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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after 
public notice is given of  the availability of  the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before 
certification. Pursuant to Section 15088.5(a) of  the CEQA Guidelines, “significant new information” requiring 
recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that 1) a new significant environmental impact would 
result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented (Section 15088.5[a][1]); 
2) a substantial increase in the severity of  an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of  insignificance (Section 15088.5[a][2]).; 3) a feasible project 
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen 
the environmental impacts of  the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it (Section 
15088.5[a][3]); and 4) the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. 
(1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043) (Section 15088.5[a][4]). 

When the original Draft EIR was released on December 5, 2020, replacement field locations were not selected 
by the District to mitigate significant impacts to recreation resulting from displacing four ballfields from the 
project site, and the DEIR concluded that recreation impacts were significant and unavoidable. The District 
subsequently identified two locations for replacement fields:  

 Kwis Elementary School (1925 Kwis Avenue in Hacienda Heights). Replacement of  one large and one 
small ballfield, both with sports lighting. 
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 Cedarlane Academy (16333 Cedarlane Drive in Hacienda Heights). Replacement of  two small ballfields 
without lights.  

Therefore, the District prepared and recirculated the Draft EIR to evaluate environmental impacts that may 
result from the development and operation of  the replacement ballfields as mitigation for impacts to recreation 
facilities pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)(1). The analysis is limited to environmental 
topics that could potentially have significant impact.  

This document contains responses to comments received on the originally circulated DEIR for the proposed 
project from the public review period that began December 5, 2019, and closed January 21, 2020, and the 
comments received on the Recirculated DEIR (RDEIR) from the review period that began February 19, 2021, 
and closed April 5, 2021. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of  the Lead Agency, the Hacienda La Puente Unified 
School District (District or HLPUSD). This document and the circulated DEIR, RDEIR, and Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments to the First Circulated DEIR. This section provides a list of  agencies 
and interested persons commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review 
period, and individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment 
letter has been reproduced and assigned a number (A1 through A7 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations, and R1 through R26 for letters received from residents). Individual comments have been 
numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment 
number.  

Section 3, Response to Comments to the Recirculated DEIR. This section provides a list of  agencies and 
interested persons commenting on the RDEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review 
period, and individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment 
letter has been reproduced and assigned a number (AA1 through AA3 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations, and RR1 through RR30 for letters received from residents). Individual comments have been 
numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment 
number.  

Section 4, Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2 and/or errors and 
omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  
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Section 5, Revisions to the Recirculated DEIR. This section contains revisions to the RDEIR text and 
figures as a result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Sections 3 
and/or errors and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the RDEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. HLPUSD 
staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  significant 
new information that requires recirculation of  the EIR for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a significant new 
environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR and the RDEIR. Additionally, none of  this material 
indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified environmental 
impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring recirculation 
described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  EIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the document 
in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant effects of  the 
project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is determined 
in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need 
to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency and 
trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 
The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the 
legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments on the DEIR 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (HLPUSD) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and prepare 
written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the HLPUSD’s responses to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the DEIR text are 
shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review 
period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 
Agencies and Organizations 

A1 County of Los Angeles Fire Department January 7, 2020 2-8 
A2 California Department of Transportation January 3, 2020 2-11 
A3 County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation January 15, 2020 2-15 
A4 County of Los Angeles Public Works Department January 21, 2020 2-19 
A5 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County January 21, 2020 2-24 
A6 Rowland Water District January 7, 2020 2-27 
A7 South Coast Air Quality Management District January 21, 2020 2-40 

Residents 
R1 Blanco, Jolene January 23, 2020 2-53 
R2 Chang, Vickie January 19, 2020 2-60 
R3 Chang, Yuchi January 17, 2020 2-62 
R4 Chen, Angeline January 18, 2020 2-64 
R5 Chen, Dan January 22, 2020 2-66 
R6 Cho, YeeKi January 17, 2020 2-68 
R7 Don, Zona January 17, 2020 2-70 
R8 Fan, Derick January 21, 2020 2-73 
R9 Fan, Ivory January 17, 2020 2-76 
R10 Greenup, Cindy January 21, 2020 2-78 
R11 Jennie January 21, 2020 2-81 
R12 Jenny January 21, 2020 2-85 
R13a Kovall, Sue January 21, 2020 2-89 
R14 Kuo, Alex January 22, 2020 2-94 
R15 Kuo, Vivian January 20, 2020 2-97 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-2 PlaceWorks 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

R16 Lai, Ming January 17, 2020 2-104 
R17 Lai, Ming_2 January 20, 2020 2-109 
R18 Lee, Anita January 17, 2020 2-112 
R19 Li, Joann January 17, 2020 2-114 
R20 Li, Mandy January 20, 2020 2-116 
R21 Navar, Gabriela January 21, 2020 2-118 
R22 Quinones, Adriana January 21, 2020 2-122 
R23 Salazar, Christine January 21, 2020 2-125 
R24 Wong, Ben January 17, 2020 2-128 
R25 Yu, Hazel Carlo January 21, 2020 2-130 
R26 Yu, Jessie January 18, 2020 2-132 
R27 Kovall, Sue January 21, 2020 2-137 
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2.1 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (DEIR COMMENTS) 
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LETTER A1 – County of  Los Angeles Fire Department (3 page[s]) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Michael Y. Takeshita, Acting Chief, Forestry Division, 
Prevention Services Bureau, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, dated January 7, 2020. 

A1-1 The Planning Division indicated that they have no comment.  

A1-2 The comments do not address the adequacy of  the DEIR; instead, the comments list 
specific standards and requirements the proposed project must follow. Any residential 
development included as part of  Phase 2 of  this project will be developed in accordance 
with the listed standards. No further response is required.  

