
Fullerton College Calls to Fullerton Fire Department (2016)
Category
Structure fire
Motor vehicle accident
Total calls
Average annual calls per gross square foot

Number of Incidents
1
2
87
87/815,734 = 0.00011

Source: Nakagami, pers. comm. 2017.

In addition to emergency medical services provided by the Fullerton Fire Department, an oncampus Student Health Services Center provides basic first aid as needed during the fall and
spring semesters on Monday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. and
Tuesday from 10 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. During the summer semester, the Student Health Services
Center is open Monday through Thursday from 8 a.m. to 1 p.m. The Student Health Services
Center is funded through a student health fee paid with tuition and serves only students attending
Fullerton College. Health Services staff includes physicians, nurse practitioners, registered
nurses, psychologists, health educators, medical assistants, and clerical personnel. The Student
Health Center provides basic medical services, personal counseling, and in some cases,
emergency care (Fullerton College 2017c).
4.11.1.2 Police Protection
The Campus Safety Department maintains a strong partnership with the Fullerton Police Department.
Fullerton College has a memorandum of understanding with the Fullerton Police Department to
handle crime-related reporting and investigations on the Fullerton College campus. All criminal
incidents are reported to the Fullerton Police Department (Fullerton College 2017a).
Table 4.11-1 (see Section 4.11.1.1, Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Response) presents
crime statistics for 2015 (Fullerton College 2017a). The Campus Safety Department would contact
the Fullerton Police Department during an on-campus emergency where additional support is
required. The Fullerton Police Department is located at 237 West Commonwealth Avenue,
Fullerton, California 92832, approximately 0.5 miles southwest of campus (see Figure 4.11-1). The
Fullerton Police Department (as of 2015) has one chief of police, one operations commander, and
one services commander. Additionally, the City includes several specialized units, including
community services, crimes persons, crimes property, directed enforcement, drug recognition
expert, echo, family crimes, forensic crime scene investigation, gangs, homeless liaison officer, K9 program, narcotics and vice, SWAT, and traffic bureau (City of Fullerton 2017b).
The Fullerton Police Department reported 4,645 crimes in the City for the year 2015. The
majority of crimes were attributed to grand and petty theft, vehicle burglary, and theft from
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vehicle (City of Fullerton 2017c). In 2015, the Fullerton Police Department processed a total of
206,968 phone calls, consisting of 58,325 incoming 911 calls, 93,387 non-emergency calls, and
55,256 outbound calls (City of Fullerton 2017c). Average response times (2011 year to date) are
6 minutes and 15 seconds for priority one calls; 16 minutes and 45 seconds for priority two calls;
and 26 minutes and 9 seconds for priority three calls (City of Fullerton 2012).
Fullerton College generated 173 calls to the Fullerton Police Department for the year 2016 (see
Table 4.11-3 for a summary of these calls, including the locations where the incidents took
place). These calls included calls for service as well as false calls (Fullerton Police Department
2017). The campus location for each of the generated calls was not recorded by the Fullerton
Police Department. Therefore, it is assumed that all calls were made from academic,
administrative, auxiliary, and recreational land uses.
Table 4.11-3
Fullerton College Calls to Fullerton Police Department (2016)
Category

Number of Incidents
400 North Newell Place

Transient problem

1
416 East Chapman Avenue

Traffic collision – hit and run

1
418 East Chapman Avenue

Trespass

1
428 East Chapman Avenue

Suspicious circumstance

2
434 East Chapman Avenue

Burglary report
Department assist

1
1
321 East Chapman Avenue (main campus)

911 hang up
Animal problem
Area/patrol check
Assault/deadly
Battery
Burglary report
Child custody order violation
Crime scene investigation
Department/public assistance
Disturbance of peace
Disturbance of peace – fight
Disturbance of peace – fireworks
Disturbance of peace – family dispute
Disturbance of peace – noise
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1
4
1
1
7
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7
1
1
2
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Table 4.11-3
Fullerton College Calls to Fullerton Police Department (2016)
Category
Follow-up case
Found person
Forgery
Fraud report
Indecent exposure
Lost property
Mentally ill individual
Miscellaneous report
Other
Suicide attempt
Suspicious circumstance/person
Suspicious occupied vehicle
Theft – auto
Theft – grand
Theft – petty
Traffic – drunk driver
Traffic – speeding driver
Traffic collision – hit and run
Traffic collision – injury
Traffic collision – non-injury
Traffic hazard
Traffic stop
Transient problem
Under the influence – alcohol
Vandalism
Water problem
Total calls
Average annual calls per gross square foot

Number of Incidents
6
1
2
1
1
2
2
3
2
2
10
2
2
2
17
2
1
36
2
4
3
10
1
3
3
2
173
173/815,734 = 0.0002

Source: Fullerton Police Department 2017.

4.11.1.3 Schools
The Fullerton School District and Fullerton Joint Union High School District have public schools
located in the City. Five schools and the District Education Center of the Fullerton Joint Union
High School District are located in the City. The Fullerton School District is composed of 15
elementary schools, 2 K–8 schools, and 3 junior high schools. Public schools in the City are
shown in Figure 4.11-1. Table 4.11-4 lists the public schools in the City and student enrollment
levels for each school.
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Table 4.11-4
Fullerton Public Schools and Associated Enrollment Levels
School Name
Acacia
Commonwealth
Fern Drive
Golden Hill
Hermosa Drive
Laguna Road
Maple
Orangethorpe
Pacific Drive
Raymond
Richman
Rolling Hills
Sunset Lane
Valencia Park
Woodcrest
Beechwood
Robert C. Fisler
Ladera Vista
Nicolas
D. Russell Parks
Fullerton Union
La Sierra
La Vista
Sunny Hills
Troy

Location
Elementary Schools
1200 North Acacia Avenue
2200 East Commonwealth Avenue
1400 West Fern Drive Avenue
732 Barris Drive
400 East Hermosa Drive
300 Laguna Road
244 East Valencia Drive
1400 South Brookhurst Road
1501 West Valencia Drive
517 North Raymond Avenue
700 South Richman Avenue
1460 East Rolling Hills Drive
2030 Sunset Lane
3441 West Valencia Drive
455 West Baker Avenue
K-8 Schools
780 Beechwood Avenue
1350 Starbuck Street
Junior High Schools
1700 East Wilshire Avenue
1100 West Olive Avenue
1710 Rosecrans Avenue
High Schools
201 East Chapman Avenue
909 North State College Boulevard
909 North State College Boulevard
1801 Warburton Way
2200 East Dorothy Lane
Total enrollment of public schools in the City of Fullerton

Enrollment
716
381
585
760
501
666
387
687
618
476
769
720
797
650
439
868
914
878
706
998
2,110
503
529
2,307
2,755
21,720

Sources: California Department of Education 2017.

4.11.2

Regulatory Setting

4.11.2.1 Federal
There are no federal laws or regulations related to public services that are applicable to the
proposed project.
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4.11.2.2 State
California Fire Code 2016
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 9, incorporates adoption of the 2015 International
Fire Code of the International Code Council with necessary California Amendments. The
California Fire Code establishes minimum requirements consistent with nationally recognized
good practices to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare from the hazards of
fire, explosion, or dangerous conditions in new and existing buildings, structures, and premises,
and to provide safety and assistance to firefighters and emergency responders during emergency
operations. The California Fire Code applies to construction, alteration, movement, enlargement,
replacement, repair, equipment, use and occupancy, location, maintenance, removal, and
demolition of every building or structure within the State of California (24 CCR, Part 9).
4.11.2.3 Local
The Fullerton Plan
The City’s general plan, The Fullerton Plan, has relevant public-services-focused policies that
promote fire protection and police protection:
The Fullerton Community
Public Safety


P12.2 Collaboration with Outside Agencies: Support regional and subregional efforts to
prevent violence, child abuse, sexual assault, domestic violence, illegal use of firearms,
violence associated with substance abuse, crimes against property and other similar issues.



P12.4 Balance Safety Needs: Support policies, projects, programs, and regulations that
balance the need to reduce vehicle accidents, injuries, and deaths through traffic calming
and street design with the need to facilitate emergency response times.



P12.5 Community Preservation: Support policies, programs and regulations pertaining
to proactive code enforcement methods which reinforce the proper maintenance of
properties, buildings and landscapes, and adherence to applicable regulations, while
discouraging conditions that foster vandalism and more serious crime.



P12.6 Youth Community Safety Partnership: Support programs that involve young
people in discussions about crime and prevention, increase youths’ attachment to the
community, engage youth in productive activities, and reinforce success in education.



P12.7 Fire Code Amendments: Support policies, programs and regulations that give the
Fire Marshall flexibility to approve streets and fire lanes with reduced clearance requirements
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when other fire safety factors are incorporated into the project (such as street connectivity,
traffic safety and the presence of sprinkler systems).


P12.13 Safety through Design: Support policies, projects, programs and regulations that
make crime prevention and the maintenance of public safety service levels considerations
in design and management of existing and new private and public spaces.



P13.2 Adequate Resources for Emergencies: Support policies and programs that ensure
adequate resources are available in all areas of the City to respond to health, fire and
police emergencies.



P13.3 Disaster Hazard Reduction: Support policies, projects, programs and
regulations that reduce structural and nonstructural hazards to life safety and minimize
property damage and resulting social, cultural and economic dislocations resulting from
future disasters.



P13.4 Disaster Risk Reduction: Support programs that promote greater public
awareness of disaster risks, personal and business risk reduction, and personal and
neighborhood emergency response.



P13.5 Community Emergency Preparedness: Support policies, programs and
regulations that ensure the City, its residents, businesses and services are prepared for
effective response and recovery in the event of emergencies or disasters, including the
provision of information about the current nature and extent of local safety hazards and
emergency plans, including evacuation plans and procedures to accommodate special
needs populations. Information should be provided in multiple languages to maximize
understanding by community members.



P13.7 New Technologies for Fire and Police Services: Support policies, programs and
regulations which are based on research and evaluation and that implement new technologies
and methods to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of fire and police services.



P13.8 Staff Training on Structural Risks: Support programs for ongoing staff training
focused on the risks posed by older structures and infrastructure, as well as how to reduce
those risks.



P13.9 Nuisance Enforcement: Support policies, programs and regulations that maintain
or strengthen code enforcement as an important tool to uphold community health, safety
and welfare consistent with the provisions of the Fullerton Municipal Code.



P13.11 Crime Reduction Strategies: Support policies, programs and regulations to
create problem-solving strategies and plans for areas with higher crime rates in the City
and to reduce crime by implementing these strategies and plans through a range of
measures including increased policing activities, neighborhood partnerships and other
innovative programs.
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Education


P17.13 Shared Facilities and Infrastructure: Support policies and programs that encourage
regular communication and coordination between the City and education providers about
facility and infrastructure needs of campuses and nearby neighborhoods, and seek
opportunities to develop these through collaborative planning and joint-use agreements.



P17.15 Mitigate Growth Impacts on School Facilities: Continue to mitigate the impacts of
growth by assessing school impact fees and other appropriate mitigation measures.



P17.16 Project Impact Mitigation: Support programs that foster coordination between
the City and local school districts, colleges and universities to assess and mitigate project
impacts pertaining to on- and off-campus development.

4.11.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to public services are based on
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). According to Appendix G, a
significant impact related to public services would occur if the project would:
1. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:
a. Fire protection.
b. Police protection.
c. Schools.
d. Parks.
e. Other public facilities.
Two thresholds of significance analyzed in the Initial Study were determined to have a less than
significant impact or no impact. These were Thresholds 1(d) and 1(e). The proposed project site
would experience an increase in students and employees; however, the campus offers athletic
fields and recreational opportunities, so nearby parks would not see a significant increase in
visitors and acceptable service ratios would be maintained. The project would have no impact on
libraries and other public facilities. Fullerton College has a library on campus to serve the
students; therefore, any increase in student enrollment would not adversely affect local libraries,
and acceptable service ratios would be maintained.
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4.11.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?
The proposed project would generate additional demand for fire protection services by adding
additional academic and auxiliary space and a general increase in the number of students on campus.
Projected call ratios as presented in Table 4.11-5 were formulated based on baseline call ratio
data as presented in Table 4.11-2. Table 4.11-5 shows the projected fire-related calls anticipated
for the proposed project. As shown in Table 4.11-5, the proposed project would generate
approximately 39 additional calls per year to the Fullerton Fire Department upon completion of
the proposed project.
Table 4.11-5
Projected Fullerton Fire Department Calls to Service from Fullerton College

Call Origin
Academic/general administrative/
auxiliary/recreational

Average Annual Calls
per Square Foot
0.00011 per gross square foot

Square Foot Increase
358,340 GSFa

Projected
Additional Calls
(per Year)
39

GSF = gross square feet.
a
Upon buildout of the proposed project, the campus will have 358,340 net GSF of academic, recreational, and auxiliary space in addition to
the existing square footages on campus.

As discussed in Section 4.11.1.1, the Fullerton Fire Department maintains a response time of
approximately 5 minutes (Nakagami, pers. comm. 2017).
In 2016, the City responded to 15,255 calls. The proposed project would contribute an additional
39 calls annually in comparison to 15,255 total incidents per year, representing a projected
increase in annual calls of 0.3%. Considering the Fullerton Fire Department attains their
response time goals, and the proposed project would result in a minor increase in annual calls,
the proposed project would have a less than significant impact to fire protection services.
Additionally, the buildings constructed as part of the proposed project would be subject to the
requirements of the 2016 California Fire Code (24 CCR, Part 9). Prior to approval by the
Division of the State Architect, the Fullerton Fire Department would review site-specific plans to
determine compliance with the Fullerton Fire Department Specifications.
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Because the proposed project would result in a limited number of additional calls for fire service, in
combination with the fact that the project would not result in the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, the
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on fire protection services.
Police protection?
The proposed project would generate additional demand for police services by adding additional
academic and auxiliary space and through a general increase in the number of students on campus.
Projected call ratios as presented in Table 4.11-6 were formulated based on baseline call ratio
data as presented in Section 4.11.1.2, Police Protection. It was assumed that all calls were
generated from academic, general administrative, auxiliary, and recreational land uses. Table
4.11-6 provides a projection of future calls to the Fullerton Police Department. As shown in
Table 4.11-6, the proposed project would generate approximately 72 additional annual calls to
the Fullerton Police Department.
Table 4.11-6
Projected Police Calls to Service from Fullerton College

Call Origin
Academic/general administrative/
auxiliary/recreational

Average Annual Calls
per Square Foot
0.0002 per square foot

Square Foot Net
Increase
358,340 GSFa

Projected
Additional
Calls (per Year)
72

GSF = gross square feet.
a
Upon buildout of the proposed project, the campus will have 358,340 net GSF of academic, recreational, and auxiliary space in addition to
the existing square footages on campus.

As described in Section 4.11.1.2, Police Protection, the Fullerton Police Department reported
4,645 crimes in the City for the year 2015. The majority of crimes were attributed to grand and
petty theft, vehicle burglary, and theft from vehicle (City of Fullerton 2017c). In 2015, the
Fullerton Police Department processed a total of 206,968 phone calls, consisting of 58,325
incoming 911 calls, 93,387 non-emergency calls, and 55,256 outbound calls (City of Fullerton
2017c). Average response times (2011 year to date) are 6 minutes and 15 seconds for priority
one calls; 16 minutes and 45 seconds for priority two calls; and 26 minutes and 9 seconds for
priority three calls (City of Fullerton 2012).
With the addition of 72 calls annually, in comparison to the 4,645 crimes reported for 2015
received by the Fullerton Police Department, the proposed project would result in a marginal
increase (1.6%) in annual calls. In addition, the Campus Safety Department would continue to be
the primary law enforcement agency on campus, and the proposed project site is already part of
the normal patrol and enforcement area of the Campus Safety Department. The Fullerton Police
Department would provide additional support only if required.
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Therefore, in light of the proposed project’s forecasted effect on existing response times, in
combination with the fact that project implementation would not result in the need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the proposed project would not result in potentially
significant impacts to police services, and no mitigation is necessary.
Schools?
The proposed project does not involve the development of campus housing; however, the
proposed project would involve an increase in student enrollment. Fullerton College had an
enrollment of 24,512 students in 2015, which is projected to experience a peak enrollment of
27,701 students during the 10-year planning period (CCCCO 2017a; District 2016). This
increase in student enrollment could result in an increase of students and employees living in the
vicinity of the proposed project.
For the 2015 fall semester, 212 Fullerton College students were enrolled in California Work
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) (CCCCO 2017b). CalWORKS is a welfare
program that gives cash aid services to eligible needy families (CDSS 2017). Fullerton College
students with children may be eligible for CalWORKs cash aid. There were 212 Fullerton
College students with children enrolled in the 2015 fall semester, and if this is assumed to be a
reasonable proxy of the Fullerton College population with children, then approximately 0.9% of
the Fullerton College student body have children. Applying this same percentage to the projected
enrollment for the 10-year planning horizon, the result would be 249 Fullerton College students
with children, or a net growth of 37 children. According to the City’s Housing Element, the
average household size for the City is approximately 2.91 (City of Fullerton 2015). Assuming
this average household size represents 1 child per household, then new Fullerton College
students could introduce 37 children to the area who would attend nearby schools (if all new
Fullerton College students were to live in the area).
For the 2015 fall semester, the student headcount enrollment was 24,512 and the employee count
was 1,315 (CCCCO 2017c), representing a student to employee ratio of 19 to 1. Assuming that
this same ratio is maintained upon buildout of the proposed project, this would result in an
employee count of 1,458, or a net growth of 143 employees. Applying the City’s average
household size (City of Fullerton 2015) and assuming that there is an average of one child per
household, new Fullerton College employees could introduce 143 children to the area who would
attend nearby schools (if all new Fullerton College employees were to live in the vicinity of
Fullerton College).
New Fullerton College students and employees could potentially introduce 180 children to the
area who would attend nearby schools (if all new students and employees were to live in the
vicinity of Fullerton College). As discussed in Section 4.11.1.3, the 2015–2016 enrollment totals
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for public schools within the City was approximately 21,720. Upon comparing this 2015–2016
enrollment total to the projected increase of children in the area who would potentially be
introduced by Fullerton College students and employees, this could result in a 0.8% increase in
enrollment of public schools within the City.
Considering the proposed project would result in a marginal increase in public school
enrollment within the City, and project implementation would not result in the need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

4.11.5

Mitigation Measures

Impacts related to public services would be less than significant; therefore, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

4.11.6

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Because there would be no significant impacts requiring mitigation, residual impacts would
be less than significant.

4.11.7

Cumulative Impacts

Section 15130(b)(1)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines allows for the preparation of a list of past,
present, and reasonably anticipated future projects as a viable method for determining
cumulative impacts. This discussion uses the following approach: an initial list and description of
all related projects are presented and followed by a discussion of the effects that the project may
have on each environmental category of concern. Consistent with CEQA (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), this discussion is guided by the standards of practicality
and reasonableness. A list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects that the City
determined were most relevant to the project are provided in Table 3-4, Cumulative Projects
(see Chapter 3, Project Description).
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with public services
consists of the City, because fire and police protection services are provided by the City.
As described in Section 4.11.1.1, during a fire or medical emergency at Fullerton College, the
closest Fullerton Fire Department unit would respond at the time of the call. However, if the Fire
Station 1 crew were present at their station during the time of the call, they would be the first-use
responder. The second-use responder would be Station 3 (Nakagami, pers. comm. 2017). As
described in Section 4.11.4, Impacts Analysis, the proposed project is not anticipated to have a
significant impact with regard to fire protection services. Considering that the proposed project
would contribute an additional 39 calls annually, the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact associated with fire protection services.
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As described in Section 4.11.4, the proposed project would result in increased calls for service to the
Fullerton Police Department. Based on the marginal projected increase in calls, response times would
remain at similar levels at project buildout. Cumulative projects as described in Table 3-4 include
multiple residential developments and would contribute to an additional demand for police services.
However, the Campus Safety Department would continue to be the primary law enforcement agency
on campus, and the Fullerton Police Department would provide additional support only if required.
The proposed project would not combine with projects in the vicinity to contribute to significant
impacts; therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
As described in Section 4.11.4, Impacts Analysis, the proposed project does not involve the
development of campus housing; however, the proposed project would involve an increase in
student enrollment. This increase in student enrollment could result in an increase of Fullerton
College students and employees living within the vicinity of the proposed project. As described
in Section 4.11.4, the proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant impact with regard
to schools, considering that there would be a marginal increase in new employees and students
over the planning horizon of 10 years. Although the cumulative projects described in Table 3-4
would potentially create additional demand for nearby elementary and secondary schools, the
proposed project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact.
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4.12

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

This section describes the existing traffic/circulation setting of the project site, identifies
associated regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation
measures related to implementation of the proposed Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan
(proposed project). Traffic impacts associated with the proposed project were derived from the
project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) report prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan
and provided in Appendix E.
Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation included concerns regarding the
proposed Sherbeck Field improvements. Specifically, commenters were concerned about
traffic generated from events at Sherbeck Field. The proposed Sherbeck Field improvements,
while initially part of the proposed project, will be assessed in a separate California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document in response to public comments.
One comment was received from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), which
identified Caltrans as a commenting agency and urged the proposed project to incorporate bicycle
and pedestrian accessibility to the extent possible, to provide bicycle parking, and to include
coordination with the City of Fullerton’s Priority Bike Connection Plan to reduce traffic demand in
the area. Several other commenters also expressed an interest to see more pedestrian, bicycle path,
and trail connectivity to the proposed project site and an emphasis on alternative modes of
transportation. These topics are discussed in Section 4.12.5, Threshold 6.
One commenter had concerns about the existing traffic conditions at Hillcrest Drive and Lemon
Street. Although this intersection was not studied in the TIA, the intersection of Lemon Street
and Berkeley Avenue is discussed in Section 4.12.5, Thresholds 1 and 2.
Several comments were received from the City of Fullerton, which are discussed in Section
4.12.3, Special Issues and Project Design Features.

4.12.1

Existing Conditions

Vehicular Transportation
Existing Street System
The principal local network of streets serving the project site includes Berkeley Avenue to the
north and east, Lemon Street and Harbor Boulevard to the west, and Chapman Avenue to the
south. The following discussion provides a brief synopsis of these key local streets. The
descriptions are based on an inventory of existing roadway conditions.
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Berkeley Avenue
Berkeley Avenue is generally a two-lane, divided roadway, oriented in both the east–west and
north–south directions. Berkeley Avenue generally borders Fullerton College to the northeast
and currently provides access to the site via several unsignalized driveways. The posted speed
limit on Berkeley Avenue is 35 miles per hour (mph). On-street parking is generally permitted
along this roadway in the vicinity of Fullerton College. Traffic signals control the study
intersections of Berkeley Avenue at Harbor Boulevard, Lemon Street, Hornet Way, and
Chapman Avenue. The study intersections of Berkeley Avenue at College Driveway No. 1,
Centennial Way, College Driveway No. 2, College Driveway No. 3, and Brookdale Place are
stop controlled.
Lemon Street
Lemon Street is a two-lane, undivided roadway north of Berkeley Avenue and a four-lane,
divided roadway south of Berkeley Avenue, oriented in the north–south direction. Lemon Street
borders Fullerton College to the west and currently provides access via several unsignalized
driveways and via Lemon Street/Fullerton College Drive (signalized intersection). The posted
speed limit on Lemon Street is 25 mph north of Berkeley Avenue, 30 mph between Berkeley
Avenue and Chapman Avenue, and 40 mph south of Chapman Avenue. On-street parking is
generally not permitted along this roadway in the vicinity of Fullerton College. Traffic signals
control the study intersections of Lemon Street at Berkeley Avenue, Fullerton College Drive,
Chapman Avenue, Wilshire Avenue, Commonwealth Avenue, Valencia Drive, Orangethorpe
Avenue, State Route (SR-) 91 Westbound Ramps, and SR-91 Eastbound Ramps.
Harbor Boulevard
Harbor Boulevard is a six-lane, divided roadway north of Brea Boulevard; a four-lane, divided
roadway between Brea Boulevard and Orangethorpe Avenue; and a six-lane, divided roadway
south of Orangethorpe Avenue. Harbor Boulevard is oriented in the north–south direction. The
posted speed limit on Harbor Boulevard is 50 mph north of Brea Boulevard, 35 mph between
Brea Boulevard and Valencia Drive, and 40 mph south of Valencia Drive. On-street parking is
generally not permitted along this roadway in the vicinity of Fullerton College. Traffic signals
control the study intersections of Harbor Boulevard at Bastanchury Road, Brea Boulevard/Valley
View Drive, Berkeley Avenue, Chapman Avenue, Commonwealth Avenue, Valencia Drive,
Orangethorpe Avenue, SR-91 Westbound Ramps, and SR-91 Eastbound Ramps.
Chapman Avenue
Chapman Avenue is generally a four-lane, divided roadway oriented in the east–west direction.
Chapman Avenue borders the project site to the south and currently provides access to the site
via several unsignalized driveways, and via Chapman Avenue/Lawrence Avenue (signalized
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intersection). The posted speed limit on Chapman Avenue is 40 mph between Euclid Street and
Harbor Boulevard, 30 mph between Harbor Boulevard and Raymond Avenue, and 40 mph east
of Raymond Avenue. On-street parking is generally not permitted along this roadway in the
vicinity of Fullerton College, except on the south side of the street between Lawrence Avenue
and Balcom Avenue. Traffic signals control the study intersections of Chapman Avenue at
Euclid Street, Harbor Boulevard, Lemon Street, Berkeley Avenue, Raymond Avenue, Acacia
Avenue, State College Boulevard, SR-57 Southbound Ramps, and SR-57 Northbound Ramps.
Figure 4.12-1 shows an inventory of the existing roadway conditions for the arterials and
intersections in the proposed project’s traffic study area. This figure identifies the number of
travel lanes for key arterials, as well as intersection configurations and controls for the key area
study intersections.
Existing Traffic Volumes
Thirty-two key study intersections were identified as the locations at which to evaluate existing
and future traffic operating conditions. A portion of project-related traffic would pass through
each of these intersections, and their analysis reveals the expected relative impacts of the
proposed project. Existing daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour traffic volumes for the
locations evaluated in the TIA (Appendix E) were obtained from manual peak hour turning
movement counts conducted in November 2016, March 2017, and April 2017.
Figures 4.12-2 and 4.12-3 show the existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the key
study intersections evaluated in the TIA, respectively. The TIA contains the detailed peak hour
count sheets for the key intersections evaluated and contains a summary of the existing AM
peak hour and PM peak hour trip generation for the Fullerton College campus.
Existing Level of Service
Table 4.12-1 shows the existing peak hour level of service (LOS) calculations for the 32 key
study intersections based on existing traffic volumes and current street geometrics. Review of
Table 4.12-1 indicates that 31 of the 32 key study intersections currently operate at an acceptable
LOS during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection of Harbor Boulevard at Bastanchury
Road (key study intersection no. 25) currently operates at LOS F during the AM peak hour and
LOS E during the PM peak hour.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.12-3

4.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Table 4.12-1
Existing Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Key Intersection
Harbor Boulevard at
Valley View Drive/Brea Boulevard
Harbor Boulevard at
Berkeley Avenue
Lemon Street at
Berkeley Avenue
Hornet Way at
Berkeley Avenue
Euclid Street at
Malvern Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at
Chapman Avenue
Berkeley Avenue at
Chapman Avenue
Raymond Avenue at
Chapman Avenue
Acacia Avenue at
Chapman Avenue
State College Boulevard at
Chapman Avenue
SR-57 SB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
SR-57 NB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at
Wilshire Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Commonwealth Avenue
Lemon Street at
Commonwealth Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Valencia Drive
Lemon Street at
Valencia Drive
Harbor Boulevard at
Orangethorpe Avenue
Lemon Street at
Orangethorpe Avenue

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D
D
D
D
D
E
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
E
D
D
D
E
D
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Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Control
Type
6 Traffic
Signal
5 Traffic
Signal
3 Traffic
Signal
2 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
4 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
5 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
3 Traffic
Signal
3 Traffic
Signal
2 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
2 Traffic
Signal
2 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal

HCM
29.2 s/v
29.9 s/v
27.8 s/v
30.7 s/v
48.7 s/v
38.6 s/v
16.4 s/v
13.4 s/v
32.6 s/v
33.8 s/v
32.9 s/v
31.6 s/v
35.7 s/v
34.0 s/v
16.7 s/v
18.0 s/v
28.0 s/v
26.1 s/v
52.3 s/v
18.0 s/v
34.8 s/v
35.7 s/v
17.4 s/v
18.1 s/v
31.0 s/v
26.4 s/v
12.8 s/v
10.3 s/v
35.1 s/v
30.8 s/v
35.0 s/v
33.9 s/v
16.2 s/v
26.2 s/v
14.7 s/v
10.1 s/v
34.9 s/v
38.6 s/v
34.1 s/v
38.1 s/v

LOS
C
C
C
C
D
D
B
B
C
C
C
C
D
C
B
B
C
C
D
B
C
D
B
B
C
C
B
B
D
C
D
C
B
C
B
B
C
D
C
D
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Table 4.12-1
Existing Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

Key Intersection
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 EB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 EB Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
Bastanchury Road
College Driveway No. 1 at
Berkeley Avenue
Centennial Way at
Berkeley Avenue
Lemon Street at
Parking Structure
Lemon Street at
Fullerton College Drive
Berkeley Avenue at
College Driveway No. 2
Berkeley Avenue at
College Driveway No. 3
Berkeley Avenue at
Brookdale Place

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Control
Type
3 Traffic
Signal
3 Traffic
Signal
3 Traffic
Signal
3 Traffic
Signal
8 Traffic
Signal
One-Way
Stop
One-Way
Stop
Two-Way
Stop
3 Traffic
Signal
One-Way
Stop
One-Way
Stop
One-Way
Stop

HCM
14.4 s/v
17.2 s/v
24.0 s/v
24.4 s/v
19.1 s/v
19.6 s/v
26.0 s/v
23.0 s/v
103.6 s/v
57.0 s/v
14.7 s/v
13.5 s/v
12.5 s/v
12.4 s/v
11.3 s/v
16.2 s/v
22.7 s/v
21.3 s/v
13.9 s/v
12.8 s/v
12.0 s/v
12.3 s/v
13.9 s/v
13.9 s/v

LOS
B
B
C
C
B
B
C
C
F
E
B
B
B
B
B
C
C
C
B
B
B
B
B
B

Notes: Bold HCM/LOS values indicate adverse LOSs; LOS = level of service; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; s/v = seconds per vehicle;
 = phase; referring to operation phasing of a traffic signal

Alternative Transportation
Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian circulation via public sidewalks along Chapman Avenue, Lemon Street, Berkeley
Avenue, and Wilshire Avenue are within the vicinity of the project frontage and connect to the
project’s internal walkways. Chapman Avenue, Lemon Street, and Berkeley Avenue currently
provide sidewalks on both sides of the street. Students who need to cross either of these streets in
order to access the project site could do so at the intersections of Lemon Street/Berkeley Avenue,
Hornet Way/Berkeley Avenue, Lemon Street/Chapman Avenue, Fullerton College Drive/Lemon
Street, or Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue.
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Bicycle Network
The City of Fullerton (City) promotes bicycling as a means of mobility and a way in which to
improve the quality of life within its community. The Bicycle Master Plan recognizes the needs
of bicycle users and aims to create a complete and safe bicycle network throughout the City.
Figure 4.12-4 shows the existing bikeways network. A Class II bike lane is currently provided
along Berkeley Avenue in both directions between Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street.
Public Transit
Public transit bus service is provided in the project area by the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA). The OCTA Bus System Map is shown in Figure 4.12-5. Four (4) OCTA bus
routes operate within the vicinity of the project site either along Chapman Avenue or Lemon
Street and consist of the following:


OCTA Bus Route 24



OCTA Express Bus Route 103B



OCTA Bus Route 143



OCTA Bus Route 213/A

Five bus stops are located along Lemon Street between Berkeley Avenue and Wilshire Avenue,
west of the proposed project site. Four bus stops are located along Chapman Avenue between
Lemon Street and Berkeley Avenue, south of the proposed project site.

4.12.2

Regulatory Setting

4.12.2.1 Federal
There are no federal regulations for traffic and circulation that would be applicable to the
proposed project or the project area.
4.12.2.2 State
California Department of Transportation
As a general rule, Caltrans “endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS
‘C’ and LOS ‘D’ on State highway facilities” (Caltrans 2002); however, Caltrans does not
require that LOS D be maintained and acknowledges that this LOS goal may not always be
feasible. Instead, Caltrans recommends that the lead agency consult with them to determine the
appropriate target LOS for a particular state highway facility.
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4.12.2.3 Local
The Fullerton Plan
The following goals and policies are included in the City’s general plan, The Fullerton Plan (City
of Fullerton 2012), and would be applicable to the proposed project:
Goal 5

A balanced system promoting transportation alternatives that enable mobility and an
enhanced quality of life
P5.12: Multi-Modal Traffic Analysis: Support programs, policies, and regulations to
analyze and evaluate urban streets using an integrated approach from the points of
view of automobile drivers, transit passengers, bicyclists and pedestrians rather than
autocentric thresholds which conflict with other policies of The Fullerton Planincluding better environments for walking and bicycling, safer streets, increased
transit use, cost-effective infrastructure investments, reduced greenhouse gas
emissions, and the preservation of open space
P5.14: Fair Share of Improvements: Support policies and regulations which require new
development to pay a fair share of needed transportation improvements based on the
project’s impacts to the multi-modal transportation network.

Goal 6

A bicycle-friendly city where bicycling is safe and convenient alternative to motorized
transportation and a recreational opportunity for people of all ages and abilities.
P6.7: Development Projects: Support projects, programs, policies, and regulations to
develop a multi-tiered network of bicycle options that consider traffic volumes, rider
experience; and which recognized that all streets should be safe for bicycling.
P6.12: Bicycle Parking and Facilities: Support projects, programs, policies, and
regulations to provide convenient bicycle parking and other bicycle facilities in existing
and potential high demand locations within the City, such as educational institutions,
parks, business districts, transit stops, retail, commercial and employment centers.

4.12.3

Special Issues and Project Design Features

Although not typically addressed at the Master Plan level, various special issues were identified
by the City of Fullerton during the proposed project’s Notice of Preparation that resulted in the
consideration of project design features. The City of Fullerton concerns have been distilled to the
following seven issue areas:
1. Potential rework of the pedestrian crossing at the signalized intersection of Lawrence
Avenue/Chapman Avenue.
2. The potential consolidation of Lot E/Lot W/Lot 10 project access points along Wilshire Avenue.
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3. Participation in improvements to the Lemon Street/Wilshire Avenue intersection (no. 14)
and to the Lemon Street/Chapman Avenue intersection (no. 7).
4. The potential consolidation of project access points along Chapman Avenue serving
Parking Lots A and 8.
5. The elimination of project access point along Chapman Avenue serving Parking Lot 7 to
reduce traffic conflicts at the intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue (no. 8).
6. The evaluation of the potential relocation of the Academic Computing Building 3100
driveway on Berkeley Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no. 26) to become a fourth leg of
the intersection of Centennial Way/Berkeley Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no. 27).
The City suggested that such a realignment might improve vehicular and pedestrian safety.
7. Because the proposed project stipulates that the intersection of Berkeley Avenue/College
Driveway No. 3 (i.e., key study intersection no. 31) would provide egress-only
movements from the proposed Centennial Parking Structure, a thorough analysis of the
intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Brookdale Place (no. 32) should be conducted.
The following summarizes the results/findings of the special issue analysis for the seven issue
areas and recommended design features.
4.12.3.1 Lawrence Avenue/Chapman Avenue
AM and PM peak hour pedestrian traffic counts were conducted at the intersection of
Lawrence Avenue/Chapman Avenue to determine the existing level of pedestrian activity
across Chapman Avenue. The pedestrian traffic counts revealed the following existing AM
and PM peak hour information.


Crosswalk on the west leg of the intersection = 261 AM peak hour pedestrians and 211
PM peak hour pedestrians



Crosswalk on the east leg of the intersection = 56 AM peak hour pedestrians and 86 PM
peak hour pedestrians

The crossings of the west leg are clearly more dominant, noting further that the Fullerton College’s
pedestrian overcrossing of Chapman Avenue lies approximately 150 feet west of the west crosswalk.
Based on review of the above pedestrian data, the Lawrence Avenue/Chapman Avenue
pedestrian crossing is significantly utilized. Since this location is signalized with pedestrian
indications, and vehicle turning traffic to/from Lawrence Avenue is restricted to only northbound
right-turns and eastbound right-turns, vehicular-pedestrian conflicts are considered minimal. It
should be noted that the proposed Facilities Master Plan currently has no plans to change the
design or operation of this location.
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4.12.3.2 Wilshire Avenue Driveways
Based on a review of existing conditions, there are currently three driveways along Wilshire
Avenue that provide access to Parking Lots E, W, and 10. As part of the proposed Facilities
Master Plan, the middle existing driveway will be eliminated and access to Parking Lots E, W,
and 10 from Wilshire Avenue will be provided via two driveways. It should be noted that any
work completed on Wilshire Avenue along project frontage is expected to be coordinated with
the City improvements identified as part of the Wilshire Avenue Bike Boulevard Project.
4.12.3.3 Lemon Street Intersection with Wilshire Avenue and Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at Wilshire Avenue
As presented previously in Table 4.12-1, the proposed project will not have a significant impact
at the key study intersection of Lemon Street/Wilshire Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no.
14). The intersection of Lemon Street/Wilshire Avenue is forecast to operate at acceptable LOS
B during the AM and PM peak hours under existing plus project traffic conditions, as well as
under Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic conditions. Therefore, improvements at this
location are not required as part of the Facilities Master Plan. However, it is expected that any
master plan implementation activity along the Wilshire Avenue or Lemon Street project
frontages will consider the City improvements identified as part of the Wilshire Avenue Bike
Boulevard Project or will be coordinated with any other future City-identified improvement.
Lemon Street at Chapman Avenue
As presented previously in Table 4.12-1, the proposed project will not have a significant impact
at the key study intersection of Lemon Street/Chapman Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no.
7). The intersection of Lemon Street/Chapman Avenue is forecast to operate at acceptable LOS
D during the AM and PM peak hours under existing plus project traffic conditions, as well as
under Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic conditions. Therefore, improvements at this
location are not required as part of the Facilities Master Plan.
Although project mitigation improvements are not required at the intersection of Lemon
Street/Chapman Avenue, the City of Fullerton suggested consideration of two potential future
improvements at the project’s February 2017 follow-up meeting. These conceptual future
improvements are expected to require the acquisition of additional right-of-way, but would allow for
the provision of an exclusive southbound right-turn lane and an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane at
the intersection. Due to existing heavy pedestrian crossing activity at the intersection, these
improvements were theorized to help traffic flow through the intersection by removing from through
lanes the southbound and eastbound right-turning traffic. The southbound and eastbound right-

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.12-9

4.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

turning vehicles must yield to pedestrian crossings at the intersection as they complete their turn, and
therefore have the potential to intermittently block through traffic in the curb lane.
Figure 4.12-6 illustrates existing AM and PM peak hour vehicular and pedestrian traffic volumes
at the intersection of Lemon Street and Chapman Avenue. These volumes were used to test for
any potential improvement in delay or LOS due to these conceptual right-turn lane additions.
Using Figure 4.12-6 data, the potential implications/benefit of adding the two right-turn lanes
were tested with supplemental existing plus project LOS calculations prepared for the following
scenarios: (1) with only the addition of the southbound right-turn lane, (2) with only the addition
of the eastbound right-turn lane, and (3) with the addition of both right-turn lanes. It should be
noted that the location of each conceptual improvement does not adjoin Fullerton College
property. It should be further noted that the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) LOS calculations
account for pedestrian crossing times and the reported intersection delay accounts for a
pedestrian activation during every cycle.
Table 4.12-2 summarizes the peak hour LOS results at the intersection of Lemon
Street/Chapman Avenue for existing plus project traffic conditions with these conceptual future
improvements. Column 1 of HCM/LOS values in Table 4.12-2 presents existing plus project
traffic conditions. Column 2 presents existing plus project traffic conditions with the addition of
the southbound right-turn lane. Column 3 presents existing plus project traffic conditions with
the addition of the eastbound right-turn lane. Column 4 presents existing plus project traffic
conditions with the addition of both right-turn lanes.
Review of Table 4.12-2 indicates that the delay at the intersection of Lemon Street/Chapman Avenue
improves incrementally under each improvement scenario. It is also noted that delay values for only
the southbound right-turn lane alone or the eastbound right-turn lane alone achieve a very similar
delay reduction to that calculated based on the addition of both turning lanes.
Although the intersection delay only slightly improves, the theorized improvements would shift
vehicular turning traffic out of the through travel lanes, thus potentially improving the motorists
experience at the intersection. In conclusion, although the proposed project does not have a
significant impact at the intersection necessitating the improvements, it is recommended that
Fullerton College staff coordinate with the City of Fullerton should the City choose to pursue
these or similar improvements.
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Table 4.12-2
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis
with Potential Future Improvements

Key Intersection
7. Lemon Street at
Chapman Avenue

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D

Time
Period
AM
PM

(1)
Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
35.9 s/v
D
43.1 s/v
D

(2)
Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
With SBR
HCM
LOS
35.5 s/v
D
36.9 s/v
D

(3)
Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
With EBR
HCM
LOS
33.6 s/v
C
36.4 s/v
D

(4)
Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
With SBR/EBR
HCM
LOS
34.4 s/v
C
35.4 s/v
D

Notes: SBR = southbound right turn; EBR = eastbound right turn; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; LOS = level of service; s/v = seconds per vehicle

4.12.3.4 Chapman Avenue Driveways (Lots A and 8)
Based on a review of existing conditions, there are currently two driveways along the north side of
Chapman Avenue, west of Berkeley Avenue, that provide direct access for staff parking only to
Parking Lots A and 8. An existing visitor lot is cordoned off in the extreme western portion of Lot
A, adjoining the College Center Building 200, and is served by its own driveway pair on the north
side of Chapman Avenue. The issue is the potential consolidation of project access points along
Chapman Avenue into a single driveway as part of master plan implementation. However, Lot
A/Lot 8 driveways remain unchanged as part of the proposed project. Based on the TIA evaluation,
two access driveways along Chapman Avenue are required to provide adequate access to staff
parking in Parking Lots A and 8, and efficient circulation within these two parking lots.
4.12.3.5 Lot 7 Access
AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were conducted at the existing driveway along Chapman
Avenue serving Parking Lot 7 to determine the amount of vehicular traffic currently utilizing the
existing driveway. The traffic counts revealed the following existing AM and PM peak hour
turning movements at the driveway.


Exiting southbound left-turn = 0 AM peak hour vehicles and 4 PM peak hour vehicles



Exiting southbound right-turn = 7 AM peak hour vehicles and 9 PM peak hour vehicles



Entering eastbound left-turn = 6 AM peak hour vehicles and 7 PM peak hour vehicles



Entering westbound right-turn = 9 AM peak hour vehicles and 10 PM peak hour vehicles

Based on a review of the existing peak hour traffic data, turning volumes at the existing
driveway on Chapman Avenue serving Parking Lot 7 are extremely small. However, due to the
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close proximity of this driveway to the intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue, it is
recommended that outbound movements at this driveway be restricted to right-turn-only
movements as part of the Facilities Master Plan. With this restriction, vehicles desiring to travel
eastbound on Chapman Avenue will be required to exit Parking Lot 7 from the existing driveway
on Berkeley Avenue, travel south on Berkeley Avenue, and make a southbound left-turn at the
intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue.
In the abstract, entering eastbound left-turns at Lot 7’s Chapman Avenue driveway might be
problematic due to the driveway’s close proximity to the Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue
intersection. Given the very low volume now making this movement, it is concluded that this
entering left-turn could remain a permitted movement, but that it be monitored for possible
future prohibition. Such a prohibition would result in only right-turn-in/right-turn-out
movements at this Lot 7 Chapman Avenue driveway.
4.12.3.6 Academic Computing Building 3100 Access on Berkeley Avenue
Based on existing constraints located on the north side of Berkeley Avenue (i.e., existing slopes,
grades, utilities), it is not feasible to realign the driveway on Berkeley Avenue (i.e., key study
intersection no. 26) serving the Academic Computing Building 3100 with the intersection of
Centennial Way/Berkeley Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no. 27). However, based on a review of
the existing traffic data collected for the intersection of Centennial Way/Berkeley Avenue, there are 16
AM peak hour vehicles and 40 PM peak hour vehicles that currently make a northbound left-turn from
the Fullerton College campus onto Berkeley Avenue, even though that movement has serious sight
distance limitations and is prohibited by signage on the northbound approach.
In order to restrict these northbound left-turn movements, it is recommended that the northbound
approach of Centennial Way be retrofitted with a “pork chop” island to force northbound exiting
vehicles to turn right onto Berkeley Avenue. It should be noted that the traffic analysis re-routed
all existing illegal northbound left turns to a substitute movement, which is at the intersection of
Berkeley Avenue/College Driveway No. 2 (i.e., key study intersection no. 30).
4.12.3.7 Berkeley Avenue at College Driveway No. 3
As presented previously in Table 4.12-1, the proposed project will not have an impact at the key
study intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Brookdale Place (i.e., key study intersection no. 32). The
intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Brookdale Place is forecast to operate at acceptable LOS C during
the AM and PM peak hours under existing plus project traffic conditions, as well as Year 2030
Buildout Plus Project traffic conditions. Further, the elimination of inbound turning movements at the
intersection of Berkeley Avenue/College Driveway No. 3 (i.e., key study intersection no. 31) will
eliminate the existing left-turn conflicts between the two intersections (i.e., northbound left-turn at
key study intersection no. 31 and southbound left-turn at key study intersection no. 32).
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4.12.3.8 Summary of Project Design Features
The following project design features would be implemented as part of the proposed project:
1. Wilshire Avenue Driveways: There are currently three driveways along Wilshire
Avenue that provide access to Parking Lots E, W, and 10. As part of the proposed
project, the middle existing driveway will be eliminated, and access to Parking Lots E,
W, and 10 from Wilshire Avenue will be provided via two driveways. Any work
completed on Wilshire Avenue along project frontage shall be coordinated with the City
improvements identified as part of the Wilshire Avenue Bike Boulevard Project.
2. Lemon Street at Wilshire Avenue: Any proposed project activity along the Wilshire
Avenue or Lemon Street project frontages will consider the City improvements identified
as part of the Wilshire Avenue Bike Boulevard Project or will be coordinated with any
other future City-identified improvement.
3. Lot 7 Access: Due to the close proximity of this driveway to the intersection of Berkeley
Avenue/Chapman Avenue, it is recommended that outbound movements at this driveway be
restricted to right-turn-only movements as part of the proposed project. With this restriction,
vehicles desiring to travel eastbound on Chapman Avenue will be required to exit Parking Lot
7 from the existing driveway on Berkeley Avenue, travel south on Berkeley Avenue, and make
a southbound left-turn at the intersection of Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue.
Entering eastbound left-turns at Lot 7’s Chapman Avenue driveway might be problematic
due to the driveway’s close proximity to the Berkeley Avenue/Chapman Avenue
intersection. Given the very low volume now making this movement, it is concluded that
this entering left-turn could remain a permitted movement, but that it be monitored for
possible future prohibition. Such a prohibition would result in only right-turn-in/rightturn-out movements at the Lot 7 Chapman Avenue driveway.
4. Academic Computing Building 3100 Access on Berkeley Avenue: To restrict northbound
left-turn movements, it is recommended that the northbound approach of Centennial Way be
retrofitted with a “pork chop” island to force northbound exiting vehicles to turn right onto
Berkeley Avenue.

4.12.4

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to traffic and circulation are based
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G, a significant impact related
to traffic and circulation would occur if the project would:
1. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness
for the performance or the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
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including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit.
2. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
LOS standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.
3. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks.
4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).
5. Result in inadequate emergency access.
6. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.
Threshold 3 was eliminated from further analysis in the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation
(Appendix A). The nearest airport is Fullerton Municipal Airport, located 3.1 miles west of the
project site. No private airstrips exist within 2 miles of the project site. As such, impacts related
to air traffic were determined to have no impact.
4.12.4.1 Traffic Forecasting Methodology
To estimate the traffic impact characteristics of the proposed project, a multi-step process was
used during preparation of the TIA. The first step of this process is traffic generation, which
estimates the total arriving and departing traffic on a peak hour and daily basis. The traffic
generation potential is forecast by applying the appropriate vehicle trip generation equations or
rates to the project development tabulation.
The second step of the forecasting process is traffic distribution, which identifies the origins and
destinations of inbound and outbound project traffic. These origins and destinations are typically
based on demographics and existing/expected future travel patterns in the study area.
The third step is traffic assignment, which involves the allocation of project traffic to study area
streets and intersections. Traffic assignment is typically based on minimization of travel time,
which may or may not involve the shortest route, depending on prevailing operating conditions
and travel speeds. Traffic distribution patterns are indicated by general percentage orientation,
while traffic assignment allocates specific volume forecasts to individual roadway links and
intersection turning movements throughout the study area.
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With the forecasting process complete and project traffic assignments developed, the impact of
the proposed project is isolated by comparing operational conditions at selected key intersections
using expected future traffic volumes with and without forecast project traffic. The need for sitespecific and/or cumulative local area traffic improvements can then be evaluated and the
significance of the project’s impacts identified.
4.12.4.2 Highway Capacity Manual 6 Method of Analysis
In conformance with City of Fullerton requirements, existing AM and PM peak hour operating
conditions for the key study intersections were evaluated using the methodology outlined in
Chapter 19 of the Highway Capacity Manual 6 (HCM 6) for signalized intersections, the
methodology outlined in Chapter 20 of the HCM 6 for two-way stop-controlled intersections,
and the methodology outlined in Chapter 21 of the HCM 6 for all-way stop-controlled
intersections (TRB 2016).
HCM 6 Method of Analysis (Signalized Intersections)
Based on the HCM operations method of analysis, LOS for signalized intersections and
approaches is defined in terms of control delay, which is a measure of the increase in travel time
due to traffic signal control, driver discomfort, and fuel consumption. Control delay includes the
delay associated with vehicles slowing in advance of an intersection, the time spent stopped on
an intersection approach, the time spent as vehicles move up in the queue, and the time needed
for vehicles to accelerate to their desired speed. LOS criteria for traffic signals are stated in terms
of the control delay in seconds per vehicle. The LOS thresholds established for the automobile
mode at a signalized intersection are shown in Table 4.12-3.
Table 4.12-3
LOS Criteria for Signalized Intersections (HCM 6 Methodology)
LOS
A

Control Delay Per
Vehicle (s/v)
10.0

B

> 10.0 and  20.0

C

> 20.0 and  35.0

D

> 35.0 and  55.0

LOS Description
This LOS occurs when progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during
the green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute
to low delay.
This LOS generally occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both. More
vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher levels of average delay.
Average traffic delays. These higher delays may result from fair progression, longer cycle
lengths, or both. Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level. The number of
vehicles stopping is significant at this level, though many still pass through the intersection
without stopping.
Long traffic delays At level D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable.
Longer delays may result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle
lengths, or high vehicle to capacity (v/c) ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of
vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable.
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Table 4.12-3
LOS Criteria for Signalized Intersections (HCM 6 Methodology)
LOS
E

Control Delay Per
Vehicle (s/v)
> 55.0 and  80.0

F

 80.0

LOS Description
Very long traffic delays This level is considered by many agencies to be the limit of
acceptable delay. These high delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle
lengths, and high v/c ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences.
Severe congestion This level, considered to be unacceptable to most drivers, often
occurs with over saturation, that is, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the
intersection. It may also occur at high v/c ratios below 1.0 with many individual cycle
failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also be major contributing factors
to such delay levels.

Source: HCM 6, Chapter 19: Signalized Intersections (TRB 2016)
Note: LOS = level of service; s/v = seconds/vehicle

HCM 6 Method of Analysis (Unsignalized Intersections)
The HCM unsignalized methodology for stop-controlled intersections was used for the analysis
of the unsignalized intersections. LOS criteria for unsignalized intersections differ from LOS
criteria for signalized intersections as signalized intersections are designed for heavier traffic and
therefore a greater delay. Unsignalized intersections are also associated with more uncertainty
for users, as delays are less predictable, which can reduce users’ delay tolerance.
HCM 6 Method of Analysis (Two-Way Stop-Controlled Intersections)
Two-way stop-controlled intersections are comprised of a major street, which is uncontrolled,
and a minor street, which is controlled by stop signs. LOS for a two-way stop-controlled
intersection is determined by the computed or measured control delay. The control delay by
movement, by approach, and for the intersection as a whole is estimated by the computed
capacity for each movement. LOS is determined for each minor-street movement (or shared
movement) as well as major-street left turns. The worst side-street approach delay is reported.
LOS is not defined for the intersection as a whole or for major-street approaches, as it is assumed
that major-street through vehicles experience zero delay. The HCM control delay value ranges
for two-way stop-controlled intersections are shown in Table 4.12-4.
HCM 6 Method of Analysis (All-Way Stop-Controlled Intersections)
All-way stop-controlled intersections require every vehicle to stop at the intersection before
proceeding. Because each driver must stop, the decision to proceed into the intersection is a function
of traffic conditions on the other approaches. The time between subsequent vehicle departures
depends on the degree of conflict that results between the vehicles and vehicles on the other
approaches. This methodology determines the control delay for each lane on the approach, computes
a weighted average for the whole approach, and computes a weighted average for the intersection as
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.12-16

4.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

a whole. LOS at the approach and intersection levels is based solely on control delay. The HCM
control delay value range for all-way stop-controlled intersections are shown in Table 4.12-4.
Table 4.12-4
LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections (HCM 6 Methodology)
LOS
A
B
C
D
E
F

HCM Delay Value (s/v)
10.0
>10.0 and 15.0
>15.0 and 25.0
>25.0 and 35.0
>35.0 and 50.0
>50.0

LOS Description
Little or no delay
Short traffic delays
Average traffic delays
Long traffic delays
Very long traffic delays
Severe congestion

Source: HCM 2010, Chapters 19 and 20: Unsignalized Intersections (TRB 2010).
Notes: LOS = level of service; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; s/v = seconds per vehicle.

4.12.4.3 City of Fullerton LOS Criteria
According to the City of Fullerton, LOS D is the minimum acceptable condition that should be
maintained during the morning and evening peak commute hours. It should be noted that
although the City standard is LOS D, there are two intersections located in the Historic
Downtown area where LOS E is deemed acceptable to the City because of the fully developed
character of the downtown area, the presence of historic properties, and the great expense and
hardship that would be caused by attempting to secure right-of-way required to improve LOS.
The two intersections where LOS E is considered acceptable are Harbor Boulevard/Chapman
Avenue (key study intersection no. 6) and Harbor Boulevard/Commonwealth Avenue (key study
intersection no. 15) as indicated in Table 4.12-1.
Level of Service Input Parameters
Per City staff, the following values were applied in the LOS analyses, which have been
conducted using the Vistro software (HCM 6 Methodology).