A1-3 The comment states that the statutory responsibilities of  the Forestry Division include 
erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel 
modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, archaeological and cultural 
resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance, and that potential impacts in these areas 
should be addressed. Potential impacts to listed areas have been addressed. Impacts related 
to erosion control and watershed management are discussed in the DEIR Sections 5.3, 
Geology and Soils, and 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality; rare and endangered species and 
vegetation impacts are discussed in the Initial Study Section 3.4, Biological Resources; fuel 
modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones is discussed in the Initial Study 
Section 3.20, Wildfire, and archaeological and cultural resources are discussed in the Initial 
Study Section 3.5, Cultural Resources.  

The comment indicates that if  oak trees exist on-site, a permit shall be obtained per the 
Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance. As stated in the Initial Study Section 3.4(e) 
(Appendix A to the DEIR), the project site does not have any oak trees, and development 
of  the proposed project would not conflict with any terms of  the Oak Tree Permits, Los 
Angeles County Code, Sections 22.56.2050 et seq. No further response is necessary. 

A1-4 The Health Hazardous Materials Division of  the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
indicated that they have no comment. 
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LETTER A2 – California Department of  Transportation (2 page[s]) 
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A2. Response to Comments Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief, Department of 
Transportation, dated January 3, 2020. 

A2-1 The comment indicates that the nearest state facility to the project site is State Route 60 
(SR-60), and the Department of  Transportation (Caltrans) does not expect the proposed 
project to result in a direct adverse impact to the existing Caltrans facilities. No further 
response is necessary.  

A2-2 The comment states that Caltrans encourages the lead agency to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and facilitate a high level of  non-
motorized travel and transit use. The comments also indicate that Caltrans encourages the 
lead agency to evaluate the transportation demand management (TDM) strategies. Section 
5.8, Transportation, of  the DEIR was recirculated for public review and includes VMT 
analysis per SB 743. The RDEIR determined that the Phase 2 development (residential 
portion of  the proposed project) would result in significant and unavoidable VMT 
impacts, while the Phase 1, K-8 school portion of  the proposed project would result in 
less than significant impact. The residential portion of  the development would be required 
to consider TDM strategies at the time of  development application to the County of  Los 
Angeles.  

A2-3 The comment indicates that stormwater runoff  is a sensitive issue for the County, and the 
proposed project needs to be designed to discharge clean runoff  water. As discussed in 
DEIR Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would be designed to 
ensure that no increase in runoff  volume and amount of  pollutants would flow to the 
County’s storm water drainage system. No specific comments have been provided; no 
further response is necessary.  
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LETTER A3 – County of  Los Angeles Department of  Parks and Recreation (2 pages 

) 
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A3. Response to Comments from Alina Bokde, Deputy Director, County of Los Angeles 
Department of Parks and Recreation, dated January 15, 2020. 

A3-1 The comment indicates that the District should coordinate with the Department of  Parks 
and Recreation (DPR) prior to closing of  the existing fields to determine the most 
appropriate replacement facility, and the Mitigation Measure REC-1 should be modified.  

 Section 5.7, Recreation, of  the DEIR has been modified and was recirculated for review. 
The District has identified two District-owned sites to replace four baseball fields to be 
displaced, and impacts have been reduced a less than significant level. No further response 
is necessary.  

A3-2 Section 5.7, Recreation, of  the DEIR has been modified and was recirculated for review. 
The Recirculated DEIR states that the in-lieu fee collection is for the residential 
development portion of  the proposed project. No further response is necessary.  
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LETTER A4 – County of  Los Angeles Public Works Department (2 pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from Jose L. Suarez, P.E., Senior Engineer, Los Angeles County 
Public Works, dated January 21, 2020. 

A4-1 DEIR Section 2.2, Notice of  Preparation and Initial Study, Table 2-1, Government 
Agency NOP Written Comments Summary, pages 2-4 and 2-5, has been modified in 
response to Comment A4-1. 

 Table 2-1 Government Agency NOP Written Comments Summary 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Letter Dated Summary of Comments Response/Issue Addressed In: 
Los Angeles 
County Public 
Works Department 

8/27/2019 Comments that the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling 
Access Act of 1991 requires each development project to 
provide an adequate storage area for collection and removal of 
recyclable materials. 

The proposed K-8 School 
provides a site plan showing the 
trash enclosure, and this area 
would also provide as storage 
area for collection and removal 
of recyclable materials. The 
residential development would 
also be required comply with the 
California Solid Waste Reuse 
and Recycling Act and provide 
appropriate storage area for 
collection and removal of 
recyclable materials.  

 

A4-2 As stated in the comment, the District acknowledges in the DEIR that the County will 
not permit an increase in runoff  to the County storm drainage system and will not permit 
connection to the County system. The proposed project will be required to retain and 
maintain on-site stormwater runoff. Comment is noted and no further response is 
necessary.  

A4-3 As stated in the DEIR, no specific plans for residential development are available. The 
residential project will be required to go through a separate discretionary action process 
through County of  Los Angeles with appropriate plans, including, but not limited to a 
hydrology report and a low impact development plan as part of  the hydrology report. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure HYD-1 was incorporated. The proposed project, both the 
school component and the residential component, will not be implemented unless it is 
demonstrated to the Los Angeles County Director of  Public Works that the proposed 
project will maintain or reduce the project site’s runoff  rate and volume prior to approval 
of  the final grading plans. When an actual residential development is proposed, a 
hydrology report and a low impact development plan will be submitted to the County for 
review and approval.  