Base Saturation Flow Rate: 1,800 passenger cars per hour per lane (pc/hr/ln) [left- and
right-turn movement], 3,500 pc/hr/ln (dual left-turn movement) and 1,900 pc/hr/ln
(through movement)



Cycle Length: based on existing timings as provided by City staff



Loss Time: 2 seconds per critical phase



Minimum Pedestrian Crossing Time: calculated by using the minimum pedestrian
crossing time equation
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Analysis Time Period: 0.25 hour



Peak Hour Factor: based on existing counts

4.12.4.4 Project Traffic Characteristics
Project Traffic Generation
Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way vehicular movements
either entering or exiting the generating land use. Generation equations and/or rates used in the
traffic forecasting procedure are typically found in the ninth edition of the Trip Generation
Manual, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE 2012).
Table 4.12-5 summarizes the trip generation rates used in forecasting the vehicular trips generated
by the proposed project (i.e., student growth, net increase of 3,189 students) and presents the
proposed project’s forecast peak hour and daily traffic volumes. As provided in Table 4.12-5, the
trip generation potential of the proposed project was estimated using ITE Land Use 540:
Junior/Community College trip rates. Review of Table 4.12-5 shows that the proposed project
(i.e., net increase of 3,189 students) is forecast to generate 3,922 daily trips, with 383 trips (322
inbound, 61 outbound) forecast during the AM peak hour, and 383 trips (241 inbound and 142
outbound) forecast during the PM peak hour on a typical weekday.
Table 4.12-5
Project Traffic Generation Forecast
ITE Land Use Code/Project Description
Generation Factors:540: Junior/Community College
(TE/Student)
Generation Forecasts: Fullerton College Master
Plan Project (Net Increase 3,189 Students)

Daily TwoWay
1.23
3,922

AM Peak Hour
Enter
Exit
Total
84%
16%
0.12

PM Peak Hour
Enter
Exit
Total
63%
37%
0.12

322

241

61

383

142

383

Note: TE/Student = Trip ends per student

Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment
Figure 4.12-4 shows the traffic distribution pattern for the proposed project. Project traffic
volumes both entering and exiting the project site have been distributed and assigned to the
adjacent street system based on the following considerations:


The site’s proximity to major traffic carriers (i.e., Lemon Street, Chapman Avenue,
Harbor Boulevard, SR-57 freeway, SR-91 freeway)



Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent street channelization and
presence of traffic signals
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Review of existing peak hour traffic volumes



Locations of additional parking spaces (i.e., Centennial Parking Structure, Academic
Computing Building 3100 Parking Lot, Parking Lot 8, Parking Lot 11, Parking Lot B-2
East, and Parking Lot C West)



Ingress/egress availability at the project site

It should be noted that as part of the proposed project, key study intersection no. 31 (i.e.,
Berkeley Avenue/College Driveway No. 3) will provide only egress movements from the
project site.
The anticipated AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes associated with the project are
presented in Figures 4.12-7 and 4.12-8 respectively. The traffic volume assignments presented in
Figures 4.12-7 and 4.12-8 reflect the traffic distribution characteristics shown in Figure 4.12-9
and the traffic generation forecast presented in Table 14.2-5.
4.12.4.5 Traffic Impact Analysis Methodology
The relative impact of the proposed project during the AM peak hour and PM peak hour was
evaluated based on analysis of future operating conditions at the 32 key study intersections, both
without and with the proposed project. The previously discussed capacity analysis procedures
were utilized to investigate the future delay/volume-to-capacity relationships and LOS
characteristics at each study intersection utilizing the Vistro software and HCM 6 Methodology.
The significance of the potential impacts of the proposed project at each key signalized
intersection was then evaluated using the following traffic impact criteria.
Significance Impact Criteria
In order to provide a quantitative basis for determining the significance of a traffic impact at a
specific location, it was necessary to establish the criteria to be used in the analysis of intersections
for this study. Based on the City of Fullerton traffic study guidelines, a project is considered to have a
significant impact at a signalized intersection if the following criteria are met:


For signalized intersections, an impact is considered to be significant if the project causes
an intersection at LOS D or better to degrade to LOS E or F.



For unsignalized intersections, an impact is considered to be significant if the project causes
an intersection at LOS D or better to degrade to LOS E or F. However, unsignalized
intersection LOS is based on the control delay, but that delay is only assessed for those traffic
movements that are stopped or must yield to through traffic. Some movements, including
cross traffic on the minor street or left turns onto the major street, may be acceptable with
relatively long delays, when through traffic and right turns from a major street do not
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experience any delays at stopped intersections. When delay for cross traffic is severe (LOS
F), the intersection should be further evaluated for possible improvement with traffic signals.
In some cases, this analysis determines that the delay is being experienced by a very low
number of vehicles, and traffic signals are not warranted. For this condition, the intersection
does not need to be considered impacted, but measures to reduce delay may be considered, if
appropriate. In other cases, the number of stopped vehicles is substantial and traffic signals
may be justified as a mitigation measure. Therefore, the following significance criteria for
unsignalized intersection are used:
o An unsignalized intersection impact is considered to be significant if the project
causes an intersection at LOS D or better to degrade to LOS E or F, and the traffic
signal warrant analysis determines that a signal is justified.
It should be noted that although the City standard is LOS D, there are two intersections located in
the Historic Downtown area where LOS E is deemed acceptable to the City because of the fully
developed character of the downtown area, the presence of historic properties, and the great
expense and hardship that would be caused by attempting to secure right-of-way required to
improve LOS. The two intersections where LOS E is considered acceptable are Harbor
Boulevard/Chapman Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no. 6) and Harbor Boulevard/
Commonwealth Avenue (i.e., key study intersection no. 15).
Traffic Impact Analysis Scenarios
The following scenarios are those for which LOS calculations have been performed at the 32 key
study intersections for existing plus project and Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions:


Existing Traffic Conditions



Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions



Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions with Improvements, if necessary



Year 2030 Buildout Traffic Conditions



Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project Traffic Conditions



Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project Traffic Conditions with Improvements, if necessary

4.12.5

Impacts Analysis

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures
of effectiveness for the performance or the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
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Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but
not limited to LOS standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions
The existing plus project traffic conditions have been generated based upon existing conditions
and the estimated project traffic. These forecast traffic conditions have been prepared pursuant to
the CEQA Guidelines, which require that the potential impacts of a given project be evaluated
upon the circulation system as it currently exists. This traffic volume scenario and the related
intersection capacity analyses will identify the roadway improvements necessary to mitigate the
direct traffic impacts of the proposed project, if any.
Figures 4.12-10 and 4.12-11 show projected AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the 32 key
study locations with the addition of the trips generated by the proposed project to existing traffic
volumes, respectively.
Future Traffic Conditions
The proposed project has a 10-year planning period, resulting in a project completion year of
2027. Given that the expected project completion year is within a few years of the City’s Year
2030 Buildout traffic projections, it was recommended by City of Fullerton staff to utilize the
Year 2030 Buildout traffic projections to provide a conservative analysis. The following
describes the methodology used to develop Year 2030 Buildout traffic volumes.
Year 2030 Cumulative Traffic Volumes
Year 2030 AM peak hour and PM peak hour background traffic volumes were forecast based on
application of growth rates provided by the City of Fullerton to existing traffic volumes, and by
further adding traffic volumes from all future cumulative projects (i.e., buildout of the City). A
10% total growth was applied to existing traffic volumes at key study intersections for all major
through movements, and for any major turn movements, as identified by City of Fullerton staff.
A 5% total growth was applied to existing traffic volumes for all of the remaining key
intersection movements, which are considered to be minor movements. The City of Fullerton
provided volumes for all cumulative projects related to Year 2030 traffic conditions. The
additive AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes associated with the cumulative projects in the
year 2030 are presented in Figures 4.12-12 and 4.12-13 respectively.
Figures 4.12-14 and 4.12-15 present the Year 2030 AM and PM peak hour buildout traffic volumes
at the key study intersections, respectively. Please note that the buildout traffic volumes represent the
accumulation of existing traffic, ambient growth traffic, and cumulative projects traffic.
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Figures 4.12-16 and 4.12-17 illustrate the Year 2030 total forecast AM and PM peak hour traffic
volumes, with the inclusion of the trips generated by the proposed project, respectively.
Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis
Existing Plus Project Analysis
Table 4.12-6 shows the peak hour LOS results at the 32 key study intersections for existing plus
project traffic conditions. Column 1 of the HCM/LOS values in Table 4.12-6 presents a summary
of existing AM and PM peak hour traffic conditions (which were also presented in Table 4.12-1).
Column 2 provides existing plus project traffic conditions. Column 3 shows the increase in the
HCM value due to the added peak hour project trips and indicates whether the traffic associated
with the proposed project will have a significant impact based on the LOS standards and
significance impact criteria. Column 4 of Table 4.12-6 indicated the anticipated operating
conditions with implementation of improvements planned and/or recommended to mitigate
project traffic and/or achieve an acceptable LOS.
Table 4.12-6
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Key Intersection
Harbor Boulevard at
Valley View Drive/Brea
Boulevard
Harbor Boulevard at
Berkeley Avenue
Lemon Street at
Berkeley Avenue
Hornet Way at
Berkeley Avenue
Euclid Street at
Malvern Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at
Chapman Avenue
Berkeley Avenue at
Chapman Avenue
Raymond Avenue at
Chapman Avenue

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D

D
D
D
D
E
D
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
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(1) Existing
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
29.2 s/v
C
29.9 s/v
C

(2) Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
29.5 s/v
C
30.1 s/v
C

(3) Significant
Impact
Increase Yes/No
0.3 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No

27.8 s/v
30.7 s/v
48.7 s/v
38.6 s/v
16.4 s/v
13.4 s/v
32.6 s/v
33.8 s/v
32.9 s/v
31.6 s/v
35.7 s/v
34.0 s/v
16.7 s/v
18.0 s/v
28.0 s/v
26.1 s/v

28.0 s/v
31.3 s/v
54.7 s/v
39.4 s/v
16.7 s/v
13.2 s/v
33.6 s/v
34.6 s/v
34.9 s/v
32.4 s/v
35.9 s/v
43.1 s/v
16.9 s/v
18.6 s/v
28.5 s/v
26.8 s/v

0.2 s/v
0.6 s/v
6.0 s/v
0.8 s/v
0.3 s/v
0.0 s/v
1.0 s/v
0.8 s/v
2.0 s/v
0.8 s/v
0.2 s/v
9.1 s/v
0.2 s/v
0.6 s/v
0.5 s/v
0.7 s/v

C
C
D
D
B
B
C
C
C
C
D
C
B
B
C
C

C
C
D
D
B
B
C
C
C
C
D
D
B
B
C
C

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

(4) Existing
Plus Project
With
Improvements
HCM
LOS
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
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Table 4.12-6
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

Key Intersection
Acacia Avenue at
Chapman Avenue
State College Boulevard
at Chapman Avenue
SR-57 SB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
SR-57 NB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at
Wilshire Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Commonwealth Avenue
Lemon Street at
Commonwealth Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Valencia Drive
Lemon Street at
Valencia Drive
Harbor Boulevard at
Orangethorpe Avenue
Lemon Street at
Orangethorpe Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 EB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 EB Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
Bastanchury Road

26. College Driveway No. 1
at Berkeley Avenue
27. Centennial Way at
Berkeley Avenue
28. Lemon Street at
Parking Structure

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D
D
D
D
D
E
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
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(1) Existing
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
52.3 s/v
D
18.0 s/v
B
34.8 s/v
C
35.7 s/v
D
17.4 s/v
B
18.1 s/v
B
31.0 s/v
C
26.4 s/v
C
12.8 s/v
B
10.3 s/v
B
35.1 s/v
D
30.8 s/v
C
35.0 s/v
D
33.9 s/v
C
16.2 s/v
B
26.2 s/v
C
14.7 s/v
B
10.1 s/v
B
34.9 s/v
C
38.6 s/v
D
34.1 s/v
C
38.1 s/v
D
14.4 s/v
B
17.2 s/v
B
24.0 s/v
C
24.4 s/v
C
19.1 s/v
B
19.6 s/v
B
26.0 s/v
C
23.0 s/v
C
103.6
F
s/v
E
57.0 s/v
14.7 s/v
B
13.5 s/v
B
12.5 s/v
B
12.4 s/v
B
11.3 s/v
B
16.2 s/v
C

(2) Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
53.5 s/v
D
18.1 s/v
B
34.8 s/v
C
36.1 s/v
D
18.1 s/v
B
18.3 s/v
B
31.9 s/v
C
26.9 s/v
C
12.6 s/v
B
10.3 s/v
B
35.4 s/v
D
31.0 s/v
C
35.3 s/v
D
33.9 s/v
C
16.3 s/v
B
26.1 s/v
C
14.7 s/v
B
10.1 s/v
B
35.0 s/v
D
39.2 s/v
D
34.4 s/v
C
38.5 s/v
D
14.4 s/v
B
17.2 s/v
B
24.4 s/v
C
24.8 s/v
C
19.3 s/v
B
19.8 s/v
B
26.2 s/v
C
23.2 s/v
C
104.1
F
s/v
E
57.0 s/v
15.4 s/v
C
14.4 s/v
B
12.6 s/v
B
12.7 s/v
B
12.2 s/v
B
18.2 s/v
C

(3) Significant
Impact
Increase Yes/No
1.2 s/v
No
0.1 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.4 s/v
No
0.7 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No
0.9 s/v
No
0.5 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.3 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No
0.3 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.1 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.1 s/v
No
0.6 s/v
No
0.3 s/v
No
0.4 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.4 s/v
No
0.4 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No
0.2 s/v
No
0.5 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
0.7 s/v
0.9 s/v
0.1 s/v
0.3 s/v
0.9 s/v
2.0 s/v

No
No
No
No
No
No

(4) Existing
Plus Project
With
Improvements
HCM
LOS
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—

9422.0001
4.12-23

4.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Table 4.12-6
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

29.
30.
31.
32.

Key Intersection
Lemon Street at
Fullerton College Drive
Berkeley Avenue at
College Driveway No. 2
Berkeley Avenue at
College Driveway No. 3
Berkeley Avenue at
Brookdale Place

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D
D
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

(1) Existing
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
22.7 s/v
C
21.3 s/v
C
13.9 s/v
B
12.8 s/v
B
12.0 s/v
B
12.3 s/v
B
13.9 s/v
B
13.9 s/v
B

(2) Existing
Plus Project
Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
24.2 s/v
C
23.8 s/v
C
18.7 s/v
C
15.3 s/v
C
12.1 s/v
B
12.8 s/v
B
15.2 s/v
C
15.0 s/v
C

(3) Significant
Impact
Increase Yes/No
1.5 s/v
No
2.5 s/v
No
4.8 s/v
No
2.5 s/v
No
0.1 s/v
No
0.5 s/v
No
1.3 s/v
No
1.1 s/v
No

(4) Existing
Plus Project
With
Improvements
HCM
LOS
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Notes: LOS = level of service; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; s/v = seconds per vehicle; WB = westbound; EB = eastbound.
Bold HCM/LOS values indicate adverse levels of service.

Review of Columns 2 and 3 of Table 4.12-6 show that traffic associated with the proposed
project would not significantly impact the 32 key study intersections under the existing plus
project traffic scenario, when compared to the LOS standards and significance impact criteria.
The 32 key study intersections currently operate and are forecast to continue to operate at an
acceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours with the addition of project traffic to
existing traffic.
The TIA (Appendix E) contains the existing plus project HCM/LOS calculations for the 32 key
study intersections.
Year 2030 Traffic Conditions
Table 4.12-7 shows the peak hour LOS results at the 32 key study intersections for the Year
2030 Buildout. Column 1 of the HCM/LOS values in Table 4.12-7 presents a summary of
existing AM and PM peak hour traffic conditions (which were also presented in Table 4.12-1).
Column 2 lists projected Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions (existing plus ambient growth
plus cumulative projects traffic) based on existing intersection geometry, but without any
traffic generated from the proposed project. Column 3 presents forecast Year 2030 Buildout
traffic conditions with the addition of project traffic. Column 4 shows the increase in the HCM
value due to the added peak hour project trips and indicates whether the traffic associated with
the project will have a significant impact based on the LOS standards and significance impact
criteria. Column 5 of Table 4.12-7 indicates the anticipated operating conditions with
implementation of improvements planned and/or recommended to mitigate project traffic
and/or achieve an acceptable LOS.
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Table 4.12-7
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Key Intersection
Harbor Boulevard at Valley
View Drive/Brea Boulevard
Harbor Boulevard at
Berkeley Avenue
Lemon Street at
Berkeley Avenue
Hornet Way at
Berkeley Avenue
Euclid Street at
Malvern Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
Chapman Avenue
Lemon Street at
Chapman Avenue
Berkeley Avenue at
Chapman Avenue

Minimum
Acceptable
LOS
D
D
D
D
D
E
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

(1)
Existing
Traffic Conditions
HCM
LOS
29.2 s/v
C
29.9 s/v
C
27.8 s/v
C
30.7 s/v
C
48.7 s/v
D
38.6 s/v
D
16.4 s/v
B
13.4 s/v
B
32.6 s/v
C
33.8 s/v
C
32.9 s/v
C
31.6 s/v
C
35.7 s/v
D
34.0 s/v
C
16.7 s/v
B
18.0 s/v
B

(2)
Year 2030
Buildout
Traffic Conditions
HCM
LOS
36.3 s/v
D
35.9 s/v
D
41.1 s/v
D
63.9 s/v
E
58.6 s/v
E
41.2 s/v
D
16.5 s/v
B
13.4 s/v
B
56.3 s/v
E
67.5 s/v
E
84.6 s/v
F
71.3 s/v
E
40.6 s/v
D
46.8 s/v
D
18.4 s/v
B
23.2 s/v
C

(3)
Year 2030
Buildout
Plus Project
Traffic Conditions
HCM
LOS
37.1 s/v
D
36.3 s/v
D
44.3 s/v
D
66.0 s/v
E
66.3 s/v
E
41.9 s/v
D
16.9 s/v
B
13.2 s/v
B
59.3 s/v
E
70.3 s/v
E
93.8 s/v
F
78.2 s/v
E
42.6 s/v
D
53.6 s/v
D
19.3 s/v
B
24.4 s/v
C

(4)
Significant
Impact
Increase Yes/No
0.8 s/v
No
0.4 s/v
No
3.2 s/v
No
2.1 s/v
No
7.7 s/v
No
0.7 s/v
No
0.4 s/v
No
0.0 s/v
No
3.0 s/v
No
2.8 s/v
No
9.2 s/v
No
6.9 s/v
No
2.0 s/v
No
6.8 s/v
No
0.9 s/v
No
1.2 s/v
No

(5)
Year 2030
Buildout
Plus Project
With Improvements
HCM
LOS
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Notes: LOS = level of service; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; s/v = seconds per vehicle.
Bold HCM/LOS values indicate adverse levels of service.
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Year 2030 Buildout Without Project Traffic Conditions
An analysis of future (Year 2030) buildout traffic conditions indicates that the addition of
ambient growth and cumulative projects traffic would cumulatively impact 12 of the 32 key
study intersections. The remaining 20 key study intersections are forecast to operate at an
acceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours with the addition of ambient traffic growth
and cumulative projects traffic. The intersections forecast to operate adversely in the year 2030
are shown in Table 4.12-8.
Table 4.12-8
Year 2030 Peak Hour Traffic Conditions (Without Project) – Impacted Intersections
Key Intersection
2. Harbor Boulevard at Berkeley Avenue
3. Lemon Street at Berkeley Avenue
5. Euclid Street at Malvern Avenue
6. Harbor Boulevard at Chapman Avenue
9. Raymond Avenue at Chapman Avenue
10. Acacia Avenue at Chapman Avenue
11. State College Boulevard at Chapman Avenue
13. SR-57 NB Ramps at Chapman Avenue
17. Harbor Boulevard at Valencia Drive
19. Harbor Boulevard at Orangethorpe Avenue
20. Lemon Street at Orangethorpe Avenue
25. Harbor Boulevard at Bastanchury Road

AM Peak Hour
HCM
LOS
—
—
58.6 s/v
E
56.3 s/v
E
84.6 s/v
F
—
—
56.0 s/v
E
60.5 s/v
E
102.9 s/v
F
—
—
83.4 s/v
F
—
—
144.2 s/v
F

PM Peak Hour
HCM
LOS
63.9 s/v
E
—
—
67.5 s/v
E
—
—
70.1 s/v
E
—
—
119.1 s/v
F
81.8 s/v
F
78.1 s/v
E
112.6 s/v
F
88.6 s/v
F
88.7 s/v
F

Notes: HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; LOS = level of service; s/v = seconds per vehicle.

Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project Traffic Conditions
Columns 3 and 4 of Table 4.12-7 show that traffic associated with the proposed project will not
significantly impact the 32 key study intersections, when compared to the LOS standards and
significance impact criteria. The same 12 intersections named above (i.e., Harbor
Boulevard/Berkeley Avenue, Lemon Street/Berkeley Avenue, Euclid Street/Malvern Avenue,
Harbor Boulevard/Chapman Avenue, Raymond Avenue/Chapman Avenue, Acacia
Avenue/Chapman Avenue, State College Boulevard/Chapman Avenue, SR-57 NB
Ramps/Chapman Avenue, Harbor Boulevard/Valencia Drive, Harbor Boulevard/Orangethorpe
Avenue, Lemon Street/Orangethorpe Avenue, and Harbor Boulevard/Bastanchury Road) are
forecast to operate at unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during the AM and/or PM peak hours with
the addition of project traffic. However, the addition of project trips is not anticipated to worsen
or further degrade the LOS at any of these 12 intersections. The information in Column 4 of
Table 4.12-7 indicated that the project traffic increments at these 12 intersections are less than
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significant based on the LOS standards and impact criteria. The remaining 20 key study
intersections are forecast to continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of project
generated traffic under Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions. Appendix E also presents the Year
2030 Buildout Plus Project HCM/LOS calculations for the 32 key study intersections.
The TIA contains the Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project HCM/LOS calculations for the 32 key
study intersections.
HCM Methodology for the State of California (Caltrans)
In conformance with Caltrans’ current Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies,
existing and projected AM and PM peak hour operating conditions at the six state-controlled
study intersections within the study area have been evaluated using the Highway Capacity
Manual operations method of analysis. These state-controlled locations include the following 6
of 32 key study intersections:
12. SR-57 SB Ramps at Chapman Avenue

22. Lemon Street at SR-91 WB Ramps

13. SR-57 NB Ramps at Chapman Avenue

23. Harbor Boulevard at SR-91 EB Ramps

21. Harbor Boulevard at SR-91 WB Ramps

24. Lemon Street at SR-91 EB Ramps

Caltrans “endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D”
on State highway facilities” (Caltrans 2002); it does not require that LOS “D” (shall) be
maintained. However, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and
recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS.
For this analysis, LOS D is the target LOS standard and will be utilized to assess the project
impacts at the state-controlled study intersections.
Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions
Table 4.12-9 summarizes the peak hour HCM LOS results at the six state-controlled study
intersections within the study area for existing plus project traffic conditions. Column 1 of the
HCM/LOS values in Table 4.12-9 presents a summary of existing traffic conditions. Column 2
provides existing plus project traffic conditions based on existing intersection geometry. Column
3 shows whether added peak hour project trips will have a significant impact based on the
significance impact criteria defined in this report. Column 4 indicates the anticipated level of
service with planned and/or recommended improvements.
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Table 4.12-9
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans

12.
13.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Key Intersections
SR-57 SB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
SR-57 NB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 EB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 EB Ramps

Min.
Acc.
LOS
D
D
D
D
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

(1) Existing Traffic
Conditions
HCM
LOS
17.4 s/v
B
18.1 s/v
B
31.0 s/v
C
26.4 s/v
C
14.4 s/v
B
17.2 s/v
B
24.0 s/v
C
24.4 s/v
C
19.1 s/v
B
19.6 s/v
B
26.0 s/v
C
23.0 s/v
C

(2) Existing Plus Project
Traffic Conditions
HCM
LOS
18.1 s/v
B
18.3 s/v
B
31.9 s/v
C
26.9 s/v
C
14.4 s/v
B
17.2 s/v
B
24.4 s/v
C
24.8 s/v
C
19.3 s/v
B
19.8 s/v
B
26.2 s/v
C
23.2 s/v
C

(3)
Impact
Yes/No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

(4) Existing Plus Project
With Improvements
HCM
LOS
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Notes: LOS = level of service; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; s/v = seconds per vehicle; SB = southbound; NB = northbound; WB = westbound; EB = eastbound.
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Existing Traffic Conditions
Column 1 of Table 4.12-9 indicates that all six state-controlled study intersections currently
operate at an acceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours.
Existing Plus Project Traffic Conditions
Columns 2 and 3 of Table 4.12-9 show that traffic associated with the proposed project will not
significantly impact any of the six state-controlled study intersections under the existing plus
project traffic conditions, when compared to the LOS standards. The six state-controlled study
intersections are forecast to continue to operate at acceptable LOS during the AM and/or PM
peak hours with the addition of project traffic to existing traffic.
Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project Traffic Conditions
Table 4.12-10 shows the Year 2030 peak hour HCM LOS results at the six state-controlled study
intersections within the study area. Column 1 of the HCM/LOS values in Table 4.12-10 presents
Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions based on existing intersection geometry, but without any
project-generated traffic. Column 2 provides presents Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions with
the addition of project traffic. Column 3 indicates whether added peak hour project trips will
have a significant impact based on the significance impact criteria defined in this report. Column
4 indicates the anticipated LOS with planned and/or recommended improvements.
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Table 4.12-10
Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans

12.
13.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Key Intersections
SR-57 SB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
SR-57 NB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 WB Ramps
Harbor Boulevard at
SR-91 EB Ramps
Lemon Street at
SR-91 EB Ramps

Min. Acc.
LOS
D
D
D
D
D
D

Time
Period
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

(1) Year 2030 Buildout
Traffic Conditions
HCM
LOS
40.4 s/v
D
29.0 s/v
C
102.9 s/v
F
81.8 s/v
F
23.3 s/v
C
29.8 s/v
C
34.3 s/v
C
38.9 s/v
D
25.0 s/v
C
25.3 s/v
C
32.7 s/v
C
28.6 s/v
C

(2) Year 2030 Buildout Plus
Project Traffic Conditions
HCM
LOS
42.7 s/v
D
30.0 s/v
C
108.8 s/v
F
86.6 s/v
F
23.3 s/v
C
30.1 s/v
C
35.5 s/v
D
40.3 s/v
D
25.1 s/v
C
25.5 s/v
C
33.4 s/v
C
29.0 s/v
C

(3)
Impact
Yes/No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

(4) Year 2030 Buildout Plus
Project With Improvements
HCM
LOS
—
—
—
—
53.1 s/v
D
37.0 s/v
D
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Notes: LOS = level of service; HCM = Highway Capacity Manual; s/v = seconds per vehicle; SB = southbound; NB = northbound; WB = westbound; EB = eastbound.
Bold HCM/LOS values indicate adverse levels of service.
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Year 2030 Buildout Traffic Conditions
An analysis of Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions indicates that the addition of ambient
traffic growth and cumulative projects traffic will adversely impact one of the six statecontrolled study intersections. The state-controlled study intersection of SR-57 NB
Ramps/Chapman Avenue is forecast to operate at unacceptable LOS F during the AM and
PM peak hours. The remaining five state-controlled study intersections are forecast to
operate at acceptable LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak hours with the addition of
ambient traffic growth and cumulative projects traffic in the year 2030.
Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project Traffic Conditions
Review of Columns 2 and 3 of Table 4.12-10 indicates that traffic associated with the
proposed project will cumulatively impact one of the six state-controlled study intersections,
when compared to the LOS standards specified in this report. The remaining five statecontrolled study intersections are forecast to continue to operate at acceptable LOS D or
better with the addition of project-generated traffic in the year 2030.
As shown in Column 4 of Table 4.12-10, the implementation of improvements at the
impacted state-controlled intersection of SR-57 NB Ramps/Chapman Avenue completely
offsets the impact of the proposed project. The impacted state-controlled key study
intersection of SR-57 NB Ramps/Chapman Avenue is forecast to operate at an acceptable
LOS during the AM and PM peak hours with implementation of improvements. Per Caltrans
requirements, the proposed project can be expected to pay a proportional “fair share” of the
improvement costs of the impacted intersection (Mitigation Measure (MM) TRA-1). The
project’s fair share contribution to offset the Year 2030 project impact is 4.5%. However,
because the implementation of improvements at a Caltrans intersection are not guaranteed,
and are not within the jurisdiction of the North Orange County Community College District
(District), this impact is significant and unavoidable.
Table 4.12-11 presents the percentage of net traffic impact at the study intersection impacted
by the proposed project of Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions As presented in this table,
Column 1 presents a total of all movements for existing conditions. Column 2 presents Year
2030 Buildout traffic conditions. Column 3 presents Year 2030 Buildout traffic conditions
with project traffic. Column 4 represents what percentage of total intersection traffic is
project-related traffic.
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Table 4.12-11
Year 2030 Buildout Project Fair Share Percentage Contribution

13.

Key Intersection
SR-57 NB Ramps at
Chapman Avenue

Impacted
Time
Period
AM
PM

(1) Existing
Traffic
3,344
3,459

(2) Year 2030
Buildout
Traffic
4,418
4,635

(3) Year 2030
Buildout Plus
Project Traffic
4,469
4,687

(4) Project
Percentage
Share
4.5%
4.2%

Note: Project Percentage Share (4) = [Column (3) – Column (2)] / [Column (3) – Column (1)].

Summary and Conclusions
Among the key study locations, 31 of the 32 currently operate at an acceptable LOS during the
AM and PM peak hours. The proposed project will not significantly impact any of the 32
intersections under Existing Plus Project and Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic conditions,
under the HCM 6 Methodology.
However, under the Caltrans Methodology one of the six state-controlled study intersections under
the Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project conditions has been identified for mitigation. Installation of
improvements is subject to the approval of Caltrans and the City of Fullerton. Since the proposed
project cannot guarantee that these improvements that are located in the City of Fullerton and are
also under the jurisdiction of Caltrans will be implemented, a statement of overriding
considerations will be required for this location. This issue is considered significant, and the
project can be expected to pay the fair share contribution of 4.5% for the improvement costs.
Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves, or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Vehicular access to the Fullerton College campus would continue to be provided from Lemon
Street, Berkeley Avenue, Chapman Avenue, and Wilshire Avenue. Lemon Street currently
provides and will continue to provide primary access to the site via one right-turn in/right-turn
out only unsignalized driveway (i.e., key study intersection no. 28) and via one full access
signalized driveway (i.e., key study intersection no. 29). Berkeley Avenue currently provides and
will continue to provide primary access to the site via three full access unsignalized driveways
(i.e., key study intersections no. 26, no. 30, and no. 31) and one left-turn in/right-turn in/rightturn out only unsignalized driveway (i.e., key study intersection no. 27). It should be noted that
as part of the proposed master plan project, key study intersection no. 31 (i.e., Berkeley
Avenue/College Driveway No. 3) will only provide egress movements from the project site.
As previously addressed in Section 4.12.3, the TIA recommends project design features to
addresses special issue areas as identified by the City. These project design features are not
required to mitigate impacts associated with the proposed project; however, these project design
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features would further ensure safe conditions for the roadways surrounding the Fullerton College
campus. Any roadway improvements would require coordination with the City.
Similar to the existing conditions, minor operations, maintenance activities, and minor roadway
improvements such as repaving and restriping may be required during the life of the proposed
project for internal campus driveways, roads, drive aisles, and parking lots. These activities
would occur under the guidance of experienced engineering professionals, ensuring that
operational performance of these internal circulation facilities are maintained during any
proposed operations and maintenance activities. Therefore, impacts associated with hazardous
design features or incompatible uses are less than significant.
Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
As previously addressed in Section 4.12.3, the City of Fullerton and the project team addressed
special issue areas not included in the proposed project. However, these issues were identified in
the TIA (Appendix E) with recommendations from the results/findings. These project design
features would further ensure safe conditions for the roadways surrounding the Fullerton College
campus and any roadway improvements would require coordination with the City. Consistent
with state and local fire codes, adequate turning radius and vertical clearance would be
maintained on internal driveways, roads, drive aisles, and parking lots. Therefore, impacts
associated with emergency access would be less than significant.

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycles, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety
of such facilities?
As summarized in Section 4.12.1, Existing Conditions, the Fullerton College campus and the
surrounding area is served by several alternative transportation facilities and services.
Pedestrian circulation would continue to be provided via existing public sidewalks along
Chapman Avenue, Lemon Street, Berkeley Avenue, and Wilshire Avenue within the vicinity of
the project frontage, which will connect to the project site’s internal walkways. The existing
sidewalk system within the project vicinity provides direct connectivity to the major
thoroughfares including Harbor Boulevard and Chapman Avenue.
Chapman Avenue, Lemon Street, and Berkeley Avenue currently provide sidewalks on both
sides of the street. Students who need to cross either of these streets in order to access the project
site could do so at the intersections of Lemon Street/Berkeley Avenue, Hornet Way/Berkeley
Avenue, Lemon Street/Chapman Avenue, Fullerton College Drive/Lemon Street, or Berkeley
Avenue/Chapman Avenue. Each of these key study intersections provides crosswalks for
pedestrians to cross in any direction. Further, an additional midblock crosswalk exists at the
intersection of Lawrence Avenue/Chapman Avenue.
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Existing bikeways provide access along Berkeley Avenue in both directions between Chapman
Avenue and Lemon Street. Further, the bicycle trail system within the City of Fullerton includes
Class I, II, and III paths.
In regard to public transit, the City is currently served by OCTA bus lines (Routes 24, 143,
213/A, and Express Route 103B). Five bus stops are located along Lemon Street between
Berkeley Avenue and Wilshire Avenue, west of the project site. Four bus stops are located along
Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street and Berkeley Avenue, south of the project site.
As previously addressed in Section 4.12.3, the City of Fullerton and the project team addressed
special issue areas not included as part of the proposed project. However, these issues were
identified in the TIA (Appendix E) with recommendations from the results/findings. These
project design features would further ensure safe conditions for the roadways surrounding the
Fullerton College campus, and any proposed project activity along the Wilshire Avenue or
Lemon Street project frontages will consider the City improvements identified as part of the
Wilshire Avenue Bike Boulevard Project or will be coordinated with any other future Cityidentified improvement. Additionally, any construction that would require the temporary closure
of a bus stop would require coordination with OCTA to move the bus stop and continue bus
service. The proposed project would not interrupt bus service to the Fullerton College campus.
The proposed project would not physically preclude implementation of any regional or local
policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Therefore,
impacts associated with alternative transportation policies, plans, programs, and facilities would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

4.12.6

Mitigation Measures

MM-TRA-1

Per California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) requirements, the
North Orange County Community College District shall pay a
proportional “fair share” of the improvement costs of the impacted
intersection. The following improvements have been identified to mitigate
the Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic scenario at the intersection of
the State Route 57 northbound ramps at Chapman Avenue: widen and/or
restripe the westbound approach of Chapman Avenue to provide a third
westbound through lane and modify the existing traffic signal as
necessary. Right-of-way acquisition will be required. The installation of
these improvements is subject to the approval of Caltrans and the City of
Fullerton. The fair share contribution for the project to offset the Year
2030 project impact is 4.5%.
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4.12.7

Level of Significance After Mitigation

All project impacts associated with design features, emergency access, and conflicts with
adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycles, or pedestrian facilities
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required. MM-TRA-1 is
proposed to mitigate impacts associated with the conflict of an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance or the circulation system for
the state-controlled intersection SR-57 NB Ramps at Chapman Avenue. However, impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable.

4.12.8

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic scope of the cumulative transportation and circulation impacts is the study area
summarized in Section 4.12.1 and further detailed in the TIA (Appendix E).
An analysis of Year 2030 Buildout (without project) traffic conditions indicates that the addition
of ambient growth and cumulative projects traffic will cumulatively impact 12 of the 32 key
study intersections. The remaining 20 key study intersections are forecast to operate at an
acceptable LOS during the AM and PM peak hours with the addition of ambient traffic growth
and cumulative projects traffic. The intersections forecast to operate adversely in the Year 2030
are shown in Table 4.12-8.
Columns 3 and 4 of Table 4.12-7 show that traffic associated with the proposed project will not
significantly impact the 32 key study intersections, when compared to the LOS standards and
significance impact criteria. The same 12 intersections named above (i.e., Harbor
Boulevard/Berkeley Avenue, Lemon Street/Berkeley Avenue, Euclid Street/Malvern Avenue,
Harbor Boulevard/Chapman Avenue, Raymond Avenue/Chapman Avenue, Acacia Avenue/
Chapman Avenue, State College Boulevard/Chapman Avenue, SR-57 NB Ramps/Chapman
Avenue, Harbor Boulevard/Valencia Drive, Harbor Boulevard/Orangethorpe Avenue, Lemon
Street/Orangethorpe Avenue, and Harbor Boulevard/Bastanchury Road) are forecast to operate at
unacceptable LOS E or LOS F during the AM and/or PM peak hours with the addition of project
traffic. However, the addition of project trips is not anticipated to worsen or further degrade the
LOS at any of these 12 intersections. The information in Column 4 of Table 4.12-7 indicates that
the project traffic increments at these 12 intersections are less than significant based on the LOS
standards and impact criteria. The remaining 20 key study intersections are forecast to continue
to operate at an acceptable LOS with the addition of project-generated traffic under Year 2030
Buildout traffic conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulative
impact to intersections according to the HCM Methodology for City intersections.
Under the Caltrans Methodology, the TIA identified Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic
impacts to the SR-57 NB Ramps at Chapman Avenue (i.e., key intersection no. 13).
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Therefore, the implementation of MM-TRA-1 is proposed, which would require that the District
pay a proportional “fair share” of the improvement costs of the impacted intersection to mitigate
the project’s traffic impacts. However, because the implementation of improvements at a
Caltrans intersection are not guaranteed and are not within the jurisdiction of the District, this
cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable.
Additionally, as previously discussed, project impacts related to air traffic patterns, hazardous
design features and incompatible uses, emergency access, and public transportation policies,
plans, programs, and facilities would be less than significant. Thus, it follows that impacts would
also be less than cumulatively considerable and would not contribute to any potential cumulative
impacts in the study area. Further, it is assumed that related cumulative projects in the study area
would be subject to the same federal, state, and local standards, regulations, and requirements
that the proposed project must comply with, which would further reduce the opportunity for
cumulative impacts in the broader project area.

4.12.9
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FIGURE 4.12-1

Existing Roadway Conditions and Intersection Controls
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-2

Existing AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-3

Existing PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: City of Fullerton

FIGURE 4.12-4

Bikeways Network
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Orange County Transportation Authority

FIGURE 4.12-5

OCTA Bus Systems Map
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR

4.12 – TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.12-46

SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-6

Existing AM and PM Peak Hour Vehicular and Pedestrian Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-7

AM Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-8

PM Peak Hour Project Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-9

Project Traffic Distribution Pattern
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-10

Existing Plus Project AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-12

AM Peak Hour Cumulative Project Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-13

PM Peak Hour Cumulative Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-14

Year 2030 Buildout Plus AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-15

Year 2030 Buildout Plus PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-16

Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Fullerton College Master Plan Program EIR
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SOURCE: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan (2017)

FIGURE 4.12-17

Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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4.13

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

This section analyzes the impacts relative to utilities and service systems that would occur as a
result of implementation of the proposed Facilities Master Plan (proposed project). This section
includes a description of existing sewer infrastructure, water supply and service systems,
stormwater systems, solid waste disposal, and energy. The evaluation provided in this section is
based on data, publications, and resources prepared by utility and service system providers such
as the City of Fullerton (City) Public Works Department (Public Works), Ware Disposal
Company, Southern California Edison, and the Southern California Gas Company.
Comments related to utilities and service systems were received in response to the Notice of
Preparation from the City. The City requested that the Initial Study identify current and proposed
Fullerton College campus connections to water, sewer, and storm drains and to demonstrate that
the lateral connections are sufficient to accommodate new facilities. The City requested that the
Initial Study verify that the Fullerton College campus water system provides adequate pressure
for fire suppression. Although the City requested that these items be addressed in the Initial
Study, these items will instead be addressed in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
The City also stated that to improve water service to the campus, Fullerton College would be
responsible for the following:


Upgrading all of the meter assemblies, backflows, fire-line assemblies, and hydrants that
do not confirm to the City’s water utility specifications and standards



Relocating the existing 6-inch meter assembly on Chapman Avenue out of the public
right-of-way and onto the Fullerton College property



Preparing a Water Improvement Plan by a California-registered civil engineer, showing
the location of all existing and proposed meters, hydrants, and fire-lines to be upgraded

The City mentioned that any work in the public street right-of-way would require approval of the
Director of Public Works, and that permits would need to be obtained from Public Works.

4.13.1

Existing Conditions

Wastewater
Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) maintains and operates Reclamation Plant No. 1 and
Treatment Plant No. 2, located in Fountain Valley and Huntington Beach, respectively, as well as
15 pump stations located in the OCSD service area (479 square miles) (OCSD 2016). The OCSD
treatment plants processed 187 million gallons per day (MGD) for the 2014–2015 fiscal period
(OCSD 2016). Reclamation Plant No.1 has a primary capacity of 204 MGD and treats water to
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be reclaimed by the Orange County Water District for landscape irrigation use and groundwater
replenishment. Additional treated effluent from Reclamation Plant No. 1 is also sent to
Treatment Plant No. 2, where effluents are mixed, dechlorinated with sodium bisulfite, and
disposed of in the ocean (OCSD 2011). Both plants involve a primary treatment where bar
screens and aerated grit chambers are used to separate large solids from wastewater. Secondary
treatment involves the use of anaerobic digesters for organic waste stabilization and pathogen
destruction (OCSD 2011).
The City’s sewer system operates entirely by gravity and discharges to several OCSD trunk
sewer lines. The estimated total length of the City’s sewer system is 330 miles, including 2.7
miles of privately owned sewers. The system also includes 36 inverted siphons. The City’s
sewers range in diameter from 6 inches to 48 inches, with approximately 81% of the City’s
sewers being 6 or 8 inches in diameter. Siphons range from 6 to 36 inches in diameter.
Approximately 99% of the sewers are constructed of vitrified clay pipe. The oldest sewers in the
City’s system were constructed in 1921, with the current average age of all sewers being 44
years. A large portion of the sewers, approximately 41%, were constructed before 1958 and are
over 50 years old (City of Fullerton 2012a).
The proposed project site is served by City sewer lines. There are no private sewer lines or
OCSD trunk sewer lines on the proposed project site. Two City sewer lines connect to the
eastern project boundary, along North Lemon Street, and one connection occurs on the southern
boundary, along North Chapman Avenue.
Potable Water
The City’s water utility provides water service within its 22.3-square-mile service area, which is
contiguous with the City boundary. The City receives its water from two main sources: (1) local
well water from the Lower Santa Ana River Groundwater Basin, which is managed by the
Orange County Water District; (2) and imported water from the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (City of Fullerton 2016).
The City is a member agency of Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, which
delivers surface water from the State Water Project and Colorado River. The City has 11 wells,
located in the southern sector of the City. Six of these wells are located at the main plant in the
City of Anaheim just south of the City boundary. Five of these six wells pump into a forebay
before pumping the water into the distribution system. Water pumped from these wells has been
naturally filtered as it passes through underlying aquifers of sand, gravel, and soil (City of
Fullerton 2016). The City has 32,000 connections, serves a population of 140,827 people, and
supplied about 27,200 acre-feet of water from 2014 to 2015, approximately 18,900 acre-feet (or
70%) of which was groundwater (City of Fullerton 2016).
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Recycled Water
The City does not have the recycled water infrastructure to support the use of recycled water
(City of Fullerton 2012a).
Stormwater
Several major watercourses and dam facilities provide protection against major flood flows from
runoff generated in watersheds north and east of the City. The most significant of these facilities
include Imperial Channel (south of and parallel to Imperial Highway on the north boundary of
the City) and Brea Creek Reservoir and Brea Creek Channel (which extends along the base of
the foothills), which are maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Orange
County Flood Control District (OCFCD), respectively. The Fullerton Reservoir and Fullerton
Creek extends from east to west through the center of the City. The Houston Storm Channel
extends along the southerly boundary of the City. The Placentia Storm Channel extends along
the easterly boundary of the City. The Carbon Creek Channel is located along the southeastern
corner of the City (City of Fullerton 2012a).
Smaller drainage facilities that drain into the major channels and reservoirs are the responsibility
of the City for construction, operation, and maintenance. For the most part, the existing local
drainage facilities within the City have the capacity to carry flood flows from storms of less than
a 10-year recurrence interval. Those facilities constructed in the late 1950s, and subsequent to
that time, generally have capacities approximating a 10-year frequency storm. Existing drainage
deficiencies occur within the City, particularly in the flatter areas, from the foothills to the south.
The majority of the current drainage deficiencies are addressed in the 25-year Capital
Improvement Program for design and construction. The construction of the Commonwealth/State
College Storm Drain Project removed the threat of flooding from major portions of the eastern
section of the City (City of Fullerton 2012a).
Surface-water runoff from the proposed project site consists primarily of surface water runoff
generated within the boundaries of Fullerton College with minimal off-site surface flow
contribution. The Fullerton College campus consists of a combination of pervious and
impervious surfaces that influence where and how quickly stormwater collects and drains.
Based on vegetation mapping of the site, the impervious surfaces on site, which consist of
structures, paved walkways, and parking lots, make up approximately 73% of the surfaces on
the Fullerton College campus, with the rest consisting of lawns, landscaping, athletic fields,
and ruderal vegetation (Table 1, Vegetation Communities and Land Covers within the Study
Area, of the Biological Constraints Analysis (included in this EIR as Appendix B to
Appendix A, Initial Study/Notice of Preparation).
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The stormwater flow from the main Fullerton College campus is generally to the south, with
multiple storm drain inlets discharging to the storm drain along East Chapman Avenue (Ninyo &
Moore 2015). A portion of the School of Continuing Education, Wilshire Center campus, drains
to the storm drain along Wilshire Avenue. Based on storm drain maps provided by OCFCD
(2000), a municipal storm drain line runs through the middle of the Fullerton College campus
and along East Chapman Avenue. The storm drain along East Chapman Avenue consists of a
reinforced concrete pipe ranging in diameter from 29 to 36 inches. The storm drain running south
through the Fullerton College campus consists of a corrugated metal arch with a base of 36
inches (OCFCD 2000). The municipal storm drain then conveys flows to the south for discharge
into the Fullerton Creek Channel, which consists of a reinforced concrete rectangular channel (28
feet wide by 15 feet high) maintained by OCFCD (OCFCD 2000).
Solid Waste and Recycling
Fullerton College’s solid waste stream is managed and hauled by Ware Disposal Company.
Paper waste is recycled and managed by The Paper Depot (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017a). From
May 2016 to May 2017, Fullerton College generated 38 tons of paper that was recycled by the
Paper Depot (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017b). Solid waste data for Fullerton College is not
available. However, the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to
estimate the Fullerton College campus’s existing solid waste generation based on a generation
factor for junior colleges of 1.30 tons/1,000 square feet/year (CAPCOA 2016). Based on the
gross square feet (GSF) for the existing uses provided in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Project
Description, the Fullerton College campus is estimated to generate 1,060 tons per year (tpy) of
solid waste.
Collected solid waste is transported to the Madison Resource Recovery Facility in Santa Ana,
which recovers upwards of 75% of materials transported to this facility (Ware Disposal
Company 2017). The residual solid waste stream recovered from the Madison Resource
Recovery Facility is then transported to the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill in Irvine and Olinda
Alpha Landfill in Brea (Ware, pers. comm. 2016).
The Frank R. Bowerman Landfill permits a maximum of 11,500 tons of waste per day and does
not accept public dumping. Olinda Alpha accepts public dumping and permits a maximum of
8,000 tons per day (County of Orange 2017a). Information regarding the Frank R. Bowerman
and Olinda Alpha landfills is presented in Table 4.13-1.
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Table 4.13-1
Existing Landfills

Landfill
Frank R. Bowerman
Olinda Alpha
Total

Remaining Capacity
(cubic yards)
205 million as of February 2008
34.2 million as of November 2014
239.2 million

Maximum Permitted
Capacity
(cubic yards)
266 million
148.8 million
414.8 million

Estimated
Close Date
12/31/2053
12/31/2021
N/A

Maximum Permitted
Daily Load
(tons/day)
11,500
8,000
19,500

Sources: CalRecycle 2017a, 2017b.
Note: N/A = not applicable.

Energy
Electricity
Southern California Edison is the main supplier of electricity to the City and the Fullerton
College campus (City of Fullerton 2012a). The Fullerton College campus used approximately
179,275,393 kilowatt-hours of electricity from December 2015 to December 2016 (Saghieh,
pers. comm. 2017b).
Natural Gas
Gas service to the City and the Fullerton College campus is provided by Southern California Gas
Company (City of Fullerton 2012a). From December 2015 to December 2016, the Fullerton
College campus used approximately 422,349 therms of natural gas (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017b).

4.13.2

Regulatory Setting

4.13.2.1 Federal
Federal Clean Water Act of 1977
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that an applicant for any federal permit (e.g., a
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit) obtain certification from the state that the
discharge would comply with other provisions of the CWA and with state water quality standards.
For example, an applicant for a permit under Section 404 of the CWA must also obtain water
quality certification per Section 401 of the CWA. Section 404 requires a permit from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers prior to discharging dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States, unless such a discharge is exempt from CWA Section 404.1 For the proposed project site,
the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) must provide the water quality
1

The term “waters of the United States” as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 230.3(s))
includes all navigable waters and their tributaries.
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certification required under Section 401 of the CWA. Water quality certification under Section
401, and the associated requirements and terms, is required in order to minimize or eliminate the
potential water quality impacts associated with the actions requiring a federal permit.
Section 402 of the CWA established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) to regulate the discharge of pollutants from point sources. Section 404 of the CWA
established a permit program to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of
the United States. Section 303 of the CWA requires states to identify surface waters that have
been impaired. Under Section 303(d), states, territories, and authorized tribes are required to
develop a list of water quality segments that do not meet water quality standards, even after point
sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of pollution control technology
(33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.).
4.13.2.2 State
Protection of Underground Infrastructure
California Government Code, Section 4216 et seq., requires an excavator to contact a regional
notification center (e.g., Underground Service Alert of Southern California (“DigAlert”)) at least
2 days prior to excavation of any subsurface installations. Any utility provider seeking to begin a
project that could damage underground infrastructure can call DigAlert, the regional notification
center for Southern California. DigAlert will notify representatives of the utilities that may have
buried lines within 1,000 feet of the proposed project site. Representatives of the utilities, once
notified, are required to mark the specific locations of their facilities within the work area prior
to the start of project activities.
Recycled Water Policy
On January 22, 2013, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted a revision of
a statewide recycled water policy that had been adopted in 2009, with the ultimate goal of
increasing the use of recycled water from municipal wastewater sources. Included in the
statewide policy is the mandate to increase the use of recycled water in California from 2002
levels by 1 million acre-feet per year (AFY) by 2020 and an additional 2 million AFY by 2030.
The plan also states that the SWRCB expects to increase the use of stormwater from 2007 levels
to at least 500,000 AFY by 2020 and 1 million AFY by 2030 (SWRCB 2013).
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) (codified in the California
Water Code, Section 13000 et seq.) is the overarching water quality control law for California. It
is implemented by the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB establishes statewide
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policy for water quality control and provides oversight of the RWQCBs’ operations. In addition
to other regulatory responsibilities, the RWQCBs have the authority to conduct, order, and
oversee investigation and cleanup where discharges or threatened discharges of waste to waters
of the state could cause pollution or nuisance, including impacts to public health and the
environment.2 As is evident from the preceding regulatory discussion, the Porter-Cologne Act
and the CWA overlap in many respects, as the entities established by the Porter-Cologne Act are
in many cases enforcing and implementing federal laws and policies. However, there are some
regulatory tools that are unique to the Porter-Cologne Act, including Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs), as discussed in the following subsection.
Dredge/Fill Activities and WDRs
Actions that involve or are expected to involve discharge of waste are subject to water quality
certification under Section 401 of the CWA (e.g., if a federal permit is being sought or granted)
and/or WDRs under the Porter-Cologne Act. Chapter 4, Article 4, of the Porter-Cologne Act
(California Water Code, Sections 13260–13274) states that persons discharging or proposing to
discharge waste that could affect the quality of waters of the state (other than into a community
sewer system) shall file a Report of Waste Discharge with the applicable RWQCB. For
discharges directly to surface water (i.e., waters of the United States), an NPDES permit is
required, which is issued under both state and federal law; for other types of discharges, such as
waste discharges to land (e.g., spoils disposal and storage), erosion from soil disturbance, or
discharges to waters of the state (such as isolated wetlands), WDRs are required and are issued
exclusively under state law. WDRs typically require many of the same best management
practices and pollution-control technologies required by NPDES-derived permits. Further, the
WDR application process is generally the same as for CWA Section 401 water quality
certification, although in this case, it does not matter whether the particular project is subject to
federal regulation.
The Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge to Land (2003-0003DWQ), for example, applies to projects that discharge to land where the discharge constitutes a
low threat to water quality. These are typically low-volume discharges with minimal pollutant
concentrations, such as well water discharges, small temporary dewatering projects, and
hydrostatic testing discharges of clear water. The primary difference between this permit and the
permits under the NPDES programs described previously is the destination of the water. This
permit regulates discharges to land, whereas the previous sections discuss discharges to storm
drains or receiving waters. For instance, if a dewatering discharge will be piped to an infiltration
basin during construction, this permit should be used.

2

“Waters of the state” are defined in the Porter-Cologne Act as “any surface water or groundwater, including
saline waters, within the boundaries of the state” (California Water Code, Section 13050(e)).

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.13-7

4.13 – UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill (AB) 939),
administered by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, regulates nonhazardous
solid waste. The law provides a solid waste management system to reduce, recycle, and reuse
solid waste generated in the state to the maximum extent feasible and in an efficient and costeffective manner to conserve natural resources, protect the environment, and improve landfill
safety. Local agencies are required to establish recycling programs, reduce paper waste, purchase
recycled products, and implement integrated waste management programs that conform to the
state’s requirements (California Public Resources Code, Section 40000 et seq.). AB 939
specifically required that each city and county in California divert 25% of its waste stream by
1995 and 50% by 2000 (CalRecycle 1997). The bill also required each state agency to develop
and adopt an integrated waste management plan, in consultation with the California Integrated
Waste Management Board, before July 1, 2000.
Assembly Bill 341
AB 341 builds from the goals and requirements of AB 939. AB 341 establishes a statewide
policy goal of diverting a minimum of 75% of solid waste from landfills through source
reduction, recycling, or composting by the year 2020. This bill also requires the California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery to issue a report by January 1, 2014, that
includes strategies, methods, and recommendations that would enable the state to reach the 75%
waste diversion goal by 2020 (CalRecycle 2017c).
Senate Bill X7-7
Senate Bill X7-7, which became effective on February 3, 2010, is the water conservation
component to the Delta legislative package (Senate Bill 1, Delta Governance/Delta Plan). It
seeks to implement water use reduction goals established in 2008 to achieve a 20% statewide
reduction in urban per capita water use by December 31, 2020. The bill requires each urban retail
water supplier to develop urban water use targets to help meet the 20% goal by 2020 and meet an
interim 10% goal by 2015. The bill establishes methods for urban retail water suppliers to
determine targets to help achieve water reduction targets. The retail water supplier must select
one of four compliance options. The retail agency may choose to comply with Senate Bill X7-7
as an individual or as a region in collaboration with other water suppliers. Under the regional
compliance option, the retail water supplier still has to report the water use target for its
individual service area. The bill also includes reporting requirements in the 2010, 2015, and 2020
Urban Water Management Plans.
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State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Act of 1999
AB 75 was passed in 1999, and the State Agency Model Integrated Waste Management Act
(Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999, Strom-Martin) took effect on January 1, 2000. The State Agency
Model Integrated Waste Management Act mandated that state agencies develop and implement
an integrated waste management plan. The act also mandated that community service districts
providing solid waste services report disposal and diversion information to the city, county, or
regional agency in which the community service district is located. Provisions of the act require
that all state agencies and large state facilities divert at least 50% of solid waste from landfills
after 2004 and that each state agency and large facility submit an annual report summarizing its
yearly progress in implementing waste diversion programs to the California Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle 2012).
Energy Conservation Policies
Executive Order S-12-04. This order requests the participation of all state agencies under the
authority of the governor and other entities not under the direct authority of the governor to
institute energy conservation measures that will reduce energy consumption. Additionally, the
order requests that all state agencies review and assess energy conservation policies currently in
place and extend those measures to all applicable facilities (State of California 2004a).
Executive Order S-20-04. This order requires the state to commit to “aggressive” action to
reduce state building energy usage by retrofitting, building, and operating energy- and resourceefficient buildings and by taking all cost-effective measures described in the Green Building
Action Plan for facilities owned, funded, or leased by the state. Executive Order S-20-04
requests that California Community Colleges participate in the effort to reduce energy usage
(State of California 2004b).
State Executive Order S-3-05. This order directs the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
which are linked to energy efficiency (State of California 2005).
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
Energy consumption by new buildings in California is regulated by the State Building Energy
Efficiency Standards, embodied in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (Title 24). The
efficiency standards apply to new construction of both residential and nonresidential buildings,
and regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. The
building efficiency standards are enforced through the local building permit process. Local
government agencies may adopt and enforce energy standards for new buildings, provided these
standards meet or exceed those provided in the Title 24 guidelines.
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4.13.2.3 Local
As a state-funded entity, the North Orange County Community College District (District), and
specifically Fullerton College, is not subject to local government planning documents or policies,
so this analysis uses relevant policies from the local jurisdiction as guidance only.
The Fullerton Plan
The City’s general plan, The Fullerton Plan (City of Fullerton 2012b), has the following relevant
public-services-focused policies that promote fire protection and police protection:
The Fullerton Built Environment


P7.3 Infrastructure Planning: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
plan for appropriate levels and types of infrastructure based on the desired character of
each neighborhood or district.