A4-4 A Traffic Impact Analysis was submitted to the County Public Works and reviewed by 
Kent Tsujii of  Public Works, Traffic Safety and Mobility Division. The Traffic Impact 
Analysis was revised per the comments and was circulated as Appendix F to the RDEIR. 
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A4-5 There are no specific plans for the residential development; therefore, a geotechnical 
report for the residential component is not available. Appendix A, Initial Study, Section 
3.7(a)(iii) indicates that the project site is within an area that has been identified as being 
potentially susceptible to liquefaction. However, because the project site soils consist of  
silt, silty clay, and clay, the risk of  liquefaction is considered low. Furthermore, the 
proposed project, both the school and the residential components, will be required to 
comply with the mostly recently adopted California Building Code (CBC) to ensure that 
impacts from liquefaction is reduced to a less than significant level. If  and when an actual 
specific residential development plan is developed, a geotechnical report will be prepared 
and submitted to the County for review and approval.  
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LETTER A5 – Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County (3 pages) 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-22 PlaceWorks 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

April 2021 Page 2-23 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-24 PlaceWorks 

A5. Response to Comments from Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist, Facilities Planning 
Department, Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, dated January 21, 2020. 

A5-1 DEIR page 5.5-6 has been revised per the comment. The revision would not change the 
analysis or conclusion of  the DEIR. No further response is necessary. 

Page 5.5-6, Section 5.5.1.2, Existing Conditions. The following text is modified. Deletions 
to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

There is storm drainage along Eagle Park Road and along the east boundary that conveys 
collected stormwater to the Lower San Gabriel Valley Reach 4, then to San Jose Creek 
Water Reclamation Plant along San Gabriel River to the north. 

A5-2 DEIR page 5.10-6 has been revised per the comment. The revision would not change the 
analysis or conclusion of  the DEIR. No further response is necessary.  

Page 5.10-6, Section 5.10.4, Environmental Impacts, Impact 5.10-2. The following text is 
modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known 
underline. 

There is existing 10-inch sewer line in Wedgeworth Drive to the south, which is connected 
to an 18-inch main in the sewer easement along the north property line before being 
conveyed to the Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County’s Joint Outfall H Unit 7C 
Trunk Sewer in a private right-of-way along the north side of  the San Jose Creek. 

A5-3 The provided information was included in Page 5.10-6, Section 5.10.4, Environmental 
Impacts, Impact 5.10-2. No further response is necessary. 

A5-4 The provided information was included in Page 5.10-7, Section 5.10.4, Environmental 
Impacts, Impact 5.10-2. No further response is necessary. 

A5-5 The provided information was included in Page 5.10-6, Section 5.10.4, Environmental 
Impacts, Impact 5.10-2. No further response is necessary. 

A5-6 The provided information was included in Page 5.10-4, Section 5.10.3, Plans, Programs, 
and Policies, Regulatory Requirements USS-2. No further response is necessary. 

A5-7 The comment does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the 
DEIR. No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER A6 – Rowland Water District (2 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from Dave Warren, Assistant General Manager, Rowland Water 
District, dated January 7, 2020. 

A6-1 The proposed project will provide a minimum flow of  2,375 gallons per minute at a 
residual pressure of  20 psi on all new on-site private fire hydrants as required by the State 
Water Resources Control Board. The Rowland Water District (RWD) tested the 10-inch 
water main in Wedgeworth Drive on January 25, 2019, and the results indicated that the 
water main had a static pressure of  91 psi and a residual pressure of  80 psi, which can 
provide 6,878 gallons per minute at a residual pressure of  20 psi. RWD also tested fire 
hydrant flow on surrounding public hydrants on May 31, 2019, and the results indicated 
that the static pressure was 91 psi and the residual pressure was 88 psi, providing 6,600 
gallons per minute at a residual pressure of  20 psi. The fire flow tests demonstrated that 
the existing infrastructure surrounding the project site can provide the required fire flow 
demand for the proposed project, and upgrades to the existing infrastructure in the street 
are not necessary. The Los Angeles County Fire Department approved the design of  the 
project on June 10, 2019.   

A6-2 The proposed project would add a 4-inch potable water service line with a 3-inch water 
meter and an 8-inch fire service line into the 10-inch water main in Wedgeworth Drive. 
No improvements are planned for the 6-inch watermain in Eagle Park Road. The existing 
water meter for the existing Wedgeworth Elementary School would be removed once the 
new school is operational. The District will submit the new fire water and domestic water 
line plans for the proposed project to RWD for review and approval prior to the start of  
project construction, therefore ensuring that the pipe capacity and size are adequate. 

A6-3 See Response A6-1. Since the 10-inch water main in Wedgeworth Drive can provide the 
required fire flow demand with the existing infrastructure, the existing infrastructure does 
not need to be upgraded, and no additional hydraulic flow analysis would be necessary.  
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LETTER A7 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (11 pages) 
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A7. Response to Comments from Lijin Sun, J.D., Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR, Planning Rule 
Development and Area Sources, South Coast Air Quality Management District, dated January 
21, 2020. 

A7-1 The comment includes introductory remarks and a summary of  the project description, 
air quality analysis, health risk assessment (HRA).No response is required for general 
comments and responses to the detailed comments are provided below.   

A7-2 The general comments indicate concerns that the Lead Agency did not discuss or analyze 
overlapping construction and operation impact scenario, that the operational emissions 
from school buses may be underestimated, and that the Lead Agency did not use the 
appropriate age bins to calculate risk to future students at the proposed project. Responses 
to these concerns are provided in Comments A7-4 through A7-17 below. 

Additionally, the comment indicates concerns that the Lead Agency did not discuss the 
potential long-term health risk to future residents who will live in the proposed residential 
uses. Responses to this concern is provided in Comment A7-9.  