P7.5 Appropriate Development Scale: Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to ensure that development is appropriate in scale to current and planned
infrastructure capabilities.

The Fullerton Natural Environment


P19.1 Agency Coordination for Water Supplies: Support regional and subregional
efforts to ensure that an adequate water supply, including groundwater, remains available.



P19.2 Conservation Efforts: Support regional and subregional efforts to promote water
efficiency and conservation.



P19.3 New Technologies: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
encourage the use of new technologies which reduce water use.



P19.4 Adequate Supply: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
maintain adequate quantities of water, including groundwater, available to the City now
and in the future.



P19.7 Sustainable Water Practices in New Development: Support projects, programs,
policies and regulations to encourage water efficient practices in site and building design
for private and public projects.



P20.2 Urban Runoff Management: Support regional and subregional efforts to support
cleaner and reduced urban runoff.
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P20.6 Construction Impacts: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
reduce impacts to watersheds and urban runoff caused by private and public
construction projects.



P20.7 Development Impacts: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to reduce
impacts to watersheds and urban runoff caused by the design or operation of a site or use.



P23.1 Regional Waste Management: Support regional and subregional efforts to
increase recycling, waste reduction, and product reuse.



P23.3 Waste Reduction and Diversion: Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to promote practices to reduce the amount of waste disposed in landfills.



P23.4 Waste Stream Separation and Recycling: Support projects, programs, policies
and regulations to expand source separation and recycling opportunities to all households,
businesses and City operations.



P23.5 Recycling Centers: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
develop neighborhood-serving, State-certified recycling facilities in neighborhoods
and districts.



P23.6 Focus Area Waste Management: Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to evaluate ways to increase recycling and product reuse and reduce waste as
part of community-based planning of Focus Areas.



P23.7 Waste Management: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to consider
project level solid waste management needs at the site and building design stages.



P25.2 Waterways Preservation: Support projects, programs, policies and regulations to
preserve the City’s public creeks and lakes such as Tri City Lake, Bastanchury Greenbelt
Creek, and Laguna Lake; pursue collaborative efforts to restore channelized portions of
Brea Creek and Fullerton Creek.



P25.9 Mitigation of Impacts on Waterways: Support projects, programs, policies and
regulations to consider and mitigate project level impacts to public waterways at the site
and building design stages.

4.13.3

Thresholds of Significance

The significance criteria used to evaluate the proposed project impacts to utilities and service systems
are based on Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR
15000 et seq.). According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact related to
utilities and service systems would occur if the proposed project would:
1. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board.
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2. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects.
3. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.
4. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.
5. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments.
6. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s
solid waste disposal needs.
7. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
No topics related to utilities and service systems were eliminated in the Initial Study for the
proposed project; therefore, all topics are covered in the impacts analysis in Section 4.13.4.

4.13.4

Impacts Analysis

Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?
The City manages the local sewer collection system, which includes the Fullerton College
campus. Wastewater collected by the City is treated by OCSD. OCSD is the NPDES permit
holder for Fountain Valley Reclamation Plant No. 1 and Huntington Beach Treatment Plant
No. 2, and it is responsible for compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements in the
NPDES permit, Order No. R8-2012-0035/CA0110604 (Santa Ana RWQCB 2012). Upon
connection to City wastewater facilities, the proposed project would be in compliance with the
wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, the proposed project would not
exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB, and impacts would be
less than significant.
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Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
Potable Water
Water service for the proposed project is and would continue to be through purchase of
municipal water from the City. CalEEMod was used to estimate the Fullerton College campus’s
existing and proposed water demands based on an indoor water use factor for junior colleges of
49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year (CAPCOA 2016). Based on the GSF for the existing uses
provided in Table 3-1, the Fullerton College campus is estimated to have an existing indoor
water demand of 122.8 AFY.3 The increase in GSF for the purpose of the proposed water
demand estimate was determined to be 98,340 GSF, since the Centennial Parking Structure is not
anticipated to have indoor water demands. Based on the net increase of 98,340 GSF, the increase
in indoor water demand associated with the proposed project is estimated to be 14.8 AFY,4 an
approximately 12% increase from existing conditions. The total Fullerton College campus water
demand under proposed project buildout is estimated to be 137.6 AFY. It should be noted that
the CalEEMod estimate for the existing condition appears to significantly overestimate the actual
existing water use on the Fullerton College campus, which has varied between 47 and 79 AFY,
for an average of 69 AFY over a 5-year period (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017c). Therefore, the
project-related increase in water use of 14.8 AFY is considered a highly conservative estimate
and provides a wide margin of error. The exact amount of water that would be required for each
individual phase of the proposed project, or at full buildout of the Fullerton College campus,
cannot be estimated precisely until building plans are developed and finalized.
An increase in potable water demand by 14.8 AFY represents only 0.05% of the amount of potable
water supplied by the City in fiscal year 2014–2015 (i.e., approximately 27,244 AFY) (City of
Fullerton 2016). Therefore, the increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be
negligible and would be far less than the variation in demand due to climatic conditions and well
within the margin of error for such estimates. However, to ensure that the proposed project would not
create potable water demand that would necessitate the construction or expansion of new water
facilities, Mitigation Measure (MM) UTL-1 (see Section 4.13.5, Mitigation Measures) shall be
implemented. MM-UTL-1 requires that a water service agreement, and if required, payment of
impact fees to the City, would be required prior to initiating new water service connections. Upon
implementation of MM-UTL-1, impacts would be less than significant.

3

4

(49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year) * 815,734 GSF = 40,025,620 gallons/year * (1 acre / 325,851 gallons) =
122.79 AFY.
(49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year) * 98,340 GSF = 4,823,478 gallons/year * (1 acre / 325,851 gallons) =
14.80 AFY.
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Wastewater
City sewer lines operating on Fullerton College are connected to OCSD trunk lines and effluent is
treated by the OCSD treatment plants in Huntington Beach and Fountain Valley.
The OCSD treatment plants have a combined primary treatment capacity of 372 MGD and are
currently processing approximately 187 MGD (OCSD 2009, 2016). Reclamation Plant No. 1,
located in Fountain Valley, has a primary capacity of 204 MGD and treats water to be reclaimed
by Orange County Water District for landscape irrigation use and groundwater replenishment.
To avoid overloading Reclamation Plant No. 1, wastewater can also be diverted to Treatment
Plant No. 2, in Huntington Beach, where effluents are mixed, dechlorinated with sodium
bisulfite, and disposed of in the ocean (OCSD 2011).
The proposed project would generate additional wastewater discharges by adding
additional academic space and a general increase in the number of students over time. This
additional wastewater flow would result in an increased demand on the local wastewater
treatment infrastructure.
As discussed previously, because the proposed project does not involve appreciable changes to
landscaping or athletic fields, project-related increases in demand would be limited to the
domestic/sanitary needs of proposed buildings. The increase in GSF for the purpose of the
proposed wastewater demand estimate was determined to be 98,340 GSF, since the Centennial
Parking Structure is not anticipated to have indoor water demands. Thus, domestic/sanitary water
demands at full buildout could increase by as much as 14.8 AFY,5 an approximately 12%
increase from existing conditions. Considering that the increase in potable water use would be
associated with domestic/sanitary uses, the majority of water consumed would be disposed of via
sewer systems. Therefore, potable water demand is assumed to be a reasonable proxy for
wastewater generation.
Upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, the District will coordinate with the
City to determine whether the existing sewer lines have the capacity and are in good enough
condition to handle the increase in wastewater flow. A service agreement, and if applicable,
payment of impact fees would be required prior to initiating new sewer connections with the
City. Because the proposed project is a master plan, and building- or facility-specific site plans
are not available, a hydraulic analysis at the Program EIR stage of analysis is premature.
However, when specific building site plans are available, a hydraulic analysis will be conducted
to assess impacts to City sewer lines prior to approval by the Division of the State Architect, as
specified in MM-UTL-2 (see Section 4.13.5). Implementation of MM-UTL-2 would ensure that
impacts would be less than significant.
5

Calculations provided in the previous subsection under “Potable Water.”
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Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
The potential for the proposed project to alter drainage patterns is addressed in Section 4.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality.
Under existing conditions, stormwater that is not infiltrated through landscaped areas moves as
sheet flow towards street gutters, swales, and the inlets of underground storm drains. The storm
drains direct runoff to the City storm drain system and the Fullerton Creek channel, and
eventually into the Pacific Ocean through Coyote Creek/Lower San Gabriel River. If rainfall is
sufficiently intense and/or long lasting, and particularly if storm drain inlets have not been
cleared of leaves and/or other debris, water may temporarily pond in low-lying areas. Under
proposed conditions, stormwater runoff would generally behave in the same manner, and
drainage plans would ensure hydrologic and water quality standards are met. The Fullerton
College campus would continue to direct stormwater runoff to the City’s storm drain system.
As discussed in the setting, impervious surfaces currently make up approximately 73% of the
Fullerton College campus area, with the rest consisting of lawns, landscaping, ruderal vegetation,
and athletic fields. Much of the new construction and land uses proposed would occur on
previously paved surfaces, such as parking lots and walkways and within the footprint of
demolished facilities. Proposed renovations would not substantially change the amount or
distribution of impervious surfaces on the Fullerton College campus. Certain proposed facilities
could increase the amount of impervious surfaces relative to existing conditions because their
proposed footprints include areas that are currently pervious (i.e., undeveloped/bare ground).
Because the proposed facilities are in the initial planning stages (i.e., no detailed layout or designs
are available), the increase or decrease in impervious surfaces that would occur campus-wide as a
result cannot be quantified at this time. However, because the Fullerton College campus is already
largely built out, is located on level or gently sloping topography, and is surrounded by urban land
uses, the proposed project components are not anticipated to substantially modify existing
topography, drainage-shed boundaries, or runoff rates/patterns. Furthermore, new proposed project
facilities would be subject to the most current standards for drainage design and the Small Phase II
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit (described in Section 4.7.2), which
generally requires developers to mimic pre-construction drainage patterns when designing the
drainage plan for a site.
The District distributes stormwater-specific contract language and maintains strict design
standards for new construction and major remodel/additions that require contractors to subscribe
to green buildings and sustainable design standards like those set forth in the Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification process (Ninyo & Moore 2015). All new
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development projects would comply with the District’s Storm Water Management Plan,
which requires that new development and redevelopment projects comply with the standards
contained in the Phase II Small MS4 Permit (Section E.12). To ensure that future
development and renovation activities are designed to reduce the volume and pollutant load
of stormwater runoff from each site, MM-HYD-1 shall be implemented.
With implementation of MM-HYD-1, the impacts of the proposed project on drainage patterns
and long-term effects on water quality would be less than significant.
Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
California Water Code Section 10912 defines a “project” as that which would demand an amount
of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit
project. Water use for a 500-dwelling unit project in the City can be approximated by
multiplying the average household size (2.92 persons/household) by the per capita water use
determined in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan (223 gallons per capita per day) (City of
Fullerton 2016). A reasonable water demand estimate for a 500-dwelling unit project would be
approximately 325,580 gallons per day, or about 365 AFY.6 Neither the total Fullerton College
campus water demand estimated under full buildout (137.6 AFY) nor the project-related increase
(14.8 AFY) would come close to the threshold for a Water Supply Assessment. A water service
agreement and (if required) payment of impact fees to the water district would be required prior to
initiating new water service connections (MM-UTL-1).
As discussed previously, water service for the proposed project is and will continue to be through
purchase of municipal water from the City. CalEEMod was used to estimate the Fullerton
College campus’s existing and proposed water demands based on an indoor water use factor for
junior colleges of 49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year (CAPCOA 2016). Based on the GSF for
the existing uses provided in Table 3-1, the Fullerton College campus is estimated to have an
existing indoor water demand of 122.8 AFY.7 The increase in GSF for the purpose of the
proposed water demand estimate was determined to be 98,340 GSF since the Centennial Parking
Structure is not anticipated to have indoor water demands. Based on the net increase of 98,340
GSF, the increase in indoor water demand associated with the proposed project is estimated to be
14.8 AFY,8 an approximately 12% increase from existing conditions. The total Fullerton College
campus water demand under proposed project buildout is estimated to be 137.6 AFY.

6
7

8

(223 gallons/capita per day * 2.92 persons/household) * 500 households = 325,580 gallons/day
(49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year) * 815,734 GSF = 40,025,620 gallons/year * (1 acre / 325,851 gallons) =
122.79 AFY.
(49,049 gallons/1,000 square feet/year) * 98,340 GSF = 4,823,478 gallons/year * (1 acre / 325,851 gallons) =
14.80 AFY.
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It should be noted that the CalEEMod estimate for the existing condition appears to significantly
overestimate the actual existing water use on the Fullerton College campus, which has varied
between 47 and 79 AFY, for an average of 69 AFY, over a 5-year period (Saghieh, pers. comm.
2017c). Therefore, the project-related increase in water use of 14.8 AFY is considered a highly
conservative estimate and provides a wide margin of error. The increase in domestic/sanitary
water demands is based solely on the increase in GSF and does not consider the implementation
of water-efficient plumbing codes or other water-saving measures. Renovations of buildings are
likely to achieve significant water savings on a per capita basis because modern plumbing codes
require the use of low-flow fixtures. The exact amount of water that would be required for each
individual phase of the proposed project, or at full buildout of the Fullerton College campus,
cannot be estimated precisely until building plans are developed and finalized. However, for the
purposes of CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), these
approximations are sufficient to quantify the potential project-related increase in water demand
on the Fullerton College campus.
An increase in potable water demand by 14.8 AFY represents only 0.05% of the amount of potable
water supplied by the City in fiscal year 2014–2015 (i.e., about 27,244 AFY). Therefore, the
increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be negligible and would be far less
than the variation in demand due to climatic conditions and well within the margin of error for
such estimates.
Additionally, Fullerton College is continuously looking for ways to decrease potable water
consumption. In 2010, Fullerton College reduced water consumption by installing digital controls to
optimize the irrigation systems. Fullerton College has installed low-flow devices on toilets, urinals,
sinks, and showers. Future upgrades include the installation of an automatic weather-sensing
irrigation control system that would further reduce and manage water consumption on the Fullerton
College campus (Fullerton College 2017).
Therefore, sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project from existing
entitlements and resources, and impacts would be less than significant.
Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
As discussed previously, the proposed project would generate additional wastewater discharges by
adding additional academic space and a general increase in the number of students. This
additional wastewater flow would result in an increased demand on the local wastewater
treatment infrastructure.
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Because the proposed project does not involve appreciable changes to landscaping or athletic
fields, project-related increases in demand would be limited to domestic/sanitary needs of
proposed buildings (e.g., restrooms, showers, laboratory facilities). The increase in GSF for the
purpose of the proposed wastewater demand estimate was determined to be 98,340 GSF because
the Centennial Parking Structure is not anticipated to have indoor water demands. Thus,
domestic/sanitary water demands at full buildout could increase by as much as 14.8 AFY,9 an
approximately 12% increase from existing conditions. Considering that the increase in potable
water use would be associated with domestic/sanitary uses, the majority of water consumed
would be disposed of via sewer systems. Therefore, potable water demand is assumed to be a
reasonable proxy for wastewater generation.
Upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, the District will coordinate with the
City to determine whether the existing sewer lines have the capacity and are in good enough
condition to handle the increase in wastewater flow. A service agreement, and if applicable,
payment of impact fees would be required prior to initiating new sewer connections with the
City. Because the proposed project is a master plan, and building- or facility-specific site plans
are not available, a hydraulic analysis at the Program EIR stage of analysis is premature.
However, when specific building site plans are available, a hydraulic analysis will be conducted
to assess impacts to City sewer lines prior to approval by the Division of the State Architect as
specified in MM-UTL-2 (see Section 4.13.5). Implementation of MM-UTL-2 would ensure that
impacts would be less than significant.
Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
Construction of the proposed project would generate construction waste (e.g., concrete rubble,
asphalt rubble, wood, drywall) that would result in an increased demand for solid waste collection
and disposal capacity. The County of Orange’s (County’s) waste management and recycling
department, OC Waste & Recycling, will require the completion and submittal of a construction
and demolition diversion compliance work plan to the County if a County landfill is to be used,
which is included as MM-UTL-3. The construction and demolition diversion compliance work
plan will identify and estimate the materials to be recycled during construction and demolition
activities and will name the County-approved facility used to recycle the waste. A construction and
demolition diversion compliance work plan that demonstrates that the proposed project recycled a
minimum of 65% of its construction and demolition waste will then be approved by the County
Planning Department (County of Orange 2017b).
Existing solid waste generation data for Fullerton College is not available. However, CalEEMod
was used to estimate the Fullerton College campus’s existing solid waste generation based on a
9

Calculations provided in the potable water analysis.
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generation factor for junior colleges of 1.30 tons/1,000 square feet/year (CAPCOA 2016). Based
on the GSF for the existing uses provided in Table 3-1, the Fullerton College campus is
estimated to generate 1,060 tons of solid waste per year.
Table 4.13-2 shows that by buildout, an additional 128 tons of solid waste would be generated,
resulting in a total Fullerton College campus generation amount of 1,188 tpy.
Table 4.13-2
Existing and Projected Solid Waste Generation
Existing
Campus
Facilities
(GSF)
815,734

Estimated
Existing Solid
Waste
Generation
(tpy)
1,060

Solid Waste
Generation Rate
(per 1,000 GSF)a
1.30

Net Increase
in GSFb
98,340

Solid Waste
Generation Net
Increase
(tpy)
128

Total Projected
Solid Waste
Generation
(tpy)
1,188

Source: CAPCOA 2016; Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017a.
Notes: GSF = gross square feet; tpy = tons per year.
a
CalEEMod’s solid waste generation factor for junior colleges of 1.30 tons/1,000 square feet/year was used for existing and proposed
project conditions.
b
Upon buildout of the proposed project, the Fullerton College campus will have 98,340 GSF of academic, general administrative,
residential, and auxiliary space in addition to the existing square footages on campus. This estimate does not include the GSF of the
proposed parking structure.

It is anticipated that the proposed project’s solid waste disposal needs would continue to be served by
Ware Disposal Company. Consistent with Fullerton College campus’s ongoing recycling programs,
all recyclable materials generated as a result of construction/demolition and proposed project
operation would continue to be sent to the Madison Resource Recovery Facility in Santa Ana. If a
conservative recycling rate of 50% is assumed, then the proposed project would send approximately
0.25 tons per day to an area landfill.10 These amounts represent approximately 0.002% and 0.003%
of the total maximum permitted capacity of 11,500 and 8,000 tons per day for the Frank R.
Bowerman and Olinda Alpha landfills, respectively, as listed in Table 4.13-1. Therefore, the amount
of solid waste generated and disposed of in nearby landfills during operation of the proposed project
is expected to be within the permitted capacity of the landfills. Given these considerations, and with
recycling required by the County implemented during all construction phases of the proposed project
with the incorporation of MM-UTL-3, potential impacts associated with solid waste capacity would
be considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?
Fullerton College contracts with Ware Disposal Company to provide trash collection and
disposal services. All collection, transportation, and disposal of solid waste generated by the
10

Excluding weekends, the proposed project could operate for 261 days per year. 64 tons/year ÷ 261 days/year =
0.25 tons per day.
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proposed project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations. In particular, AB 341 requires that at least 75% of solid waste generated by a
jurisdiction be diverted from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, or
composting by 2020. Regional agencies, counties, and cities are required to develop a waste
management plan that would achieve a 75% diversion from landfills (California Public
Resources Code, Section 40000 et seq.).
Solid waste generated Fullerton College is collected and transported by Ware Disposal Company,
which is permitted and licensed to collect and transport solid waste. Once collected, solid waste
is transported to sorting/disposal facilities permitted to accept commercial solid waste, with each
facility’s operations routinely inspected by regional and state regulatory agencies for compliance
with all applicable statutes and regulations. Given these considerations, impacts associated with
solid waste statutes and regulations would be less than significant.
Would the project result in potentially significant energy impacts due to the use of:
i) Excessive amounts of fuel or energy (i.e., natural gas)?
ii) Excessive amounts of power?
The following discussion and analysis is based on the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, and
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, which require that EIRs include a discussion of the
potential energy impacts of projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).
The proposed project would create additional electricity and natural gas demand by adding
additional academic space and a general increase in the number of students. The proposed
project would involve the demolition of 178,487 GSF of existing facilities on the Fullerton
College campus, which includes the Berkeley Center Building 3000, Horticulture Center
Building 1600, Theatre Arts Building 1300, Music Building 1100, Student Services Building
2000, Media Services/Academic Computing/Maintenance and Operation Shops Building 2300,
and temporary classrooms and office space. The proposed project would replace these buildings
with more energy-efficient buildings. New facilities associated with the proposed project would
be subject to the State Building Energy Efficiency Standards, embodied in Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations. The efficiency standards apply to new construction of both
residential and nonresidential buildings and regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling,
ventilation, water heating, and lighting. These building efficiency standards would be enforced
through the local building permit process.
From December 2015 through December 2016, the Fullerton College campus used
approximately 179,275,393 kilowatt-hours of electricity and approximately 422,349 therms of
natural gas (Saghieh, pers. comm. 2017c).
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Building electricity and natural gas usage associated with the proposed project were calculated
using CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.1 (available online at www.caleemod.com). CalEEMod
default values for electricity and natural gas consumption (through Title 24 and non-Title 24
natural gas energy intensities) were adjusted and are based on the historical energy use rates of
existing facilities and adjusted to reflect 2016 Title 24 intensities.
As part of the proposed project, Fullerton College will construct a thermal energy storage tank
system. The thermal energy storage tank would be located south of the chiller plant. A one-storytall, 3,900-square-foot building would encase the tank. The thermal energy storage tank system
would result in a reduction in of electricity consumption; however, the amount of electricity
savings is not yet known.
Table 4.13-3 shows the anticipated electricity and natural gas consumption upon buildout of the
proposed project.
Table 4.13-3
Project Energy Consumption
Natural gas
(therms/year)
Electricity (kilowatthours per year)

Existing Energy Consumption
422,349

Proposed Buildout
448,143

Net Energy
25,794

179,275,393

193,643,000

14,367,607

Note: Net energy is calculated by the anticipated energy associated with new proposed facilities subtracted by the energy associated with
existing facilities.

The proposed project would increase electricity demand by 8.0% and increase natural gas
demand by 6.1%. However, CalEEMod default values for electricity and natural gas
consumption were adjusted to reflect 2016 Title 24 standards and do not reflect the more
stringent energy reduction requirements associated with the 2019 Title 24 standards or
subsequent standards with which the proposed project would be required to comply. Therefore,
the electricity and natural gas consumption estimates presented in Table 4.12-3 are an
overestimate of the anticipated electricity and natural gas consumption rates associated with the
proposed project.
Additionally, as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan, Fullerton College is continuously
looking for ways to improve energy conservation. For example, Fullerton College made several
improvements, including lighting retrofits; the installation of a campus-wide energy management
system; steam plant upgrades; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system upgrades; and
other upgrades. These improvements resulted in a reduction of 2,100,000 kilowatt-hours per year
from the 2007–2008 fiscal year to the 2012–2013 fiscal year, despite an increase of academic
space by 150,000 GSF (Fullerton College 2017).
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Future energy upgrades, as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan, include new lighting
upgrades to interior and exterior facilities; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system
upgrades; the installation of an automatic weather sensing irrigation system; and the installation
of chiller water temperature reset controls (Fullerton College 2017).
Additionally, the proposed project would involve the removal of all temporary buildings
throughout the Fullerton College campus.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the excessive use of fuel or energy or the use
of excessive amounts of power, and impacts would be less than significant.

4.13.5

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to the existing utilities and
service systems to a less than significant level.
MM-UTL-1 Upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, the North Orange
County Community College District (District) will coordinate with the City of
Fullerton (City) to initiate a water service agreement. Coordination with the City
would also occur to determine if payment of impact fees would be required prior
to initiating new water service connections.
MM-UTL-2 Upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, the District will
coordinate with the City to determine whether the existing sewer lines have the
capacity and are in good enough condition to handle the increase in wastewater
flow. Prior to occupancy, the District shall pay applicable City sewer
infrastructure connection fees and applicable fair-share capital facilities fees to the
extent the payment of such fees is made necessary by projects under the Facilities
Master Plan.
MM-UTL-3 Prior to Division of the State Architect (DSA) approval, the construction contractor,
on behalf of the District, shall complete a construction and demolition diversion
compliance work plan and submit the plan to OC Waste & Recycling for approval,
if a County of Orange (County) landfill is being used for construction and
demolition waste. The construction and demolition diversion compliance work plan
will identify and estimate the materials to be recycled during construction and
demolition activities and will name the County-approved facility used to recycle the
waste. Compliance with the application prerequisites will be a requirement in all
construction contracts. The County-approved application will be attached to all
construction plans and distributed to all construction contractors. Once construction
is complete, the District will be responsible for preparing a tonnage report that
demonstrates that the project recycled a minimum of 65% of its construction and
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demolition waste. The tonnage report must be submitted to and approved by the
County prior to DSA approval. Because this proposed project will be developed in
phases over time, review and approval of the construction and demolition diversion
compliance work plan can be submitted by phase or by building, for each phase
where a County landfill is being used. However, for each construction and
demolition diversion compliance work plan submitted and approved, a
corresponding tonnage report should also then be submitted for approval.
MM-HYD-1 (See Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality)

4.13.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of MM-UTL-1, MM-UTL-2, MM-UTL-3, and MM-HYD-1 (see Section 4.7)
would ensure that all impacts identified would be reduced to a less than significant level.

4.13.7

Cumulative Impacts

Section 15130(b)(1)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) allows for the
preparation of a list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects as a viable
method of determining cumulative impacts. This discussion uses the following approach: an
initial list and description of all related projects is presented, followed by a discussion of the
effects that the proposed project may have on each environmental category of concern.
Consistent with CEQA, this discussion is guided by the standards of practicality and
reasonableness. A list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects that the City
determined were most relevant to the proposed project are provided in Table 3-4, Cumulative
Projects, in Chapter 3.
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with utilities and service
systems consists of the City, because local jurisdictions or districts provide utilities.
Because of the cumulative nature of potable water impacts, the proposed project’s increase in
demand on potable water, even if individually minor, could be cumulatively considerable,
particularly in the context of climate change, existing drought conditions, and the trend toward
increased reliance on local supplies. However, an increase in potable water demand by 14.8 AFY
represents only 0.05% of the amount of potable water supplied by the City in fiscal year 2014–2015
(i.e., about 27,244 AFY) (City of Fullerton 2016). Additionally, Fullerton College is continuously
looking for ways to decrease potable water consumption. In 2010, Fullerton College reduced water
consumption by installing digital controls to optimize the irrigation systems. Fullerton College has
also installed low-flow devices on toilets, urinals, sinks, and showers. Future upgrades include the
installation of an automatic weather-sensing irrigation control system that would further reduce and
manage water consumption on the Fullerton College campus (Fullerton College 2017).
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Therefore, cumulative impacts related to water demand would be less than significant.
Implementation of MM-UTL-1 would ensure that the proposed project would not have
unanticipated impacts to the City’s water infrastructure. Therefore, the impacts related to
construction or expansion of water facilities and new or expanded entitlements would be less
than significant with mitigation.
The proposed project would have less than significant impacts with regard to wastewater
treatment facilities, the expansion of existing facilities, and the capacity of wastewater treatment
providers. All foreseeable projects would need to evaluate their wastewater generation prior to
development, and upon review of the final site engineering and design plans, would be required
to coordinate with the City. Implementation of MM-UTL-2 would ensure that the proposed
project would not have unanticipated impacts to the City’s wastewater infrastructure and that
there is sufficient capacity within the system to accommodate the proposed project. A service
agreement, and if applicable, payment of impact fees would be required prior to initiating new
sewer connections. Considering that the proposed project and additional projects in the vicinity
would be subject to these requirements, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
Because the drainage sheds would maintain the same boundaries, and because changes in impervious
surfaces would be relatively minor, the proposed project is not anticipated to exceed the capacity of
existing off-site stormwater drainage systems, requiring the construction or expansion of stormwater
drainage facilities. Some on-site modifications to the drainage system may be undertaken, if required,
as part of new construction and renovation activities. Implementation of MM-HYD-1 would ensure
that the proposed project includes design features that slow and retain stormwater runoff. For these
reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities
or the expansion of existing facilities. Other projects in the vicinity of the proposed project would need
to be evaluated on an individual basis with regard to stormwater drainage facilities. There are existing
stormwater conveyance facilities in the area, and combined with other projects, the proposed project is
not expected to cause a significant impact related to stormwater runoff because all projects would be
designed to meet stormwater capacity. The proposed project would not substantially change total
surface runoff and would not combine with surrounding projects to contribute to significant cumulative
impacts; therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
Implementation of MM-UTL-3 would require that prior to the final Certificate of Occupancy
permit issuance, a construction and demolition waste reduction and recycling application and
tonnage report for the proposed project would be submitted to the County for review and
approval (County of Orange 2017b). The amount of solid waste generated and disposed of in
nearby landfills during operation of the proposed project is expected to be within the permitted
capacity of the landfills, as discussed in Section 4.13.4. In addition, all foreseeable projects
would need to submit this information and evaluate the proposed project’s anticipated solid
waste generation prior to development, and cumulative impacts would be considered in relation
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
4.13-24

4.13 – UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

to landfill capacity. As such, cumulative impacts to landfill capacity would be less than
significant with mitigation.
The proposed project would increase electricity demand by 8.0% and natural gas demand by 6.1%.
However, the CalEEMod values for electricity and natural gas consumption reflect 2016 Title 24
standards and do not reflect the more stringent energy reduction requirements associated with the
2019 Title 24 standards or subsequent standards with which the proposed project would be required
to comply. Therefore, the electricity and natural gas consumption estimates presented in Table 4.13-3
are an overestimate of the anticipated electricity and natural gas consumption rates associated with
the proposed project. Additionally, as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan, Fullerton College is
continuously looking for ways to improve energy conservation. Therefore, the proposed project
would not combine with projects in the vicinity to result in cumulatively considerable impacts,
and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

4.13.8
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CHAPTER 5
OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR 15128) requires that an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) briefly describe potential environmental effects that were
determined not to be significant, and therefore, were not discussed in detail in the EIR. The
environmental issues discussed in the following sections are not considered significant, and the
reasons for the conclusion of non-significance are discussed below.
This chapter includes the following other considerations that are required in an EIR:


Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts (Section 5.1)



Significant and Irreversible Environmental Effects (Section 5.2)



Growth Inducement (Section 5.3)



Effects Found Not to Be Significant (Section 5.4)

5.1

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Implementation of the project-specific mitigation measures identified in the analysis in Chapter
4, Environmental Analysis, would reduce all significant impacts to below a level of significance,
with the exception of the significant impact due to the loss of historical resources and impacts to
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) intersections.
Historical Resources
The demolition of any of the buildings, features, and landscape elements that comprise the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, the Mid-Century Modern Campus
Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District would
result in a substantial adverse change to historic properties (the historic districts) and the
environment. Therefore, the measures outlined for documentation of the historic districts are
important to ensure that information regarding the historical development of the college
campus; its association with architects Harry K. Vaughn, Ralph D. Cornell, Donald Beach
Kirby, William Henry Taylor, and William E. Blurock; and its physical manifestation of
Spanish Colonial Revival style and Mid-Century Modern educational facilities are
documented, retained, and archived. The impacts to the Fullerton Junior College Campus
Historic District, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the
Wilshire Junior High School Historic District cannot be mitigated to a less than significant
level. Impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Conflict with Any Applicable Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations
The Facilities Master Plan would be consistent with City of Fullerton Landmark tree zoning code
(Chapter 9.06, Community Forestry). The project would not be consistent with all applicable
policies established by the City’s general plan, The Fullerton Plan, related to historic
preservation. Although the proposed project is not consistent with these policies, the North
Orange County Community College District is not required to comply with local land use
policies. Therefore, on an individual basis, the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact associated with applicable land use plans and policies. However, these impacts
would combine with other projects to have a cumulative impact.
Conflict with Applicable Traffic Plans
An analysis of Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project traffic conditions indicates there would be
cumulative impact at a Caltrans intersection. The implementation of improvements at the
impacted state-controlled intersection of SR-57 NB Ramps/Chapman Avenue completely
offsets the impact of the proposed project. Installation of improvements is subject to the
approval of Caltrans and the City of Fullerton (City). Since the proposed project cannot
guarantee that these improvements that are located in the City and are also under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans will be implemented, a statement of overriding considerations will be
required for this location. As such, the project can be expected to pay the fair share
contribution of 4.5% for the improvement costs. Because the implementation of
improvements is not guaranteed, this impact is significant and unavoidable.

5.2

SIGNIFICANT AND IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) mandate that an EIR must address any significant
irreversible environmental changes that would result from the Facilities Master Plan (proposed
project) should it be implemented. An impact would fall into this category if (14 CCR 15126(c)):


The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources.



The primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future
generations of people to similar uses.



The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result.



The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project results in
wasteful use of energy).

Determining whether the proposed project may result in significant and irreversible effects
requires a determination of whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a way
that there would be little possibility of restoring them.
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Intensification of Land Use
As a result of implementation of the proposed project, some of the existing structures on the
Fullerton College campus would be demolished, renovated, or vacated to permit the
redevelopment/construction of more intensive land uses, academic programs, and student
services. Redevelopment of the campus to accommodate these more intensive land uses would
result in further urbanization of the area and would represent a long-term commitment to an
increasingly dense urban environment. Part of the proposed project is to improve integration of
land use and functional use of space within the Fullerton College campus, as well as to
accommodate future growth. The conversion to more intense land uses would not constitute the
commitment of a “nonrenewable resource” as described in Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA
Guidelines because the intensification of land uses on the campus would also lead to more
opportunities for pedestrians to walk between adjacent uses on campus.
Future Similar Uses
Facilities and improvements developed under the proposed project can be expected to have a life
span of approximately 50 to 70 years. Future generations would likely continue to use Fullerton
College for educational and community purposes. Therefore, primary and secondary impacts of
the proposed project would generally commit future generations to similar uses. However, the
proposed project would not preclude use of the site for other purposes in the future.
Environmental Accident
Due to the age of the buildings, any proposed demolition activities could result in the release of
contaminated materials and hazardous substances such as lead-based paint or asbestos. Potential
release of these hazardous materials may expose construction workers and the public to potential
health hazards during demolition and construction activities. Furthermore, because the property
was formerly used for agricultural purposes, residual pesticides and metals may still be present in
the soil, which could also present a potentially hazardous condition. Mitigation measures such as
conducting a lead-based paint and asbestos survey prior to demolition, as well as conformance to
a hazardous materials contingency plan, would be required. Compliance with all mitigation
measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.
Additionally, while the site is located within a seismically active region and would be exposed to
ground shaking in the event of a seismic event, conformance with the regulatory provisions of
the Uniform Building Code and California Building Code Requirements pertaining to
construction standards would minimize damage and injuries in the event of such an occurrence.
Proposed uses of the Fullerton College campus would be expected to use and store chemicals
and/or substances typically found in such settings. The types of hazardous materials associated
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with routine, day-to-day operation of the proposed project would include chemical reagents,
solvents, fuels, paints, cleansers, and miscellaneous organics and inorganics that are used as part
of building and grounds maintenance, as well as vehicle maintenance. Because federal, state, and
local regulations govern the use of such substances, the proposed project is not expected to
involve activities that would damage the environment or pose a risk to public health. Therefore,
for the reasons listed previously, impacts as a result of the proposed project would not create
significant and irreversible effects. (See Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this
Program Environmental Impact Report (Program EIR) for analysis of the proposed project’s
impacts relative to hazardous waste and materials.)
Nonrenewable Energy Consumption
Construction of each of the proposed project components would result in the use of
nonrenewable resources and energy sources, including fossil fuels, natural gas, and electricity.
Fossil fuels would be used to power construction equipment, vehicles and equipment used for
delivery of construction materials, and employee vehicles. Construction equipment would also
use electricity and natural gas. Use of these energy sources would be considered a permanent
commitment of resources. In addition, a variety of resource materials would be used during the
construction process, including steel, wood, concrete, and fabricated materials. Once these
materials and fuels are used for purposes of construction, the commitment of such materials and
fuels would be considered irreversible.
Once operational, the project components would consume more energy on a daily basis than is
currently generated on site. The proposed project would replace existing facilities with more
energy-efficient buildings. New facilities associated with the proposed project would be subject
to the State Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which are provided in Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations. The efficiency standards apply to new construction of both
residential and nonresidential buildings and regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling,
ventilation, water heating, and lighting.
Natural resources in the form of construction materials would be utilized in the construction of
the proposed project; however, their use is not expected to negatively impact the availability of
these resources. Due to the scale of the proposed project, the use of construction materials and
nonrenewable resources is not unusual or extraordinary; as a result, there would be no significant
and irreversible environmental effects related to resource consumption during construction. The
proposed project would not result in the excessive use of fuel or energy or the use of excessive
amounts of power, and impacts would not be irreversible. (See Section 4.12, Utilities and Service
Systems, of this Program EIR for analysis of the proposed project’s impacts relative to energy.)
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5.3

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

CEQA requires a discussion of ways in which the proposed project could be growth inducing.
The CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth inducing if it fosters economic or population
growth or results in the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment (14 CCR 15126.2(d)). New employees from commercial or industrial
development and new population from residential development represent direct forms of growth.
These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and
inducing additional economic activity in the area. A project could indirectly induce growth by
reducing or removing barriers to growth or by creating a condition that attracts additional
population or new economic activity. However, a project’s potential to induce growth does not
automatically result in growth. Growth can only happen through capital investment in new
economic opportunities by the private or public sectors.
Direct growth-inducing impacts are commonly associated with the extension of new public
services, utilities, and roads into areas that have previously been undeveloped. The extension of
such infrastructure into a non-serviced area can represent the elimination of a growth-limiting
factor, thereby inducing growth. Increases in the population may tax existing community service
facilities, requiring construction of new facilities and ultimately resulting in an increase in the
pace of development or the density of the existing surrounding development. Indirect growthinducing impacts include an increased demand for housing, commodities, and services that new
development causes or attracts by increasing the population or job growth in an area.
The construction and renovation of existing facilities on campus would have the potential to
attract more students and increase the population in the area. However, the construction and
renovation of these facilities is intended to accommodate the projected growth, not necessarily
induce growth. However, these improved facilities would have the potential to indirectly induce
growth. In comparison to the projected population increase in the region, an increase in 3,189
students is not a substantial increase in population.
According to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the City is expected to
have a population of 145,500 by 2020. The projected student enrollment at Fullerton College by
2020 would be less than 1,389, which is 2% of SCAG’s projected population for the City.
Therefore, projections are consistent with SCAG’s growth projections for the City, and impacts as
a result of increased student generation rates would not be substantial.
Employee growth would also be minimal. The introduction of 143 employees to the region
would not exceed SCAG’s growth projections. Therefore, employee growth is consistent with
SCAG’s overall growth projections and would not result in a substantial increase in population
growth. Impacts as a result of increase in employees would be less than significant.
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5.4

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to contain a statement briefly indicating
the reasons that various potentially significant impacts of a project were not discussed in detail in
the EIR. This Program EIR contains an analysis of the potential significant environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project that is based in part on an Initial Study (IS) prepared by the
North Orange County Community College District and is attached as Appendix A.

5.4.1

Aesthetics

Scenic Vista Effects
The Fullerton Plan does not identify any scenic areas, vistas, or corridors in the vicinity of the
campus (City of Fullerton 2012). Analysis performed during the IS phase of the proposed project
determined that impacts to a scenic vista would be less than significant, and further analysis in
the Program EIR was not required. Additional information is provided in Appendix A.
Scenic Resource Damage
There are no designated scenic roadways within the project vicinity. A designated scenic corridor
is located at the intersection of Brea Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard approximately 0.4 miles
northwest of the project site (City of Fullerton 2012); however, views to Fullerton College from
the corridor are screened by intervening terrain, vegetation, and development. Analysis
performed during the IS phase of the proposed project determined that impacts to scenic
resources within a state scenic highway would be less than significant, and further analysis in the
EIR was not required. Additional information is provided in Appendix A.

5.4.2

Agricultural Resources

The IS determined that all impacts associated with agricultural resources would be less than
significant, and no additional analysis in the Program EIR would be required. For a detailed
discussion on less than significant impacts regarding agricultural resources, see Appendix A.

5.4.3

Air Quality

Conflict with Applicable Air Quality Plan
The proposed project would involve renovation and modernization of existing educational
facilities on the Fullerton College campus, as well as the construction of new educational
facilities and demolition of existing facilities. The proposed project would not include the
construction or development of housing facilities. However, the proposed project would involve
an increase in student enrollment, which could result in an increase of students and employees
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living in the vicinity of the campus. However, this projection is consistent with SCAG’s growth
projections for each city of Fullerton College’s service area. Accordingly, the proposed project
would result in population growth that is consistent with SCAG’s growth projections anticipated in
the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) 2016 Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP). Because the planned growth of the proposed project has been factored into the
underlying growth projections of the 2016 AQMP, the proposed project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Additionally, the proposed project would
not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or
contribute to new violations. Analysis within this Program EIR determined that impacts would be
less than significant.
Violation of an Air Quality Standard
Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in the emission of criteria
air pollutants from mobile, area, and/or stationary sources, which would cause exceedances of
federal and state ambient air quality standards or contribute to existing nonattainment of
ambient air quality standards. Analysis within this Program EIR determined that impacts
would be less than significant.
Cumulatively Considerable Increase of a Criteria Pollutant
Cumulative localized impacts could occur if the construction of the proposed project
component were to occur concurrently with another off-campus project. Construction
schedules for potential future projects near the Fullerton College campus are currently
unknown; therefore, potential construction impacts associated with two simultaneous projects
are speculative. The CEQA Guidelines state that if a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact (14
CCR 15145). However, air pollutant emissions associated with construction activity of future
projects would be reduced through implementation of control measures required by the
SCAQMD. Cumulative PM 10 and PM2.5 emissions would be reduced because all future
projects would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which sets forth general and
specific requirements for all construction sites in the SCAQMD. Impacts with regards to
cumulative construction emissions would be less than significant.
Considering the proposed project would result in population growth that is consistent with the
growth projections anticipated in the SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP, operation of the proposed
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the nonattainment
pollutants in the basin, and this impact would be less than significant, as discussed in this
Program EIR.
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Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would result in temporary sources of
fugitive dust and construction vehicle emissions. However, according to the Localized
Significant Thresholds (LSTs) analysis in Section 4.2.4, Impact Analysis, of this Program EIR,
construction activities would not generate emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs during the
respective construction phases, and impacts to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project
site would be less than significant.
Long-term operation of the proposed project would result in daily vehicular trips that would
generate local emissions that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. However, according to the Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hotspot analysis, in Section
4.2.4 of this Program EIR, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in CO
concentrations surrounding key intersections within the vicinity of the campus that would
exceed state CO standards. Accordingly, impacts were determined to be less than significant,
as discussed in this Program EIR.
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are defined as substances that may cause or contribute to an
increase in deaths or in serious illness, or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human
health. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are residences located approximately 82
feet from the proposed construction boundary. Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are
usually described in terms of cancer risk. SCAQMD recommends an incremental cancer risk
threshold of 10 in 1 million. “Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a
person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-,
and 70-year exposure period will contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment risk-assessment methodology. In addition, some
TACs have noncarcinogenic effects. SCAQMD recommends a Hazard Index of 1 or more for
acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term) effects (OEHHA 2015).1
Demolition activities could result in airborne entrainment of asbestos, particularly where
structures built prior to 1980 would be demolished. However, these materials would be removed
in accordance with regulatory requirements prior to demolition pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1403
– Asbestos Demolition and Removal, which establishes survey, notification, and work practice
requirements to prevent asbestos emissions during building demolition. In addition,
implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) HAZ-1 would ensure that SCAQMD Rule 1403
would be enforced and that any potential lead-based paint or asbestos materials would be
handled appropriately.
1

Non-cancer adverse health risks are measured against a hazard index, which is defined as the ratio of the
predicted incremental exposure concentrations of the various noncarcinogens from the proposed project to
published reference exposure levels that can cause adverse health effects.
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Operation of the proposed project would not result in any non-permitted direct emissions (e.g.,
those from a point source such as diesel generators) or result in a substantial increase in diesel
vehicles (i.e., delivery trucks) over existing baseline conditions. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site to substantial
TAC concentrations, and impacts would be less than significant.
Objectionable Odors
Construction of proposed project components would result in the emission of diesel fumes and
other odors typically associated with construction activities. However, typical construction
techniques in compliance with SCAQMD rules would be used. Odors are highest near the source
and would quickly dissipate off site. Any odors associated with construction activities would be
temporary and would cease upon completion of construction.
Land uses and industrial operations that typically are associated with odor complaints include
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. Accordingly, it is not anticipated
that any operational sources under the proposed project would result in objectionable odors. Analysis
within this Program EIR determined that impacts would be less than significant.

5.4.4

Biological Resources

The IS determined that all impacts associated with biological resources would be less than
significant, and no additional analysis in the Program EIR would be required. For a detailed
discussion on less than significant impacts regarding biological resources, see Appendix A.

5.4.5

Cultural Resources

Disturbance of Human Remains
There is very low potential for human remains on the project site, and compliance with existing
regulations pertaining to the discovery of human remains would be required. As a result, it was
determined that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to human
remains. Analysis is provided Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of this Program EIR.

5.4.6

Geology and Soils

Exposure to Faulting, Seismic Ground Shaking, Liquefaction, or Landslides
The projects considered in the proposed project would not be approved or built without
adequately demonstrating their compliance with the California Building Code and applicable
geologic hazards regulations to the Division of the State Architect and California Geological
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Survey. For this reason, the proposed project would be designed and built in a manner that would
reduce public exposure to geologic risks to acceptable levels, and the potential impacts of the
proposed project would be less than significant. A more detailed analysis is provided in Section
4.4, Geology and Soils, of this Program EIR.
Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil
Because the proposed project site is already developed and is not located in sloped areas, the
potential for substantial soil erosion or significant loss of topsoil is generally low. Analysis found
within this Program EIR (Section 4.4 and Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality) determined
that impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant.
Unstable Geologic Unit or Expansive Soils
Shrinking/swelling of soil, differential settlement potential, and high corrosion risks are common
geotechnical issues in California, particularly within clay-rich residual soils, hydric soils, and
wetland/estuarine peat/mud deposits. Standard engineering practices have been developed to
effectively address such concerns. Projects considered in the Facilities Master Plan would not be
approved or built without adequately demonstrating their compliance with the California
Building Code and applicable geologic hazards regulations to the Division of the State Architect
and California Geological Survey. For these reasons, the potential impact of the proposed project
with respect to expansive or otherwise unstable soils would be less than significant. Additional
detail is provided in Section 4.4.
Septic Tanks or Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems
The proposed project does not include septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems;
therefore, no impact would occur. The IS determined that this issue would not be analyzed
further in the Program EIR.

5.4.7

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Construction of the proposed project would result in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that
would primarily be associated with use of off-road construction equipment, on-road hauling and
vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. Operation of the proposed project would result in GHG
emissions through energy use (natural gas and generation of electricity consumed by the
proposed project); motor vehicle trips to proposed project land uses; generation of electricity
associated with water supply, treatment, and distribution and wastewater treatment; and solid
waste disposal. Compared to existing conditions, the proposed project would result in a net
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increase of 7,885 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E). Assuming the service
population is represented by the incremental increase in students associated with the proposed
project, which is 3,189 students, the proposed project would result in a net increase of 2.5 MT
CO2E per service population per year. When compared to the SCAQMD efficiency threshold
of 4.8 MT CO2E, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact associated
with GHG emissions.
Conflict with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
The City adopted its Climate Action Plan (CAP) in February 2012, which is a long-range plan
to reduce GHG emissions from municipal operations and community activities within the City,
and would also help the City adapt to effects of climate change. The City is committed to
reducing its GHG emissions by 15% below 2009 levels by 2020, consistent with Assembly Bill
(AB) 32 and State 2020 GHG emission reduction goals. To reduce citywide GHG emissions,
the CAP identifies a series of climate action strategies, which guides the City in four focus
areas (transportation and mobile strategy, energy and conservation strategy, water use and
efficiency strategy, and solid waste and recycling strategy). While most of the measures
outlined within the CAP would not be directly applicable to the proposed project and are
intended for the City to implement, measures applicable to the proposed project include
compliance with green building standards identified in Title 24, installation of energy efficient
lighting and equipment, and diversion of construction and demolition debris. For solid waste,
the proposed project would comply with the 75% waste diversion consistent with AB 341.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the City’s CAP.
The proposed project is consistent with the GHG emission reduction measures in the Scoping
Plan and would not conflict with the state’s trajectory toward future GHG reductions. In
addition, since the specific path to compliance for the state in regard to the long-term goals will
likely require development of technology or other changes that are not currently known or
available, specific additional mitigation measures for the project would be speculative and
cannot be identified at this time. The proposed project’s consistency would assist in meeting the
City’s contribution to GHG emission reduction targets in California. With respect to future GHG
targets under Senate Bill (SB) 32 and Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, California Air Resources
Board has also made clear its legal interpretation that it has the requisite authority to adopt
whatever regulations are necessary beyond the AB 32 horizon year of 2020, to meet SB 32’s
40% reduction target by 2030 and EO S-3-05’s 80% reduction target by 2050; this legal
interpretation by an expert agency provides evidence that future regulations will be adopted to
continue the state on its trajectory toward meeting these future GHG targets. Based on the above
considerations, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and no mitigation is
required. This impact would be less than significant.
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5.4.8

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Near an Airport or within an Airport Land Use Plan Area
The Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County has adopted the Airport Environs
Land Use Plan. The project site is located approximately 3.1 miles east of Fullerton
Municipal Airport. The project site is not located within the planning area for Fullerton
Municipal Airport or any other airport land use plan (ALUC 2005). Additionally, p roposed
project activities would not pose a hazard for people residing or working in the project site.
Although the proposed project includes the construction of several multistory buildings, the
campus is not located within the height restriction zone for Fullerton Municipal Airport or
any other airport. Impacts would not occur.
Within the Vicinity of a Private Airstrip
The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No private airstrips exist
within 2 miles of the proposed project site; therefore, the IS determined that there was no impact.
Impaired Emergency Response
Permitting requirements mandate that the fire department and the Division of the State Architect
perform an access compliance review and a fire and life safety review prior to approval of
individual project drawings and specification documents. Therefore, emergency access would be
ensured, and the proposed project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response or
evacuation plan. Impacts were determined to be less than significant in this Program EIR.
Wildland Fire Risks
The proposed project is in an urbanized area with no adjacent wildlands. The area surrounding
the project site is generally urbanized and developed. Therefore, impacts were determined in the
IS to be less than significant, and no further analysis was included in this Program EIR.

5.4.9

Hydrology and Water Quality

Depleted Groundwater Supplies
The water needs of the proposed project would be met by the purchase of municipal water from
the City. No on-site groundwater wells are proposed; therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies,
depletion of aquifer volume, or lowering of the local groundwater table level would be limited to
the well field from which the water district derives its supplies. It is estimated that the proposed
project would increase groundwater extraction from the City’s groundwater wells accessing the
Orange County Groundwater Basin by 14.8 acre-feet per year. This represents an approximately
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12% increase from existing conditions. Compared to the annual groundwater production within the
Orange County Basin as a whole (i.e., roughly 330,000 acre-feet per year), the increase in demand
as a result of the proposed project would be negligible. Analysis in this Program EIR determined
that impacts would be less than significant.
Introduction of Housing within a Flood Hazard Area
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map, the
proposed project site is not located within the 100-year flood hazard area (FEMA 2009).
Additionally, the proposed project does not include a housing component. Therefore, the
proposed project would not locate housing in a 100-year flood hazard area.
Introduction of Structures That Would Impede or Redirect Flood Flows
As stated previously, the proposed project is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore,
the proposed project would not place structures that would impede or redirect flood flows in a
100-year flood hazard area.
Loss, Injury, or Death Due to Dam Inundation
While the campus is partially within the inundation zone of the Brea and Fullerton Dams, they
are normally kept almost empty. They are also regularly monitored and inspected by the
Department of Water Resources and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Thus, flooding due to
levee or dam failure is unlikely. This is also a pre-existing environmental condition and the
project would have no effect on the likelihood, severity or extent of the dam failure/inundation
and emergency plans and procedures are in place. Impacts were determined to be less than
significant in the EIR.
Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow
The proposed project site is approximately 14 miles from the Pacific Ocean, and the City is
approximately 150 feet above mean sea level; therefore, the project site would not be
exposed to impacts from a tsunami (City of Fullerton 2012). The proposed project site is not
in the vicinity of any surface waters or potential mudflow sources. Additionally, according to
the City of Fullerton’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, earthquake-induced seiches are not
considered a risk in the City of Fullerton (City of Fullerton 2010). Therefore, the proposed
project would not be exposed to impacts from seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, and this was
determined to be “no impact” in the IS.
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5.4.10

Land Use and Planning

Physically Divide an Established Community
The campus has been developed since the 1930s, and residential areas around the campus have
developed over time. The campus does not divide or isolate an established community. The
proposed construction and renovation would occur on campus and would not divide the
surrounding community. Impacts were determined to be less than significant in the IS.
Conflict with Any Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan
The proposed project is not located within any adopted habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or local or regional habitat conservation plan areas. Since the
proposed project is not located within any approved plan areas, it would not impact the goals and
objectives of any adopted plans. Therefore, impacts would not occur.

5.4.11

Mineral Resources

The IS determined that no impacts associated with mineral resources would occur, and no
additional analysis in the Program EIR would be required. For a detailed discussion regarding
mineral resources, see Appendix A.

5.4.12

Noise

Excessive Groundborne Vibration
Blasting and other special construction techniques are not anticipated to be used for
construction of the facilities identified in the Facilities Master Plan. With the exception of
the Centennial Parking Structure, which may require pile driving, excessive groundborne
vibration and groundborne noise would not be generated because of the distance of receptors
from the source of vibration. For example, if pile driving were to be used for the construction
of the parking structure, the closest homes are 325 feet away, which would result in vibration
and groundborne noise levels well below the threshold for vibration and groundborne noise .
Additionally, groundborne vibration would not be associated with the proposed project
following construction activities. Analysis within this Program EIR determined that no
impacts related to excessive groundborne vibration would occur.
Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise
Due to the amount of increase in noise level (less than 1 decibel, rounded to whole numbers),
noise impacts due to project-related traffic are not anticipated to be significant. Analysis within
this Program EIR (Section 4.9, Noise) determined that impacts would be less than significant.
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Exposing People to Excessive Noise near a Public Airport
The project site is not located within the planning area for Fullerton Municipal Airport or any
other airport land use plan (ALUC 2005), and Fullerton Municipal Airport is approximately 3.1
miles west of the project site. Therefore, there is little potential to expose people residing or
working in the project site to excessive noise levels.
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people to significant noise levels associated with
public airports.
Exposing People to Excessive Noise near a Private Airstrip
The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No private airstrips
exist within 2 miles of the proposed project site; therefore, there is no impact.

5.4.13

Population and Housing

The IS determined that impacts associated with displacement of housing or people would be less
than significant. The Chapman–Newell properties, located at 428, 434, and 438 East Chapman
Avenue, would be removed to support a new instructional building and associated parking.
These single-family residences are zoned Office-Professional and are currently vacant. Thus, no
additional analysis in the Program EIR related to displacement would be required. For a detailed
discussion on less than significant impacts regarding population and housing, see Appendix A.
Regarding growth inducement, the projected number of students per city of origin would
represent a small percentage of the population growth anticipated for each city. Therefore,
projections are consistent with SCAG’s growth projections for each Fullerton College service
area, and impacts as a result of increased student headcount would not be substantial. Impacts as
a result of increase in student growth would be less than significant.

5.4.14

Public Services

Fire Protection
The proposed project would result in a limited number of additional calls for fire service and
would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities (the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts).
Police Protection
The proposed project would result in a limited number of additional calls for police service and
would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities. Thus, the
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analysis within this Program EIR determined that the proposed project would not result in
potentially significant impacts to police services; therefore, no mitigation is necessary.
Schools
The proposed project would potentially introduce 180 children to the area who would attend
nearby schools (if all new students and employees were to live in the vicinity of Fullerton
College). The 2015–2016 enrollment totals for public schools within the City was approximately
21,720. Upon comparing this 2015–2016 enrollment total to the projected increase of children in
the area who could potentially be introduced by Fullerton College students and employees, this
could result in a 0.8% increase in enrollment of public schools within the City; therefore, there
would be no need for new or physically altered governmental facilities and impacts would be
less than significant.
Parks
The proposed project would have no impact on local parks. The proposed project site would
experience an increase in population; however, the campus offers athletic fields and recreational
opportunities, so nearby parks would not have a significant increase in visitors, and acceptable
service ratios would be maintained.
Other Public Facilities
The proposed project would have no impact on libraries and other public facilities. Fullerton College
has a library on campus to serve the students; therefore, any increase in student enrollment would not
adversely affect local libraries, and acceptable service ratios would be maintained.