A7-3 The comment requests the Lead Agency provide written responses to all comments 
contained herein prior to certification of  the Final EIR. Responses are provided. 

A7-4 The commenter recommends analysis of  a combined scenario where project-related 
construction and operational activities would overlap. While the commenter recommends 
use of  the South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) regional 
operational significance thresholds to evaluate the combined operation and construction 
emissions to, South Coast AQMD has not released formal guidance on the regional 
significance thresholds for this scenario. However, as recommended, Table 1 is included 
below for informational purposes. The table shows the maximum daily emissions for a 
scenario where project-related construction and operation activities overlap. Based on the 
development timeline for the proposed project, it is anticipated that construction activities 
could occur concurrently with operations at the proposed school starting in year 2024 
during Phase 2 construction. For purposes of  this discussion, the maximum daily 
combined emissions shown in the table represent a slightly conservative scenario as the 
maximum daily operational emissions are based on calendar year 2021 vehicle emission 
rates. In general, vehicle emission rates for calendar year 2024, which is the year the overlap 
scenario would occur, would be slightly lower than the rates for calendar year 2024 due to 
vehicle turnover of  older vehicles to newer cleaner vehicles.  
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Table 1 Potential Overlap of Construction and Operational Activities 

Maximum Daily Emissions 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Phase 2 Maximum Daily Construction Emissions1  100 28 25 <1 9 5 
Year 2021 Maximum Operational Emissions 4 1 6 <1 1 <1 
Max Daily Combined Emissions2 104 29 31 <1 10 6 
South Coast AQMD Operational Regional 

Significance Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Thresholds? Yes No No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2. 
Notes: 
1 Based on the maximum daily emissions generated during Phase 2 construction activities, which are anticipated to occur between years 2024 and 2025. 
2 The maximum daily combined emissions represent a slightly conservative scenario because calendar year 2021 vehicle emission rates are generally slightly higher than 

emission rates for calendar years 2024 and 2025, the years in which Phase 2 construction activities would occur. 
 

As shown in the table, the combined emissions would exceed the operational regional 
significance threshold for VOC. The primary reason for the exceedance is associated with 
project-related construction emissions, which by itself  exceeds the VOC regional 
significance threshold. Another reason is comparison of  construction-related emissions 
to the South Coast AQMD regional operational significance thresholds, which are more 
stringent than the South Coast AQMD regional construction significance thresholds for 
NOX and VOC. As stated, South Coast AQMD has not released or adopted formal 
guidance on the regional significance thresholds to use for the scenario involving overlap 
of  construction and operation. However, in response to the commenter, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2 has been revised to require use of  zero-VOC-content paints (i.e., 0 to 5 
grams per liter) as shown below and in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR. Deletions to 
the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are shown in underline. 

AQ-2 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall specify in 
the construction bid that the construction contractor(s) shall only use zero 
VOC (volatile organic compound) content (i.e., 0 to 5 grams per liter) interior 
paints and with a low VOC (volatile organic compound) content with a 
maximum concentration of  30 grams per liter (g/L) exterior paints for 
residential building architectural coating to reduce VOC emissions. All 
building and site plans shall note use of  zero-VOC-content paints with a 
maximum VOC concentration of 30 g/L. Prior to construction, the 
construction contractor(s) shall ensure that all construction plans submitted 
to the District’s Director of Facilities and Maintenance, or designee, clearly 
show this requirement. This requirement shall be noted on all construction 
management plans. 

As shown in Table 2, below, the revised Mitigation Measure AQ-2, which requires zero-
VOC-content interior paints (i.e., paints with a VOC content of  5 grams per liter or less), 
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would reduce VOC emissions to below the South Coast AQMD regional significance 
threshold for operation. 

Table 2 Potential Overlap of Construction and Operational Activities With Mitigation 

Maximum Daily Emissions 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Emissions with Original Mitigation Measure AQ-2       
Phase 2 Maximum Daily Construction Emissions1  60 28 25 <1 9 5 
Year 2021 Maximum Operational Emissions 4 1 6 <1 1 <1 
Max Daily Combined Emissions2 64 29 31 <1 10 6 
South Coast AQMD Operational Regional Significance 

Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Thresholds? Yes No No No No No 
Emissions with Revised Mitigation Measures AQ-2       
Phase 2 Maximum Daily Construction Emissions3 33 28 25 <1 9 5 
Year 2021 Maximum Operational Emissions 4 1 6 <1 1 <1 
Max Daily Combined Emissions2 37 29 31 <1 10 6 
South Coast AQMD Operational Regional Significance 

Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Thresholds? No No No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2. 
Notes: 
1 Based on the maximum daily emissions generated during Phase 2 construction activities, which are anticipated to occur between years 2024 and 2025. 
2 The maximum daily combined emissions represent a slightly conservative scenario because calendar year 2021 vehicle emission rates are generally slightly higher than 

emission rates for calendar years 2024 and 2025, the years in which Phase 2 construction activities would occur. 
3 Incorporates revised Mitigation Measure AQ-2, which would require use of zero VOC interior paints during construction for all residential buildings. For purposes of 

modeling, zero VOC paint is assumed to have a VOC content of 5 grams per liter. 
 

A7-5 The commenter correctly states the fleet mix assumed for school buses in the CalEEMod 
modeling result in less than one daily trip and recommends updating the modeling to 
reflect additional school bus trips. The existing school operations currently does not 
provide busing for the students. While development of  the proposed project could result 
in providing school busing for special needs students, it is anticipated that the number of  
school bus trips accommodating the special needs students would be minimal. Thus, 
although the addition of  more school bus trips into the air emissions modeling could 
result in higher daily emissions, it is not anticipated that these additional school bus trips 
would substantially increase maximum daily emissions over what is shown in Table 5.1-11 
and Table 5.1-12 of  the DEIR and result in maximum daily emissions that would exceed 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) regional significance 
thresholds for operations. As shown in Tables 5.1-11 and 5.1-12, the maximum daily 
emissions are substantially below the regional significance thresholds. As stated on page 
5.1-22 of  the DEIR, the proposed school and residential uses are projected to generate 
1,134 weekday average daily trips (ADT) and 1,171 weekend ADTs, respectively. Based on 
estimated emissions shown in Tables 5.1-11 and 5.1-12, even if  the ADTs were to be 
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doubled, thereby doubling the project-related operational mobile-source emissions, the 
maximum daily emissions would still not exceed the South Coast AQMD regional 
significance thresholds for emissions. Because it is not anticipated that the proposed 
project would result in new school bus trips in these amounts, it is anticipated that 
accounting for additional school buses would not materially change the results and cause 
an exceedance of  the regional significance thresholds. 

A7-6 The comment recommends that the lead agency review and consider an HRA analysis for 
future school children and staff  sited near SR-60. An HRA has been provided and is 
included as Appendix D to the DEIR. The HRA analyzed cancer and non-cancer risks to 
students and staff  attending the future school. No further response is necessary.  

A7-7 The commenter states the Lead Agency determined the cancer risk to students at 
proposed school site using the 2 to 16 years age bin. The commenter describes the 
protocol for determining a 30-year residential cancer risk per the 2015 revised Office of  
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) guidelines. As substantiated in 
Appendix D, Health Risk Assessment, of  the DEIR, nearby emission sources would not 
result in incremental cancer risks which exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District CEQA significance threshold of  10 in one million for future students and school 
workers. The exposure durations for each receptor type (i.e., 9-year period from 
kindergarten through 8th grade school student and 25-year period for school worker) are 
based on the 2015 OEHHA guidelines. Typical K-8 grade school students would not be 
exposed to cancer risks for 30 years. 

A7-8 The comment indicates the modeling for SR-60 operational emissions was incorrect, used 
improper emission scalars, and suggests SR-60 emissions be modeled as continuous 
operations (24 hours/day, 7 days/week, 52 weeks/year). As described in DEIR Appendix 
D, Health Risk Assessment, Section 4, the toxic air contaminant emission rates for SR-60 
were calculated based on peak hourly vehicle traffic and not the average daily traffic. 
Because future school students will not be exposed to the maximum or peak hour 
emission rates over the entire school day, emission rates were scaled using Caltrans 
Performance Measurement System (PeMS) data for the segment of  SR-60 nearest the 
proposed project. For example, the variable emission scalar during the peak hour would 
be 1 and for the remaining non-peak hours less than 1. Using this methodology allows for 
more accurately calculating the vehicle emissions a nearby receptor (i.e., school student) 
would be exposed to over a given period of  time (i.e., typical school hours). Additionally, 
the AERMOD air dispersion model allows for emission rate adjustments in the variable 
emissions module for both noncontinuous sources (i.e., businesses which operate less 
than 168 hours per week) and for receptors not exposed to continuous source emissions 
(i.e., workplace or school receptors near continuous sources such as freeways). Therefore, 
the exposures for school-based receptors to SR-60 emissions were modeled appropriately 
over typical school hours (between 8 am and 4 pm) and exposure frequency (40 hours per 
week).  
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A7-9 The commenter recommends the Lead Agency consider health impacts on future 
residents living at the proposed project by performing a mobile source HRA analysis to 
disclose the potential health risks in the Final EIR. As noted on page 5.1-20 of  the DEIR, 
per the California Supreme Court ruling in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District, the evaluation of  potential impacts of  the environment on 
a project is generally outside the purview of  CEQA. However, although an HRA for 
residential portion of  the proposed project from existing off-site emissions sources is not 
required under CEQA, future developers/applicants are required to submit an HRA to 
the County of  Los Angeles (County) pursuant to the Los Angeles County General Plan Update, 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (County of  Los Angeles, 
2015). Future developers/applicants for the residential portion of  the proposed project 
are required by Mitigation Measure AQ-3 of  the County General Plan to analyze and 
mitigate potential health risks to future residents of  the proposed project. The mitigation 
measure from the Los Angeles County General Plan is provided below. 

Los Angeles County General Plan Update, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, Mitigation Measure AQ-3: 

Applicants for sensitive land uses within the following distances as measured 
from the property line of  the project to the property line of  the source/edge of  
the nearest travel lane, from these facilities: 

 Industrial facilities within 1000 feet 

 Distribution centers (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet 

 Major transportation projects (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 
feet 

 Dry cleaners using perchloroethylene within 500 feet 

 Gasoline dispensing facilities within 300 feet  

Applicants shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the County prior to 
future discretionary project approval. The HRA shall be prepared in accordance 
with policies and procedures of  the state Office of  Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) and the applicable Air Quality Management District. The 
latest OEHHA guidelines shall be used for the analysis, including age sensitivity 
factors, breathing rates, and body weights appropriate for children age 0 to 6 
years. If  the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one 
million (10E-06) or the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the 
applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures 
are capable of  reducing potential cancer and non-cancer risks to an acceptable 
level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of  1.0), including appropriate 
enforcement mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk may include but are not 
limited to: 
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 Air intakes located away from high volume roadways and/or truck loading 
zones. 

 Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems of  the buildings provided 
with appropriately sized maximum efficiency rating value (MERV) filters. 

Mitigation measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures 
in the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site development plan 
as a component of  the proposed project. The air intake design and MERV filter 
requirements shall be noted and/or reflected on all building plans submitted to the 
County of  Los Angeles and shall be verified by the County’s Planning Department. 