5.4.15

Recreation

The IS determined that all impacts associated with recreation would be less than significant, and
no additional analysis in the Program EIR would be required. For a detailed discussion on less
than significant impacts regarding recreation, see Appendix A.

5.4.16

Traffic and Circulation

Conflict with Applicable Congestion Management Plan
An analysis of future (Year 2030) cumulative traffic conditions indicates that buildout traffic
conditions and cumulative projects’ traffic would not conflict with an applicable congestion
management program. The analysis within this Program EIR determined that less than
significant impacts would result.
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Change in Air Traffic Patterns
The nearest airport is Fullerton Municipal Airport, located 3.1 miles west of the project site. No
private airstrips exist within 2 miles of the project site. Air traffic patterns would not be affected by
the proposed project. No impact would occur, and this was addressed in the IS.
Design Feature Hazard
The project design features recommended in the Traffic Impact Analysis are not required, but
would further ensure safe conditions for the roadways surrounding campus. The proposed project
would neither have adverse impacts on safety based on design features nor increase hazards due
to an incompatible use. The analysis within this Program EIR determined that impacts would be
less than significant.
Inadequate Emergency Access
The recommended project design features, although not required, would further ensure safe
conditions for the roadways surrounding campus, Roadway improvements as a result of the
proposed project would require coordination with the City. Consistent with state and local fire
codes, adequate turning radius and vertical clearance would be maintained on internal campus
driveways, roads, drive aisles, and parking lots. Therefore, impacts associated with emergency
access would be less than significant, and the analysis within this Program EIR determined that
no adverse impacts would result.
Conflict with Alternative Transportation
These project design features would further ensure safe conditions for the roadways surrounding
the campus, and any proposed project activity along the Wilshire Avenue or Lemon Street
project frontages will consider the City improvements identified as part of the Wilshire Avenue
Bike Boulevard Project or will be coordinated with any other future City-identified
improvement. Additionally, any construction that would require the temporary closure of a bus
stop would require coordination with Orange County Transportation Authority to move the bus
stop and continue bus service. The proposed project would not impede implementation of any
regional or local policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities. The analysis within this EIR determined that no adverse impacts would result.

5.4.17

Utilities and Service Systems

Exceedance of Wastewater Treatment Requirements
The City manages the local sewer collection system, which includes the Fullerton College
campus. Wastewater collected by the City is treated by Orange County Sanitation District
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(OCSD). OCSD is the NPDES permit holder for Fountain Valley Reclamation Plant No. 1 and
Huntington Beach Treatment Plant No. 2, and it is responsible for compliance with the
wastewater treatment requirements in the NPDES permit, Order No. R8-2012-0035/CA0110604
(Santa Ana RWQCB 2012). Upon connection to City wastewater facilities, the proposed project
would be in compliance with the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore,
the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
RWQCB, and impacts would be less than significant.
Adequate Water Supply
An increase in potable water demand by 14.8 acre-feet per year represents only 0.05% of the
amount of potable water supplied by the City in fiscal year 2014–2015 (i.e., about 27,244 acre-feet
per year). Therefore, the increase in demand as a result of the proposed project would be negligible
and would be far less than the variation in demand due to climatic conditions and well within the
margin of error for such estimates. Additionally, Fullerton College is continuously looking for ways
to decrease potable water consumption. In 2010, Fullerton College reduced water consumption by
installing digital controls to optimize the irrigation systems. Fullerton College has installed low-flow
devices on toilets, urinals, sinks, and showers. Future upgrades include the installation of an
automatic weather-sensing irrigation control system that would further reduce and manage water
consumption on the Fullerton College campus (Fullerton College 2017). Therefore, sufficient
water supplies are available to serve the proposed project from existing entitlements and resources,
and impacts would be less than significant.
Conflict with Solid Waste Regulations
Fullerton College contracts with Ware Disposal Company to provide trash collection and disposal
services. All collection, transportation, and disposal of solid waste generated by the proposed project
would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. In particular, AB
341 requires that at least 75% of solid waste generated by a jurisdiction be diverted from landfill
disposal through source reduction, recycling, or composting by 2020. Regional agencies, counties,
and cities are required to develop a waste management plan that would achieve a 75% diversion from
landfills (California Public Resources Code, Section 40000 et seq.).
Solid waste generated Fullerton College is collected and transported by Ware Disposal Company,
which is permitted and licensed to collect and transport solid waste. Once collected, solid waste
is transported to sorting/disposal facilities permitted to accept commercial solid waste, with each
facility’s operations routinely inspected by regional and state regulatory agencies for compliance
with all applicable statutes and regulations. Given these considerations, impacts associated with
solid waste statutes and regulations would be less than significant.
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Excessive Use of Fuel/Energy and/or Excessive Use of Power
Building electricity and natural gas usage associated with the proposed project were calculated
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2016.3.1. The proposed
project would increase electricity demand by 8.0% and increase natural gas demand by 6.1%.
However, CalEEMod default values for electricity and natural gas consumption were adjusted to
reflect 2016 Title 24 standards and do not reflect the more stringent energy reduction
requirements associated with the 2019 Title 24 standards or subsequent standards with which the
proposed project would be required to comply. Therefore, the electricity and natural gas
consumption estimates presented in Table 4.12-3 are an overestimate of the anticipated
electricity and natural gas consumption rates associated with the proposed project.
Additionally, as part of the Fullerton College Energy Plan, Fullerton College is contin uously
looking for ways to improve energy conservation. Future energy upgrades, as part of the
Fullerton College Energy Plan, include new lighting upgrades to interior and exterior
facilities; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning system upgrades; the installation of an
automatic weather sensing irrigation system; and the installation of chiller water temperature
reset controls (Fullerton College 2017). Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
the excessive use of fuel or energy or the use of excessive amounts of power, and impacts
would be less than significant.
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CHAPTER 6
ALTERNATIVES
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that environmental impact reports
(EIRs) “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15126(a)). The CEQA Guidelines direct that the selection of
alternatives be governed by “a rule of reason.” The alternatives selected for detailed review in
the EIR may be limited to those that “would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects of the project” and would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project.” The selection of alternatives and their discussion must “foster informed decision
making and public participation” (14 CCR 15126(a)). This chapter identifies potential
alternatives to the proposed Facilities Master Plan (proposed project) and evaluates them, as
required by CEQA.

6.1

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The overall goal of the proposed project is to provide the optimal physical settings to support the
North Orange County Community College District’s (District’s) academic mission. The intent of
the proposed project is to develop modern teaching and learning facilities that would attract
students to Fullerton College while providing the physical resources necessary to support the
educational process. With this goal in mind, project objectives were developed during the
proposed project planning process. The proposed project’s objectives include the following:


Update and modernize existing building space to meet the District’s instructional needs.



Construct new buildings to meet current and future instructional needs and the District’s
academic mission.



Increase academic square foot efficiency through renovation and construction of new
buildings and facilities to maximize functional space.



Accommodate growth in the student body and within academic divisions over the
planning horizon.



Expand veterans’ services to train and retrain veterans as they transition into the
civilian workforce.



Implement health and safety repairs, energy-efficient enhancements, water conservation,
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) access, building security, National Fire Protection
Association Life Safety Code requirement upgrades, a mass communication system, lockdown capabilities, and other needed facility renovations.
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6.2

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED DURING
THE SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS

The following is a discussion of the campus plan alternatives considered during the scoping and
planning process and the reasons they were not selected for detailed analysis in this Program EIR.
CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its
location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the
project. The key question and first step in the analysis is whether any of the significant effects of
the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location.
Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the project need
be considered for inclusion in the EIR (14 CCR 15126(f)(2)). Because the proposed project is a
Facilities Master Plan update, an alternative site analysis is not required. The site of the proposed
project is Fullerton College; relocating the Facilities Master Plan update to another campus or off
site would not meet the project objectives and would not be feasible. As a result, alternative
development areas were rejected and are not analyzed in detail in this Program EIR.
Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an alternatives discussion focus on
alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening
any significant effects on the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the
attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. The proposed Facilities Master
Plan would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources and traffic and
circulation. Two alternatives were considered to avoid or substantially lessen the significant
impacts associated with historic resources: the Full Preservation Alternative and the Partial
Preservation Alternative, discussed in Sections 6.3.3 and 6.3.4, respectively.
An alternative was also considered to avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts
associated with traffic and circulation. The impact would occur at the State Route 57 (SR-57)
northbound ramps at Chapman Avenue in the Year 2030 Buildout Plus Project scenario. The
implementation of improvements at the impacted state-controlled intersection of the SR-57
northbound ramps at Chapman Avenue offsets the impact of the proposed project. Installation of
improvements is subject to the approval of the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) and the City of Fullerton. Because the proposed project cannot guarantee that these
improvements would be implemented, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Because this impact would result from student growth, the alternative to avoid this impact would
need to consider a reduction in student growth. However, it was determined that in the Year 2030
Without Project scenario, the SR-57 northbound ramps at Chapman Avenue would operate at an
unacceptable level of service, “F.” Therefore, any student growth would result in an impact to
the SR-57 northbound ramps at Chapman Avenue in the Year 2030 With Project conditions.
Because a “no student growth” scenario is generally represented in the No Project/No
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Development Alternative (discussed in Section 6.3.2), this alternative is not analyzed in detail in
this Program EIR.

6.3

ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

A Full Preservation Alternative and a Partial Preservation Alternative, in addition to the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative and the No Project/No Development Alternative, were
selected to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that have the potential to feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the proposed project but may avoid or substantially lessen
significant effects of the proposed project.
An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative, and where the No Project
Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is then required to identify an
alternative from among the others evaluated as environmentally superior. Each alternative’s
environmental impacts are compared to the proposed project and determined to be
environmentally superior, neutral, or inferior. However, only those impacts found significant and
unavoidable are used in making the final determination of whether an alternative is
environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. Environmental impacts involving
historic resources were found to be significant and unavoidable. Section 6.4 of this chapter
identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

6.3.1

No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate and analyze the
impacts of a No Project Alternative. When the project is the revision of an existing land use or
regulatory plan or policy or an ongoing operation, the No Project Alternative will be the
continuation of the plan, policy, or operation into the future. Therefore, the No Project/Existing
Master Plan Alternative, as required by the CEQA Guidelines, analyzes the effects of continued
implementation of the District’s existing 1999 Master Plan. This means that the campus would
be built out according to the growth projections at that time, which would likely not
accommodate the projected growth expected through 2026. It also would not provide the
modernization of facilities needed to meet today’s needs. The projects that remain to be built out
under the 1999 Master Plan are as follows:


New Maintenance and Operations Building and Academic Computing Technologies
Building for north of Berkeley Avenue (16,874 gross square feet (GSF)) (now to be
located north of the chiller plant as part of the proposed plan); new East Parking Structure
II, west of Berkeley Avenue on the current sites of the soccer field and Parking Lot B-2
(1,400 stalls) (now to be located west of Sherbeck Field in response to public comments)
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New two-story classroom and office building on the current site of the Sculpture Garden,
just south of Chapman Avenue and east of Lemon Street (55,000 square feet)



Remodel of Theatre Arts Building 1300 for backstage support, new entrance, three
additional classrooms, additional box office, and patio and roof; internal remodel with no
increase in gross square footage



Demolishing of Child Development Center and Infant Care Center Buildings 1800–1830
(6,224 GSF) and replacement with New Children’s Center to house Child Care program,
Child Development and Family Life program, faculty offices, classrooms, and the
laboratory school (this project is now part of the proposed project at 7,427 GSF)



Renovation of the Administration Building 100 to use space more efficiently; update of
ADA hardware to code, repair of ceiling/roof in first-floor classrooms, asbestos
abatement in basement storage, and addition of a themed façade on Chapman Avenue
side; and relocation of student services to Building 2000 (no increase in gross square
footage) (now part of the proposed project, but also including removal of the 1957
addition and restoration of the original entrance tower built in the 1930s)



Remodel of the Student Services Building 2000 to consolidate student services (no
increase in gross square footage); the current plan proposes the demolition of the building
and replacing it with a new Welcome Center



New central power plant/cogeneration system

Analysis
Aesthetics
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out. Similar to the proposed
project, an effort would likely need to be made to ensure that new building design would not
create visual incompatibility (i.e., mass, scale, color) with the existing buildings’ design (e.g., the
new classroom building proposed for the Performing Arts Complex). Buildout of the No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative could be done in such a way as to be aesthetically pleasing, but
it does not propose new buildings in the same places as the proposed project. For example, under
the proposed project, all the performing arts buildings would be located south of Chapman
Avenue, not split across Chapman Avenue. The No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative
would preclude demolition of buildings to allow construction of new buildings; therefore, it
would not meet the project objectives, assist in assembling a cohesive performing arts center, or
strategically locate the Welcome Center on the corner of Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street as
an entry point to the campus. Therefore, the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is
environmentally inferior to the proposed project.
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Air Quality
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out. Buildout under the
existing Master Plan would include less construction of new facilities, but more building
renovation. Less construction would mean that there would be less criteria air pollutants emitted
during construction as compared to the proposed project. Additionally, the No Project/Existing
Master Plan Alternative would have less assignable square footage and building space in
operation, which would result in fewer criteria air pollutant emissions associated with building
energy. Furthermore, the lack of new buildings would mean that proposed programs would not
be served, potentially capping student enrollment and resulting in fewer vehicle trips to and from
the campus, thereby reducing mobile criteria air pollutant emissions. From an environmental
standpoint, the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is environmentally superior to the
proposed project in terms of air quality impacts.
Cultural Resources
The 1999 Master Plan envisioned more renovation of buildings and did not propose demolition
of the Berkeley Center Building 3000, Theatre Arts Building 1300, or Music Building 1100. In
the 1999 Master Plan, these buildings were proposed for renovation. As a result, there would be
no historic resources impacts under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative.
Archaeological and paleontological resources impacts would be mitigated under both the
existing Master Plan and the proposed project. Therefore, the No Project/Existing Master Plan
Alternative is considered superior compared to the proposed project because it would avoid
significant impacts to historic resources.
Geology and Soils
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan. Fewer facilities would be constructed under the
No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative. The lack of new buildings would mean that
proposed programs would not be served, potentially capping student enrollment. Fewer students
would be anticipated under the existing Master Plan; therefore, fewer people would occupy the
campus and would be exposed to geology and soils impacts, including earthquakes, ground
shaking, liquefaction, and impacts associated with expansive soils. However, under both the
1999 Master Plan and the proposed project, geology and soils impacts are considered less than
significant with adherence to existing regulations. Therefore, the No Project/Existing Master
Plan Alternative would be considered environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project
with regard to geology and soils.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out. Buildout under the
existing Master Plan would include less new construction; instead, there would be more building
renovation. Less construction would mean that there would be less greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions during construction, as compared to the proposed project. Additionally, the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative would have less assignable square footage and building
space in operation, which would result in less GHG emissions associated with building energy.
Further, the lack of new buildings would mean that proposed programs would not be served,
potentially capping student enrollment and resulting in fewer vehicle trips to and from the
campus, thereby reducing mobile GHG emissions. Although the proposed project would not
have significant GHG emissions impacts, there would be greater construction and operational
impacts under the proposed project than under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative.
Therefore, the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is environmentally superior to the
proposed project in terms of GHG emissions.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The campus has one closed cleanup site case and has a number of existing permitted
underground storage tanks. Because impacted soils could be encountered during construction
activities under the proposed project, mitigation for a hazardous materials contingency plan is
included to reduce impacts. Furthermore, due to the age of buildings planned for renovation and
demolition under the proposed project, contaminated materials and hazardous substances, like
lead-based paint or asbestos, could be released. These impacts are very similar to the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative because the 1999 Master Plan also envisioned
renovation of buildings. Therefore, the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is neutral
compared to the proposed project in terms of hazards and hazardous materials impacts.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The 1999 Master Plan and the proposed project both would have hydrology and water quality
impacts that can be mitigated. These impacts are primarily related to the potential for water
quality impacts during construction and operation. Both the proposed project and the No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative would require the preparation and implementation of a
stormwater pollution prevention plan as part of the Construction General Permit and would be
required to comply with the Waste Discharge Requirements under the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act. Because both the proposed project and the No Project/Existing Master Plan
Alternative would involve an increase in 5,000 square feet of impervious surface, a projectspecific water quality management plan would be required for both scenarios, which would
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mitigate water quality impacts associated with project operation. Additionally, the amount of
pervious and impervious surfaces will be similar under the proposed project and the No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative. The lack of new buildings associated with the No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative would mean that proposed programs would not be served,
potentially capping student enrollment and thereby reducing groundwater demand as compared
to the proposed project. However, the majority of Fullerton College campus water use is
associated with outdoor water irrigation. An increase in student enrollment and total building
square footage would not result in a significant water demand increase when comparing the
proposed project to the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative. Therefore, operational
impacts related to hydrology and water quality are expected to be the same. The No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed project
in terms of hydrology and water quality impacts.
Land Use
The 1999 Master Plan would not conflict with relevant goals and policies of the City of
Fullerton’s general plan (The Fullerton Plan) and zoning code associated with historic
preservation, because no demolition of historic structures was proposed at the time. As a statefunded entity, Fullerton College is not subject to local government planning documents or
policies, such as The Fullerton Plan. However, in the event that related projects would also
result in potentially significant and unmitigable impacts to historic resources, then the proposed
project would contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. Therefore, because the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative would not involve the demolition of contributors to
the areas that appear to be eligible as historic districts on campus (the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District, the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the
Wilshire Junior High School Historic District) it is considered superior compared to the
proposed project in terms of land use impacts.
Noise
The 1999 Master Plan and the proposed project both would have noise impacts that can be
mitigated. These impacts are primarily related to the potential for noise impacts during
construction and renovation. However, the proposed project would result in more demolition,
construction, and renovation than would be anticipated under the No Project/Existing Master
Plan Alternative. Although the proposed project involves demolition, renovation, and
construction throughout the campus, construction activities anticipated under the No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative would generally be concentrated along the exterior of the
campus. Therefore, construction noise impacts to sensitive receptors adjacent to the campus
would not increase when comparing the proposed project to the No Project/Existing Master Plan
Alternative. The lack of new buildings associated with the No Project/Existing Master Plan
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
6-7

6 – ALTERNATIVES

Alternative would mean that proposed programs would not be served, potentially capping
student enrollment and thereby reducing traffic trips and operational noise when compared to the
proposed project. However, the increase in noise associated with the proposed project, as
compared to the existing condition, would increase the noise level by 1 decibel or less (rounded
to whole numbers) along the study area roads in the vicinity of campus. Therefore, operational
noise is not anticipated to differ significantly when comparing the proposed project to the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative. The No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is
considered neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of noise impacts.
Population and Housing
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to operate
under the direction of the existing Master Plan. Buildout under the existing Master Plan would
result in fewer instructional buildings. The proposed project plans for future growth and provides
opportunities for student enrichment through educational programming and the new facilities to
meet those needs. The lack of new buildings associated with the No Project/Existing Master Plan
Alternative would mean that proposed programs would not be served, potentially capping
student enrollment and thereby reducing demand on local housing compared to the proposed
project. However, the Fullerton College service area incorporates several cities, which are
located in the Counties of Orange, Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino. Therefore, the
increase in housing demands associated with the proposed project would be dispersed throughout
several cities and impacts as a result of an increase in student headcount would be minor. There
would not be a significant difference in the demand on local housing associated with the
proposed project compared to the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative. Therefore, the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed project
in terms of population and housing impacts.
Public Services
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to operate
under the direction of the existing Master Plan. The No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative
would not generate additional calls for service. Under the proposed project, there would be a
potential for additional demand for fire and police services related to projected campus growth;
however, the increase in annual projected calls would be minor and there would be no need for
new or physically altered emergency response support facilities, such as fire or police
departments. Therefore, impacts under the proposed project are considered less than significant,
and the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is considered neutral compared to the
proposed project in terms of public services impacts.
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Traffic and Circulation
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to
operate under the direction of the existing Master Plan. The lack of new buildings associated
with the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative would mean that proposed programs
would not be served, potentially capping student enrollment and thereby reducing traffic trips
compared to the proposed project. Additionally, because of student growth, the proposed
project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. Therefore, the No
Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is considered superior compared to the proposed
project in terms of traffic and circulation impacts.
Utilities and Service Systems
Under the No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative, the campus would continue to operate
under the direction of the existing Master Plan. Under the proposed project, there would be a
need for additional water, wastewater, and landfill services related to projected campus growth.
The proposed project would require mitigation to ensure that the existing infrastructure has the
capacity to serve the proposed project, and that coordination with the utility providers would
occur. The No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative would also require coordination with
utility providers, because construction of new facilities would occur. Therefore, the No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed project in terms
of utilities and service systems impacts.
Conclusion
The No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative would be considered environmentally superior
in relation to air quality, cultural resources, GHG emissions, land use, and traffic and circulation
impacts (five areas) and environmentally inferior in relation to aesthetics impacts (one area). It
would be environmentally neutral in relation to geology and soils, hazards and hazardous
materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and housing, public services, and
utilities and service systems impacts (seven areas). The adoption of the No Project/Existing
Master Plan Alternative would not meet the project objectives identified by the District for the
modernization of learning facilities and for campus growth through 2026. The No Project/
Existing Master Plan Alternative would fail to accomplish the project objectives in the District’s
vision and would have environmental impacts that are the same or greater for eight resource
areas (all the neutral and inferior areas mentioned above). The No Project/Existing Master Plan
Alternative does not accommodate future campus growth, it does not allow for the construction
of new buildings to meet current and future instructional needs, it does not expand veterans’
services to train and retrain veterans as they transition into the civilian workforce, and it does not
implement all the necessary health and safety repairs and other needed facility renovations. The
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No Project/Existing Master Plan Alternative is therefore not considered environmentally superior
to the proposed project and it does not meet the District’s project objectives.

6.3.2

No Project/No Development Alternative

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate and analyze the
impacts of the No Project Alternative. When the project is the revision of an existing land use
or regulatory plan, policy, or ongoing operation, the no project alternative will be the
continuation of the plan, policy, or operation into the future. Therefore, the No Project/No
Development Alternative assumes no further buildout from the previously approved Facilities
Master Plan would occur and the campus would stay in its existing state, with some of the
projects from the existing Facilities Master Plan constructed, but no additional projects from
the previously approved Facilities Master Plan to be constructed. What remains to be
completed from the existing Facilities Master Plan are the following projects: construction of a
new parking structure, a new instructional building, a new Maintenance and Operations
building, , renovation of Theatre Arts Building 1300, demolition and replacement of Child
Development Center and Infant Care Center Buildings 1800–1830, renovation of
Administration 100 Buildings, remodel of Student Services Building 2000, and a new central
power plant and cogeneration system. However, under the No Project/No Development
Alternative, none of these remaining elements would be constructed and there would be no
development as proposed under the Facilities Master Plan.
Analysis
Aesthetics
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, there would be no change to the current
visual appearance of the campus. There would be no changes related to new construction or
renovation. The proposed project attempts to group buildings in a more cohesive way. For
example, under the proposed project, all the performing arts buildings would be located
south of Chapman Avenue, not split across Chapman Avenue. The No Project/No
Development Alternative would also not strategically locate the Welcome Center on the
corner of Chapman Avenue and Lemon Street as an entry point to the campus. Therefore, the
No Project/No Development Alternative is environmentally inferior to the proposed project
in terms of aesthetics impacts.
Air Quality
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out, but no additional
projects would be built. Less construction would mean that there would be less criteria air
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pollutants emitted during construction as compared to the proposed project. Additionally, the No
Project/No Development Alternative would have less assignable square footage and building
space in operation, which would result in fewer criteria air pollutant emissions associated with
building energy. Further, the lack of new buildings would mean that proposed programs would
not be served, and there would be no to minimal growth in student enrollment, resulting in fewer
vehicle trips to and from the campus and reducing mobile criteria air pollutant emissions. From
an environmental standpoint, the No Project/No Development Alternative is environmentally
superior to the proposed project in terms of air quality impacts.
Cultural Resources
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out, but no additional
projects would be built and no historic buildings would be demolished. Therefore, there would
be no impact to contributing buildings or the character-defining features in the contributors to the
three historic districts. Additionally, archaeological and paleontological resources impacts would
not occur and no mitigation would be required. The proposed project would result in impacts to
contributor buildings to the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, Mid-Century
Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
and would require mitigation to minimize impacts to archaeological and paleontological
resources. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative is considered superior
compared to the proposed project in terms of cultural resources impacts.
Geology and Soils
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out, but no additional
projects would be built. No facilities would be constructed under the No Project/No
Development Alternative. The lack of new buildings would mean that proposed programs would
not be served, potentially capping student enrollment. Fewer students would be anticipated under
the existing Master Plan; therefore fewer people would occupy the campus and would be
exposed to geology and soils impacts, including earthquakes, ground shaking, liquefaction, and
impacts associated with expansive soils. However, under the proposed project, geology and soils
impacts would be considered less than significant with adherence to existing regulations.
Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative would be considered environmentally
neutral compared to the proposed project with regard to geology and soils impacts.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no more construction would occur on the
campus. Therefore, there would be no GHG emissions associated with construction.
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Additionally, the No Project/No Development Alternative would have less assignable square
footage and building space in operation, which would result in fewer GHG emissions associated
with building energy. Further, the lack of new buildings would mean that proposed programs
would not be served, potentially capping student enrollment and resulting in fewer vehicle trips
to and from the campus, thereby reducing mobile GHG emissions. Although the proposed
project would not have significant GHG emissions impacts, there would be greater construction
and operational impacts under the proposed project than under the No Project/No Development
Alternative. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative is environmentally superior
to the proposed project in terms of GHG emissions impacts.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The campus has one closed cleanup site case and has a number of existing permitted
underground storage tanks. Because impacted soils could be encountered during construction
activities under the proposed project, mitigation for a hazardous materials contingency plan is
included to reduce impacts. Further, due to the age of buildings planned for renovation and
demolition under the proposed project, contaminated materials and hazardous substances like
lead-based paint or asbestos could be released, but a survey for lead-based paint and asbestos
would be conducted prior to renovation and demolition so that releases of lead and asbestos to
the environment would not occur. In some cases, continuing to use a building that contains lead
or asbestos without abatement could cause a hazard over time. Therefore, the No Project/No
Development Alternative is environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project in terms
of hazards and hazardous materials impacts.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, there would be no hydrology and water
quality impacts because construction activity would cease. The amount of pervious and
impervious surfaces would remain the same as the current conditions. Therefore, the No Project/
No Development Alternative is considered environmentally superior compared to the proposed
project in terms of hydrology and water quality impacts.
Land Use
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the campus would continue to function
under the direction of the existing Master Plan, which is almost built out, but no additional
projects would be built. Therefore, no conflict with relevant goals and policies of The Fullerton
Plan and the zoning code would occur. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative is
considered superior compared to the proposed project in terms of land use impacts.
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Noise
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, there would be no noise impacts because
construction activity would not occur. Most of the noise impacts identified under the
proposed project are related to construction. Therefore, the No Project/No Development
Alternative is considered environmentally superior compared to the proposed project in terms
of noise impacts.
Population and Housing
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the campus would continue to operate as it
currently exists. There would be no new construction to accommodate the campus’s future
projected growth. The proposed project plans for future growth and provides opportunities for
student enrichment through educational programming and the new facilities to meet those needs.
The lack of new buildings associated with the No Project/No Development Alternative would
mean that proposed programs would not be served, capping student enrollment and thereby
reducing demand on local housing compared to the proposed project. However, the Fullerton
College service area incorporates several cities, which are located in the Counties of Orange, Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino. Therefore, the increase in housing demands associated
with the proposed project would be dispersed throughout several cities and impacts as a result of
an increase in student headcount would be minor. There would not be a significant difference in
the demand on local housing associated with the proposed project compared to the No Project/
No Development Alternative. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative is
considered neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of population and housing impacts.
Public Services
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no more construction would occur on the
campus and the existing Master Plan would not be built out. The No Project/No Development
Alternative would not generate additional calls for service. Under the proposed project, there
would be additional demand for fire and police services related to projected campus growth;
however, annual projected calls would be minor and there would be no need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative is
considered neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of public services impacts.
Traffic and Circulation
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no more new construction would occur on
the campus and the existing Master Plan would not be built out. The lack of new buildings
associated with the No Project/No Development Alternative would mean that proposed
programs would not be served, capping student enrollment and thereby reducing traffic trips
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compared to the proposed project. Additionally, because of student growth, the proposed
project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. Therefore, the No
Project/No Development Alternative is considered superior compared to the proposed project
in terms of traffic and circulation impacts.
Utilities and Service Systems
Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no more construction would occur on the
campus and the existing Master Plan would not be built out. Under the proposed project,
there would be a need for additional water, wastewater, and landfill services related to
projected campus growth. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative is
considered environmentally superior compared to the proposed project in terms of utilities
and service systems impacts.
Conclusion
The No Project/No Development Alternative would be considered environmentally superior in
almost all resource areas. It would be environmentally inferior in one area (aesthetics). It would
be environmentally neutral in four areas (geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials,
population and housing, and public services). The adoption of the No Project/No Development
Alternative would not meet the project objectives identified by the District for modernization of
learning facilities and for campus growth through 2026. The No Project/No Development
Alternative does not accommodate future campus growth, it does not allow for the modernization
of existing building space to meet instructional needs, it does not allow for the construction of
new buildings to meet current and future instructional needs, it does not expand veterans’
services to train and retrain veterans as they transition into the civilian workforce, and it does not
implement health and safety repairs and other needed facility renovations. Although the No
Project/No Development Alternative would be considered environmentally superior to the
proposed project, it does not meet the District’s project objectives.