A7-10 The commenter recommends the Lead Agency review referenced guidance documents 
when making local planning and land use decisions. The District has reviewed them. 

A7-11 Commenter states that “CEQA requires all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond 
what is required by law be utilized to minimize or eliminate any significant adverse air 
quality impacts.” The commenter also notes that while Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and 
AQ-3 would reduce project construction-related PM10 and PM2.5 on-site emissions to 
below their respective screening-level localized significance thresholds (LSTs), 
recommended revisions were provided for Mitigation Measure AQ-1 that would result in 
further emissions reductions below the screening-level LSTs.  

CEQA requires the lead agency to identify feasible mitigation measures that will avoid or 
substantially lessen a project’s significant effects. As noted by the commenter, and detailed 
in Section 5.2, Air Quality, of  the DEIR, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-3 were 
incorporated into the project and would reduce construction-related localized air quality 
impacts to a less than significant level. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4), 
“mitigation measures must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of  the project.” 
Because Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-3 are shown to suffice in reducing potential 
construction-related localized impacts to less than significant levels, no additional 
measures to further reduce construction-related emissions are necessary.  

A7-12 The commenter provides recommended revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ-3 that would 
expand the three times per day watering requirement for Phase 1 site preparation activities 
only to all ground-disturbing activities for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of  development. 
However, as stated in Response to Comment A7-11, because Mitigation Measure AQ-3 
and Mitigation Measure AQ-1 are shown to suffice in reducing potential construction-
related localized impacts to less than significant levels, no additional measures to further 
reduce construction-related emissions are necessary per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(4). However, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 has been revised as shown below and 
in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of  this FEIR. Deletions to the text are shown in 
strikethrough and additions are known underline. 
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AQ-3 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall specify in the construction 
bid that the construction contractor(s) shall water exposed ground surfaces and disturbed areas 
a minimum of three times per day during Phase 1 site preparation and grading activities to 
minimize fugitive dust and require additional watering as necessary if there is any evidence of 
wind-driven fugitive dust as defined in South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 
403(c)(36) (i.e., “visible emissions from any disturbed surface area which is generated by wind 
action alone”). In addition, the District shall also specify in the construction bid contract that 
the construction contractor(s) shall post visible signage that contains the South Coast AQMD 
complaint hotline telephone number in addition to the contact information for a District 
representative to report any complaints related to project construction activities. These signs 
shall be placed on the outer side of the construction areas or in such areas that are plainly 
visible to the public. Prior to construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that all 
construction plans submitted to the District’s Director of Facilities and Maintenance, or 
designee, clearly show the watering requirement to control fugitive dust.  

A7-13 The commenter identifies and recommends, as part of  a list of  additional construction-
related mitigation measures, to include use of  zero-emission or near-zero emissions on-
road haul trucks. As stated in Response to Comment A7-11, per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(4), “mitigation measures must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts 
of  the project.” Because Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-3 are shown to suffice 
in reducing potential construction-related localized impacts to less than significant levels, 
no additional measures to further reduce construction-related emissions are necessary. 

A7-14 The commenter identifies and recommends, as part of  a list of  additional construction-
related mitigation measures, to encourage construction contractors to apply for South 
Coast Air Quality Management District “SOON” funds. As stated in Response to 
Comment A7-11, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4), “mitigation measures must 
be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of  the project.” Because Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 through AQ-3 are shown to suffice in reducing potential construction-related 
localized impacts to less than significant levels, no additional measures to further reduce 
construction-related emissions are necessary. 

A7-15 The commenter provides a list of  recommended mitigation measures related to reducing 
project-related operational air quality impacts. Because no potentially significant 
operation-related air quality impacts were found for the proposed project, mitigation 
measures are not required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), which 
states that “mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be 
significant.”  

A7-16 Please refer to Response to Comment A7-15. 

A7-17 The commenter recommends the Lead Agency consider incorporating health risk 
strategies at the new school facilities and residential development and provides several 
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strategies to reduce exposures in residences. See Response to Comment A7-9 in regard to 
health risk strategies for the residential portion of  the project. As substantiated in 
Appendix D, Health Risk Assessment, of  the DEIR, nearby emission sources would not 
result in incremental cancer risks which exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District CEQA significance threshold of  10 in one million for future students and school 
workers. 
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2.2 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (DEIR COMMENTS) 
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LETTER R1 – Jolene Blanco (2 pages) 
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R1. Response to Comments from Jolene Blanco, dated January 23, 2020. 

R1-1 The community meeting was held to inform the residents of  the proposed K-8 School, 
and focused on issues related to the K-8 School. The Notice of  Availability (NOA) that 
was distributed on December 5, 2019, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a) 
correctly identified the proposed project as the K-8 school and the residential 
development. The NOA was published in a local newspaper and mailed to the residents 
within a 500-foot radius of  the project site. The content and title of  a flyer distributed by 
the District does not address the adequacy of  the DEIR.  

R1-2 There are no current plans for residential development, and the County Board of  
Supervisors has not approved the residential development component of  the proposed 
project. A separate discretionary action will be presented to the County Board of  
Supervisors when a residential project is proposed. A separate notification will be 
prepared and distributed in accordance with County requirements, and residents will be 
notified at a later date when a residential application is proposed and submitted to the 
County Board of  Supervisor for review and approval.  

R1-3 Phase 2 of  the proposed project has been analyzed in a conceptual level, because there is 
no specific development plan. Detailed analysis of  the residential development is 
speculative at this time and will be provided when an actual development plan is proposed. 
The EIR evaluates the residential development as worst-case scenario with up to 160 units 
and provides mitigation measures.  