6.3.3

Full Preservation Alternative

In response to the finding that there is evidence of three areas that appear to be eligible as
historic districts on campus: the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District, the MidCentury Modern Campus Expansion Historic District, and the Wilshire Junior High School
Historic District (referred to in this Program EIR as historic districts; see the Cultural Resources
Study included as Appendix C to this Program EIR), an alternative was developed to represent a
full preservation option. The Full Preservation Alternative suggests the preservation of historic
district contributor buildings as well as character-defining features on buildings proposed for
renovation (see Tables 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3) and reuse, rather than demolition, of the Music
Building 1100, Theatre Arts Building 1300, and Berkeley Center Building 3000. The Music
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Building 1100, Theatre Arts Building 1300, and Berkeley Center 3000 could become
classrooms and be used as swing space as needs change or they could be used for
administrative office space, as the Berkeley Center is currently being used. Figure 6-1
represents the Full Preservation Alternative.
Table 6-1
Inventory of Buildings within the
Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District
Component
Landscape Design Components
Commerce Building 300
Greenhouse Building 401
Technical Trades Building 600
Administration and Social Sciences Building 100
Student Union Building 840
College Center Building 200
South Science Building 400
Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500
Library Building 800

Year Built
c. 1935–1942
1936
c. 1937
1938
1938
1940
1969
1969
1969
1969–1976

Historic District Status
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Non-contributor
Non-contributor
Non-contributor
Non-contributor

Table 6-2
Inventory of Buildings within the
Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
Building Name and No.
Science Building (N/A)
Gymnasium Complex Building 1200a
Fine Arts Gallery Building 1000
Library (N/A)
Technical Education Building 700
District Administration Building 3000
Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500
Music Building 1100
Theatre Arts Building 1300

Year Built
1954
1955–1962
1957
1957
1959
1960
1962
1967
1967

Historic District Status
Demolished in 2010
Contributor
Contributor
Demolished in 2003
Non-contributing; altered beyond recognition after 2007
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor

Notes: N/A = not applicable.
Shaded rows indicate buildings that no longer exist on campus.
a
The Gymnasium Complex comprises three phases of construction: main building completed in 1955, followed by additions c. 1957 and
c. 1962. All phases were designed by William Henry Taylor.
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Table 6-3
Inventory of Buildings within the
Wilshire Junior High School Historic District
Building Name and No.
Wilshire Theatre Building 2100
W1 Building 100
W2 Building 200
3D Sculpture Arts (outside Building 2100)

Year Built
1936
1936
1936
c. 1990

Historic District Status
Contributor
Contributor
Contributor
Non-contributing

Analysis
Aesthetics
The Facilities Master Plan focuses on the construction of new buildings and renovations and
additions to existing buildings on campus to meet instructional needs while ensuring that the
buildings are aesthetically pleasing; expansion of veterans’ services; and opportunities to
improve circulation and implement health and safety repairs, energy-efficient enhancements,
water conservation measures, and building security upgrades. The Full Preservation Alternative
proposes the preservation and reuse of the Music Building 1100, Theatre Arts Building 1300, and
Berkeley Center Building 3000 and preservation of character-defining features of buildings that are
contributors to historic districts. The character-defining features of the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District include the following exterior features:


Low pitched side-gabled roofs with half-barrel clay Mission tiles



Painted, board-formed concrete walls



Simple rectangular or L-shaped plans



Exterior stairways on gable ends



Symmetrical fenestration



Prominent arches above entryways



Heavy, multiple-panel wood doors



Oriels with typically semi-circular balconies below slightly recessed windows



Churrigueresque flourishes at second-story doors, balconies, and gable-end apexes



Elaborate ground-floor entrances with recessed doorways, surmounted by decorative plaques



Extensive use of ornate, highly detailed iron work for grilles, handrails, and stair railings
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The character-defining features of the Fullerton Junior College Campus Historic District also
include the following interior features (as observed in the W1 Building 100, Commerce Building
300, and Technical Trades Building 600):


Recessed doorways



Wood doors with stacked panels



Decorative iron work (including stair railings; light fixtures in Buildings 100 and 300)



Barrel vault ceilings



Brass door hardware

The character-defining features of the Mid-Century Modern Campus Expansion Historic District
include the following:


Flat roofs without copings



Broad, typically smooth, expanses of light-colored concrete walls



Flush-mounted metal-framed windows arranged in linear groupings



Cantilevered canopies and overhangs



Exterior staircases, patios, and balconies



A marked absence of decorative detailing around windows and doors



Asymmetrical, block-like building massing



Brise soleils (particularly the Music Building)1



Slender, attenuated columns supporting minimalist arches (Music Building)



Covered walkways with butterfly canopies (Gymnasium Complex)



Brick privacy screens (Gymnasium Complex)



Repetition of butterfly form in landscape bench seating

The character-defining features of the Wilshire Junior High School Historic District include
the following:

1



Balanced and symmetrical forms based on Classical design principles



Feeling of monumentality and authority



Rectangular massing

Architectural features of a building, such as perforated screens or louvers, that reduce heat absorption by
deflecting sunlight.
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Windows arranged as vertical recessed panels



Smooth concrete walls



Fluted vertical ornamentation reading as modern versions of classical columns



Subtle, unadorned, broad belt courses



Parapets crowned with horizontal recessed bands

Under the Full Preservation Alternative, a greater effort would likely need to be made to ensure
that the new building design is sensitive to the existing buildings’ design, as well as to restore the
existing buildings in a way that preserves their historic integrity. Preservation of the buildings
could be done in such a way that they would be aesthetically pleasing, but it would hinder the
ability to place board-formed concrete panels on Mid-Century Modern buildings to give them the
look of the original college campus. Because the Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500 and Fine
Arts Gallery Building 1000 are Mid-Century Modern style buildings, the application of Spanish
Colonial Revival style details is considered incompatible with the existing style and aesthetic of the
modern buildings, and does not conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation (Weeks and Grimmer 1995). The Full Preservation Alternative would keep both the
Spanish Colonial Revival and Mid-Century Modern architectural themes intact, but does not meet
the District’s objectives to better integrate the two design styles on campus. It also does not allow
the District to place the Welcome Center at the corner of Lemon Street and Chapman Avenue.
Additionally, the Music Building and theaters would not be consolidated on one side of East
Chapman Avenue. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral
compared to the proposed project in terms of aesthetics impacts because although it would
preserve the historic districts’ individual aesthetics, it would not meet the objectives of the
proposed project by strategically placing a visually prominent Welcome Center at the southwest
corner of campus and it would not promote a cohesive Performing Arts Complex.
Air Quality
Because the Full Preservation Alternative would involve the renovation of existing facilities
that are proposed for demolition in the proposed project, less construction of new facilities
would be required. A reduction in construction of new facilities would mean that there would
be less construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions. New facilities would be more
energy efficient and would result in less criteria air pollutant emissions associated with
building energy when compared to the operation of existing facilities. However, the majority
of criteria air pollutant emissions would be associated with vehicle trips to and from the
campus, which is not anticipated to change when comparing the proposed project to the Full
Preservation Alternative, because student growth would be the same under both scenarios.

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
6-18

6 – ALTERNATIVES

Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral compared to the
proposed project in terms of air quality impacts.
Cultural Resources
The Full Preservation Alternative would focus on the preservation and reuse of structures on
campus that compose the three historic districts. Because these buildings would be retained in
place, the historic integrity of the districts would remain, and historic resources impacts under
this alternative would be considered less than significant. Because there would be less new
construction, the potential for impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources would be
less, although these impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level under both the
proposed project and the Full Preservation Alternative. Therefore, the Full Preservation
Alternative would be considered environmentally superior to the proposed project with regard to
cultural resources impacts because of the focus on retaining historic district contributors and
character-defining features of contributing buildings.
Geology and Soils
Although construction activity would be reduced under the Full Preservation Alternative, the
same number of students would likely be exposed to geology and soils impacts, including
earthquakes, ground shaking, and liquefaction, regardless of whether they would be housed in a
new or an old building. The buildings on campus were designed after 1933, when it was required
that school buildings meet the earthquake safety requirements of the Field Act. Furthermore, any
efforts to restore and reuse the older buildings would involve a structural integrity analysis
related to any proposed reuse of the structures. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative
would be considered environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project with regard to
geology and soils impacts.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Because the Full Preservation Alternative would involve the renovation of existing facilities that
are proposed for demolition in the proposed project, less construction of new facilities would be
required. A reduction in construction of new facilities would mean that there would be less
construction-related GHG emissions. New facilities would be more energy efficient and would
result in less GHG emissions associated with building energy when compared to the operation of
existing facilities. However, the majority of GHG emissions would be associated with vehicle
trips to and from the campus, which is not anticipated to change when comparing the proposed
project to the Full Preservation Alternative, because student growth would be the same under
both scenarios. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral compared
to the proposed project in terms of GHG emissions impacts.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Due to the age of the buildings planned for demolition as part of the proposed project and the
potential for renovation of portions of buildings that may be considered historic or have
character-defining features, contaminated materials and hazardous substances, like lead-based
paint or asbestos, could be released during demolition and construction activities. Impacts would
also occur under the Full Preservation Alternative because renovation of existing buildings,
although performed in a way that would not compromise character-defining features, could also
result in the release of contaminated materials and hazardous substances such as lead-based paint
or asbestos, which would require mitigation for both the proposed project and the Full
Preservation Alternative. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral
compared to the proposed project in terms of hazards and hazardous materials impacts.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Both the proposed project and the Full Preservation Alternative would have hydrology and water
quality impacts that could be mitigated, although there would be fewer impacts under the Full
Preservation Alternative because there would be less new construction. These impacts are
primarily related to the potential for erosion and water quality impacts during construction. The
amount of pervious and impervious surfaces would be similar under the proposed project and the
Full Preservation Alternative; therefore, operational impacts related to hydrology and water
quality are expected to be the same. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is considered
neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of hydrology and water quality impacts.
Land Use
The Full Preservation Alternative would promote consistency with relevant goals and policies of
The Fullerton Plan and the zoning code. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is
considered superior compared to the proposed project in terms of land use impacts because no
historic buildings would be demolished
Noise
Both the proposed project and the Full Preservation Alternative would have noise impacts that
could be mitigated. These impacts are primarily related to the potential for noise impacts
during construction. Although the Full Preservation Alternative would have less new
construction, it would still involve building renovation, which would result in equipment noise.
Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed
project in terms of noise impacts.
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Population and Housing
Under the Full Preservation Alternative, fewer new instructional buildings that have been
identified as needed for the campus’s future projected growth would be constructed. The
proposed project includes plans for future growth and provides opportunities for student
enrichment through educational programming and the new facilities to meet those needs;
however, the proposed project would not have population and housing impacts (e.g., induce
significant population growth not envisioned in regional plans or cause the displacement of
housing or people). It can be argued that the Full Preservation Alternative would not meet the
project objectives to plan for future growth with the construction of modern buildings that meet
today’s instructional needs, and significant resources would need to be expended to upgrade the
older buildings in such a way as to meet those instructional needs. Despite this, the Full
Preservation Alternative would not have population and housing impacts that would be
significant under CEQA. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is considered neutral
compared to the proposed project in terms of population and housing impacts.
Public Services
Impacts to public services under the proposed project would be less than significant, and it is
anticipated that these impacts would be very similar under the Full Preservation Alternative. This
assumption is made because the need for public services is tied to projected growth more than to
the types of buildings that are being used. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is
considered neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of public services impacts.
Traffic and Circulation
Under the proposed project, traffic and circulation impacts would be significant and
unavoidable. Because projected growth under the Full Preservation Alternative is assumed to
be very similar (the growth-inducing elements would still exist under this alternative) to that
under the proposed project, traffic and circulation impacts are assumed to be similar.
Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed
project in terms of traffic and circulation impacts.
Utilities and Service Systems
Under the proposed project, there would be a need for additional water, wastewater, and landfill
services related to campus growth on the proposed project site. However, these impacts are
considered less than significant. Because projected growth under the Full Preservation
Alternative is assumed to be very similar (the growth-inducing elements would still exist under
this alternative) to that under the proposed project, utilities and service systems impacts are
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assumed to be similar. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative is considered neutral
compared to the proposed project in terms of utilities and service systems impacts.
Conclusion
The Full Preservation Alternative would be considered environmentally superior in cultural
resources and land use (two areas). It would not be environmentally inferior in any areas, and it
would be environmentally neutral with regard to aesthetics, air quality, geology and soils, GHG
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and
housing, public services, traffic and circulation, and utilities and service systems (11 areas).
The cost to renovate and preserve the Music Building 1100 would be approximately $11 million;
however, the cost of the construction of a new building of the same size would be approximately
$16 million. Additionally, the cost to renovate and preserve the Theatre Arts Building 1300 and
Berkeley Center Building 3000 would be $14 million and $7 million, respectively. The cost to
construct new buildings of the same size would be approximately $21 million and $9 million,
respectively. Therefore, the cost of renovation of the Music Building 1100, Theatre Arts
Building 1300, and Berkeley Center Building 3000 would be 69%, 68%, and 79%, respectively,
of the cost to replace these buildings (Stephens, pers. comm. 2017).
The 2016 California Administrative Code, Part 1, Group 1, Section 4-309, requires that when the
cost of the reconstruction, alteration, or addition project exceeds 50% of the replacement value of
the existing building, it shall be evaluated and retrofitted as required to comply with current
effective regulations applicable to the rehabilitation of structural systems per Section 4-306 of
the California Administrative Code, which includes wind and seismic force upgrades. Therefore,
the California Administrative Code includes implicit consequences for renovation projects that
exceed 50% of the replacement value of the existing building.
Considering that renovation of these buildings would not result in the upgrades needed to meet
the educational goals for the campus, the Full Preservation Alternative would divert significant
public funds from the construction of new instructional buildings that would meet the District’s
educational goals.
Additionally, the Berkeley Center Building 3000 currently serves as the facilities department.
Because the Berkeley Center Building 3000 was originally constructed as an administrative
office building, it can only accommodate the facilities department offices and a few select trade
offices. Shop, supply, and other trade support spaces cannot be accommodated in the Berkeley
Center Building 3000 and are therefore housed on the main campus. Because the facilities
department administrative offices are separated from the shop spaces and the main campus, this
results in slower response times. Additionally, there is limited line of sight from the campus
entrance north of North Berkeley Avenue to the main campus entrance, resulting in safety issues
Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
6-22

6 – ALTERNATIVES

for facilities department employees. Therefore, the Full Preservation Alternative would not be
desirable from a programming and safety standpoint.
The adoption of the Full Preservation Alternative would not meet the project objectives
identified by the District for campus growth through 2025 because of the need for a new
performing arts building to meet the educational goals for the campus, the desire to consolidate
maintenance and operations and facilities operations on the main campus for greater efficiency,
and the need to reduce pedestrian and traffic conflicts for students and staff while crossing North
Berkeley Avenue. The Full Preservation Alternative fails to fully accomplish the project
objectives in the District’s vision but has fewer environmental impacts than the proposed project.
Because the Full Preservation Alternative has fewer environmental impacts and it avoids a
significant impact to the historic districts, it is environmentally superior to the proposed project.

6.3.4

Partial Preservation Alternative

In response to the finding that there is evidence of areas that appear eligible as historic districts
on campus (referred to in this Program EIR as historic districts; see the Cultural Resources Study
included as Appendix C to the Program EIR), an alternative was developed to represent a partial
preservation option. The Partial Preservation Alternative suggests the preservation of characterdefining features in historic district contributor buildings and reuse, rather than demolition, of
the Music Building 1100, which was found to be not only a contributor to the Fullerton Junior
College Campus Historic District, but also individually eligible for listing under the National
Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, and at a local
level. The Music Building 1100 could become classrooms and be used as swing space as needs
change. Under this alternative, the Theatre Arts Building 1300 would be demolished to make
room for the much-needed Welcome Center, which would be located very close to the
prominent corner of Lemon Street and Chapman Avenue, and the Berkeley Center 3000
building would be demolished to make room for additional student parking. Figure 6-2 shows
the Partial Preservation Alternative.
Analysis
Aesthetics
The Facilities Master Plan focuses on the construction of new buildings and renovations and
additions to existing buildings on campus to meet instructional needs while ensuring that the
buildings are aesthetically pleasing; expansion of veterans’ services; opportunities to improve
circulation; health and safety repairs; energy-efficient enhancements; water conservation; and
building security upgrades. The Partial Preservation Alternative proposes the preservation and
reuse of the Music Building 1100 and preservation of character-defining features on contributor
buildings, similar to the Full Preservation Alternative.
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Under the Partial Preservation Alternative, a greater effort would likely need to be made to
integrate new building design with the existing buildings’ design, as well as to restore the
existing buildings in a way that preserves their historic integrity. Preservation of the buildings
could be done in such a way that they would be aesthetically pleasing, but it not allow the
placement of board-formed concrete panels on Mid-Century Modern buildings to give them the
look of the original college campus. Because the Applied Arts/Humanities Building 500 and Fine
Arts Gallery Building 1000 are Mid-Century Modern style buildings, the application of Spanish
Colonial Revival style details is considered incompatible with the existing style and aesthetic of
the modern buildings, and does not conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. The Partial Preservation Alternative would keep both the Spanish Colonial
Revival and Mid-Century Modern architectural themes intact, but would not meet the District’s
objectives to better integrate the two design styles on campus. It also would not allow the District
to place the Welcome Center exactly at the corner of Lemon Street and Chapman Avenue, yet
the Welcome Center would be very close to the corner (just to the north of the Music Building
1100), still providing an entryway location into the campus for new and prospective students.
Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral compared to the
proposed project in terms of aesthetics impacts because it would not meet the objectives of the
proposed project and it would still impact historic buildings and districts.
Air Quality
Because there would be less new construction under the Partial Preservation Alternative, there
would be fewer construction-related air quality impacts. A reduction in construction of new
facilities would mean that there would be less construction-related criteria air pollutant
emissions. However, the proposed Welcome Center would be more energy efficient and would
result in less criteria air pollutant emissions associated with building energy when compared to
the operation of the existing Theatre Arts Building 1300. However, the majority of criteria air
pollutant emissions would be associated with vehicle trips to and from the campus, which is not
anticipated to change when comparing the proposed project to the Partial Preservation
Alternative, because student growth would be the same under both scenarios. Therefore, the
Partial Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project in
terms of air quality impacts.
Cultural Resources
The Partial Preservation Alternative would focus on the preservation and reuse of structures on
campus that compose the historic districts. It would preserve the individually eligible Music
Building 1100 but it would still demolish two historic district contributors, the Theatre Arts
Building 1300 and Berkeley Center Building 3000. Because two other historic district
contributors would be demolished, historic resources impacts under this alternative would be
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considered significant and adverse. Because there would be less new construction, the
potential for impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources would be less, although
these impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level under both the proposed project
and the Partial Preservation Alternative. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative
would be considered environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project with regard
to cultural resources impacts.
Geology and Soils
Although construction activity would be reduced under the Partial Preservation Alternative, the same
number of students would likely be exposed to geology and soils impacts, including earthquakes,
ground shaking, and liquefaction, regardless of whether they would be housed in a new or an old
building. The buildings on campus were designed after 1933, when it was required that school
buildings meet the earthquake safety requirements of the Field Act. Furthermore, any efforts to
restore and reuse the older buildings would involve a structural integrity analysis related to any
proposed reuse of the structures. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative would be considered
environmentally neutral compared to the proposed project with regard to geology and soils impacts.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
A reduction in new construction under the Partial Preservation Alternative would mean that there
would be less construction-related GHG emissions. A reduction in construction of new facilities
would mean that there would be less construction-related GHG emissions. However, the
proposed Welcome Center would be more energy efficient and would result in less GHG
emissions associated with building energy when compared to the operation of the existing
Theatre Arts Building 1300. However, the majority of GHG emissions would be associated with
vehicle trips to and from the campus, which is not anticipated to change when comparing the
proposed project to the Partial Preservation Alternative, because student growth would be the
same under both scenarios. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is environmentally
neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of GHG emissions impacts.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Due to the age of the buildings planned for demolition as part of the proposed project and the
potential for renovation of portions of buildings that may be considered historic or have
character-defining features, contaminated materials and hazardous substances, like lead-based
paint or asbestos, could be released. Impacts would also occur under the Partial Preservation
Alternative because renovation of existing buildings, although performed in a way that would not
compromise character-defining features, could also result in the release of contaminated
materials and hazardous substances such as lead-based paint or asbestos, which would require
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mitigation. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is environmentally neutral compared
to the proposed project in terms of hazards and hazardous materials impacts.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Both the proposed project and the Partial Preservation Alternative would have hydrology and water
quality impacts that could be mitigated, although there would be reduced impacts under the Partial
Preservation Alternative because there would be less new construction. These impacts are
primarily related to the potential for erosion and water quality impacts during construction. The
amount of pervious and impervious surfaces would be similar under the proposed project and the
Partial Preservation Alternative; therefore, operational impacts related to hydrology and water
quality are expected to be the same. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is considered
neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of hydrology and water quality impacts.
Land Use
The Partial Preservation Alternative suggests the reuse, rather than demolition, of the Music
Building 1100, which was found to be not only a contributor to the Fullerton Junior College
Campus Historic District, but also individually eligible for listing. The Partial Preservation
Alternative would promote consistency with relevant goals and policies of The Fullerton Plan
and the zoning code by preserving an additional historic building compared to the proposed
project. Therefore, a cumulative impact associated with a conflict with The Fullerton Plan
could be avoided with the Partial Preservation Alternative, and this alternative is considered
superior to the proposed project in terms of land use impacts.
Noise
Both the proposed project and the Partial Preservation Alternative would have noise impacts
that could be mitigated. These impacts are primarily related to the potential for noise impacts
during construction. Although the Partial Preservation Alternative would have less new
construction, it would still involve building renovation, which would result in equipment noise.
Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed
project in terms of noise impacts.
Population and Housing
Under the Partial Preservation Alternative, fewer new instructional buildings that have been
identified as needed for the campus’s future projected growth would be constructed. The
proposed project includes plans for future growth and provides opportunities for student
enrichment through educational programming and the new facilities to meet those needs. It can
be argued that the Partial Preservation Alternative would meet the project objectives to plan for
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future growth with construction of modern buildings that meet today’s instructional needs and
that it would not result in significant expenditure of resources to upgrade the older buildings.
However, the Partial Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed
project in terms of population and housing impacts, because it would not fully accommodate
future growth of the campus (e.g., in the performing arts) despite preserving a key historic
district contributing building (the Music Building1100).
Public Services
Impacts to public services under the proposed project would be less than significant, and it is
anticipated that these impacts would be very similar under the Partial Preservation Alternative.
This assumption is made for the Partial Preservation Alternative because the need for public
services is tied to projected growth more than to the types of buildings that are being used.
Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed
project in terms of public services impacts.
Traffic and Circulation
Under the proposed project, traffic and circulation impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
Because projected growth under the Partial Preservation Alternative is assumed to be very
similar (the growth-inducing elements would still exist under this plan) to that under the
proposed project, traffic and circulation impacts are assumed to be similar. Therefore, the Partial
Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the proposed project in terms of
traffic and circulation impacts.
Utilities and Service Systems
Under the proposed project, there would be a need for additional water, wastewater, and landfill
services related to campus growth on the proposed project site. However, these impacts are
considered less than significant. Because projected growth under the Partial Preservation
Alternative is assumed to be very similar (the growth-inducing elements would still exist under
this plan) to that under the proposed project, utilities and service systems impacts are assumed to
be similar. Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative is considered neutral compared to the
proposed project in terms of utilities and service systems impacts.
Conclusion
The Partial Preservation Alternative would be considered environmentally superior in land use
(one area). It would not be environmentally inferior in any areas and would be environmentally
neutral with regard to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, GHG

Fullerton College Facilities Master Plan Program EIR
August 2017

9422.0001
6-27

6 – ALTERNATIVES

emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, population and
housing, public services, traffic and circulation, and utilities and service systems (12 areas).
The cost to renovate and preserve the Music Building 1100 would be approximately $11 million;
however, the cost of the construction of a new building of the same size would be approximately
$16 million. Therefore, the cost of renovation of the Music Building 1100 would be 69% of the
cost to replace the building (Stephens, pers. comm. 2017).
Additionally, the 2016 California Administrative Code, Part 1, Group 1, Section 4-309, requires
that when the cost of the reconstruction, alteration, or addition project exceeds 50% of the
replacement value of the existing building, it shall be evaluated and retrofitted as required to
comply with current effective regulations applicable to the rehabilitation of structural systems
per Section 4-306 of the California Administrative Code, which includes wind and seismic force
upgrades. Therefore, the California Administrative Code includes implicit consequences for
renovation projects that exceed 50% of the replacement value of the existing building.
Considering that renovation of this building would not result in the upgrades needed to meet the
educational goals for the campus, the Partial Preservation Alternative would divert significant
public funds from the construction of new instructional buildings that would meet the District’s
educational goals.
The Partial Preservation Alternative, through preservation of the Music Building 1100 on the
corner of Lemon Street and Chapman Avenue, would not meet the District’s objectives of
locating Fullerton College’s Welcome Center Building at that key corner to capitalize on its
visibility, by creating an entryway to the campus. The Partial Preservation Alternative fails to
fully accomplish the project objectives in the District’s vision but has fewer environmental
impacts than the proposed project. Because the Partial Preservation Alternative has fewer
environmental impacts than the proposed project, it is environmentally superior to the proposed
project. However, it would still be considered to have significant and adverse impacts to historic
resources because it would entail demolishing two other historic buildings, the Theatre Arts
Building 1300 and the Berkeley Center Building 3000.

6.4

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Table 6-4 shows that the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA is the No Project/No
Development Alternative. However, when the No Project Alternative is environmentally
superior, CEQA mandates another alternative be identified (14 CCR 15126.6(e)(2)). Thus, the
Full Preservation Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA because it
reduces the significant and unavoidable impact to historic resources.
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Table 6-4
Comparison of Alternatives

Resource Topic
Aesthetics
Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use
Noise
Population and Housing
Public Services
Traffic and Circulation
Utilities and Service Systems
Totala
Eliminates a significant impact of the
proposed project?

No Project/
Existing Master
Plan
−1
+1
+1
0
+1
0
0
+1
0
0
0
+1
0
4
Yes

No Project/No
Development
−1
+1
+1
0
+1
0
+1
+1
+1
0
0
+1
+1
7
Yes

Full
Preservation
0
0
+1
0
0
0
0
+1
0
0
0
0
0
2
Yes

Partial
Preservation
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
+1
0
0
0
0
0
1
No

Notes: 0 = environmentally neutral; −1 = environmentally inferior; +1 = environmentally superior.
a
Sum of superior findings with inferior findings factored in.
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