R1-4 While the District prepared the EIR, which addresses the potential residential 
development, it does not have approval authority over Phase 2. The County of  Los 
Angeles is responsible for determining the appropriate CEQA document for the approval 
of  the residential portion of  the project (Phase 2). As the responsible agency it may use 
the current EIR or it may determine that additional analysis is needed and may prepare an 
addendum, a supplement to the current EIR or prepare a subsequent EIR.  

R1-5 The DEIR assumed a worst-case scenario of  constructing 160 units.  

R1-6 As stated in the Initial Study, Section 3.14(a), Population and Housing (Appendix A of  
the DEIR), the average household size is 2.90 for the unincorporated Los Angeles County 
based on the Department of  Finance (DOF) estimates. The Demographic Research Unit 
(DRU) of  the DOF is designated as the single official source of  demographic data for 
state planning and budgeting and is the appropriate source for estimating population 
impact. 

R1-7 RDEIR Section 7.1.1, Purpose and Scope, explains the foundation and legal requirements 
for the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[a] states that 
reasonable project alternatives are that would “feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives 
of  the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of  the 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-54 PlaceWorks 

project[.]” Project objectives are provided in Section 7.1.2, Project Objectives, and 
building a new K-5 school, keeping the baseball fields as they are, and eliminating the 
housing construction, as stated by the comment, would only partially meet the project 
objectives. Moreover, impacts from this alternative would be similar to Alternative 4, New 
Expanded K-8 School and Four Baseball Fields Retention (Including One Shared Field), 
an alternative from the RDEIR, except that the school would not be expanded. As with 
the conclusion of  Alternative 4, this alternative would lessen environmental impacts in all 
areas evaluated in the EIR (air quality, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, 
hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and 
utilities and service systems). This alternative would lessen the recreation impact, and no 
replacement fields construction would be necessary as mitigation. This alternative would 
also eliminate the significant transportation impact related to VMT for the residential 
portion of  the proposed project, and also eliminate significant LOS traffic impact 
compared to the proposed project. As stated by the commenter, this alternative is 
environmentally superior to the proposed project. Consideration of  this new alternative 
would not require recirculation of  the RDEIR as it would not result in new significant 
impact. This alternative will be considered by the Board of  Education. 

R1-8 The construction emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model, Version 2016.3.2, which is the air emissions model recommended by the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) and the other air districts. 
This model was created in conjunction with input from the air districts and has built-in 
emission rates and assumed control efficiencies for various emissions reduction measures. 
The modeling program includes the mitigation module that allows users to input various 
construction-related emissions reduction measures. One of  the options included is 
watering of  exposed/disturbed areas, which allows a user to select the watering of  a site 
either two or three times per day. The model assigns a default control efficiency for each 
option. Per the model, watering three times daily has a default fugitive dust control 
efficiency of  61 percent. As shown in Table 5.1-14, Maximum Daily Construction Emissions 
with Mitigation, of  the DEIR, using CalEEMod, and based on the anticipated construction 
activities and equipment anticipated for the proposed project, watering three times daily 
would suffice in reducing onsite particulate matter emissions to below the PM10 and PM2.5 
screening-level LSTs. 

 In general, projects in the South Coast AQMD jurisdiction must comply with South Coast 
AQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. This rule sets forth requirements for all projects that 
result in activities that result in generating fugitive dust, including construction-related 
activities. The Rule contains requirements pertaining to controlling track-out of  dust from 
vehicles from a project site under Section 403(d)(5), which gives several options that can 
be implemented. One of  the options is using a wheel-washing system to remove bulk 
material from tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the site (see Section 
403(d)(5)(D). South Coast AQMD would be the enforcement agency to ensure that the 
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proposed project complies with the applicable South Coast AQMD rules. In response to 
the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 has been revised as shown below. 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 
Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

AQ-3 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall specify in 
the construction bid that the construction contractor(s) shall water exposed 
ground surfaces and disturbed areas a minimum of three times per day during 
Phase 1 site preparation activities to minimize fugitive dust and require 
additional watering as necessary if there is any evidence of wind driven 
fugitive dust as defined in South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 
403(c)(36) (i.e., “visible emissions from any disturbed surface area which is 
generated by wind action alone”). In addition, the District shall also specify 
in the construction bid contract that the construction contractor(s) shall post 
visible signage that contains the South Coast AQMD complaint hotline 
telephone number in addition to the contact information for a District 
representative to report any complaints related to project construction 
activities. These signs shall be placed on the outer side of the construction 
areas or in such areas that are plainly visible to the public. Prior to 
construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that all construction 
plans submitted to the District’s Director of Facilities and Maintenance, or 
designee, clearly show the watering requirement to control fugitive dust. 

R1-9 The on-site soils are fine grained (silty clays) and have low percolation rates for infiltration 
systems. The stormwater detention system to be constructed underneath the soccer field 
would be designed so that the rate at which the collected water seeps into the soil would 
not adversely impact the stability of  the soil. The system is sized to handle a 50-year design 
storm, as required by the County. Although minor settlement (less than 0.5 inch) may 
occur over time in the alluvial soils directly below the stormwater retention system as a 
result of  stormwater infiltration and percolation, the use of  permeable gravel materials 
for subgrade support and geosynthetic filter fabrics and geotextile in the design of  the 
stormwater retention system would mitigate potential ground settlement to less than 
significant levels and improve soil stability.  

R1-10 The traffic impact analysis evaluated critical roadways that provide reginal mobility in the 
region and carry high traffic volumes. Due to the high traffic volumes, these types of  
roads are of  primary concern from a roadway capacity standpoint. However, local roads 
such as Wedgeworth Drive, Pepper Brook Way, and other streets in the vicinity of  the 
school are low-volume and low-speed roads that do not carry large volumes of  traffic and 
do not have capacity constraints. School traffic would cause a temporary traffic increase 
in these roads, but these increases only occur for two short periods in the day and would 
not result in an impact to the circulation system. 
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R1-11 Traffic numbers during the holiday period as suggested by the comment do not represent 
a typical school day setting for traffic analysis. The traffic study was prepared following 
the County of  Los Angeles and the City of  Industry requirements. It is generally 
acceptable to conduct traffic counts for one day to prepare a traffic study unless there are 
extenuating circumstances to conduct surveys on multiple days and seasons. Holiday 
traffic during from October through December, which is seasonal, would not be an 
extenuating circumstance for a typical school traffic because it would not generally 
coincide with the school’s start and dismissal times. Schools would also be on holidays 
during the last week of  November and last two weeks of  December. There is no 
compelling reason for this project to conduct multiple traffic counts in addition to the 
requirements of  the County and the City of  Industry guidelines for conducting a traffic 
study.  

R1-12 The traffic impact study relied on traffic counts in 2019 as baseline conditions, but also 
added cumulative traffic volumes in the buildout analysis, thereby accounting for the 
current and future traffic volumes in the traffic study area, including along Pepperbrook 
Way.  

R1-13 Based on anticipated origins and destinations for the school portion of  the proposed 
project, the school-related traffic would very minimally access the SR-60 freeway. The 
anticipated origins were assumed based on the existing Wedgeworth ES attendance 
boundary and the destination would be the project site. Similarly, given the likely routes in 
the area for residential development, the residential portion of  the proposed project did 
not meet the criteria to include an evaluation of  traffic impacts at the SR-60 ramps. The 
likely routes are shown in Figure 6, School Inbound Trip Distribution, of  the updated 
traffic study included as Appendix F to the RDEIR. The California Department of  
Transportation also stated that they do not expect the proposed project to result in a direct 
adverse impact to the existing Caltrans facilities. 

R1-14 Long-term air quality impacts are addressed in the DEIR Section 5.1.4.2, Air Quality, 
Impact 5.1-5, which reviewed the long-term operational impact from elevated pollutant 
concentrations. Mobile sources account for the majority of  CO emissions. As discussed 
in subheading “CO Hotspots,” under existing and future vehicle emission rates, a project 
would have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles 
per hour—or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is 
substantially limited—in order to generate a significant CO impact. The proposed project 
is anticipated to generate 522 new AM peak hour vehicle trip, which is minimal compared 
to the screening levels of  increasing traffic volumes at a single intersection by more than 
44,000 vehicles per hour. Therefore, implementation of  the proposed project would not 
generate substantial CO emissions to create significant health risk from idling vehicles. 

R1-15 Mitigation Measure TRAN-1 reduces potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
However, as stated, the District does not have the authority to implement the 
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recommended mitigation; therefore, the impact was declared significant and unavoidable. 
The District cannot guarantee the mitigation because the impacted intersections are not 
under the jurisdiction of  the District. No other feasible alternative mitigation measure was 
recommended.  

 Additionally, it should be noted that on December 28, 2018, the California Natural 
Resources Agency adopted revised CEQA Guidelines. Among the changes to the 
guidelines was the removal of  vehicle delay and LOS from consideration under CEQA. 
With the adopted guidelines, transportation impacts are to be evaluated based on a 
project’s effect on vehicle miles traveled. Lead agencies are allowed to opt into the revised 
transportation guidelines, but the new guidelines must be used starting July 1, 2020. 
Subsequently in January 2020, State courts stated that under section 21099, subdivision 
(b)(2), “automobile delay, as described solely by level of  service or similar measures of  
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment” under CEQA, except for roadway capacity projects. Therefore, pursuant to 
this recent court decision, although the proposed project will result in level of  service 
(LOS) delays, the traffic impacts would not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment. 

R1-16 Runoff  water would not be stored during construction. The proposed project is required 
to and will obtain a Construction General Permit (CGP) and implement best management 
practices contained in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to any 
grading so that pollutants in nonstorm water during construction (e.g., sediment, nutrients, 
trash, metals) are effectively managed and do not discharge off-site or enter storm drains 
or watercourses. As stated in the DEIR, the SWPPP must list best management practices 
(BMP) implemented on the construction site to protect stormwater runoff  and must 
contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring program for "non-visible" 
pollutants to be implemented based on the risk level of  the site; and inspection, reporting, 
training, and recordkeeping requirements. In the Los Angeles region, the SWRCB is the 
permitting agency and the Los Angeles RWQCB provides local oversight and 
enforcement.  

R1-17 The District recirculated Section 5.7, Recreation, of  the DEIR to incorporate a mitigation 
measure to provide four replacement ballfields in two District-owned sites. Mitigation 
Measures REC-1 and REC-2 are feasible and fully mitigate impact from the displacement 
of  four baseball fields.  

R1-18 The District is committed to providing replacement baseball fields at two school sites 
(Kwis ES and Cedarlane Academy). Financial responsibility of  providing replacement 
fields is not under the purview of  CEQA analysis. No further response is necessary. 
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R1-19 A statement of  overriding considerations (SOC) will be prepared and adopted with the 
approval of  the project once the FEIR is certified. However, it should be noted that the 
SOC will be for the significant and unavoidable impacts related to transportation only.  

 In January 2020, State courts stated that under Section 21099, subdivision (b)(2), 
“automobile delay, as described solely by level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular 
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment” under CEQA, except for roadway capacity projects. Therefore, consistent 
with this recent court decision, although the proposed project would result in LOS delays 
at one traffic study intersection (#13 Azusa Avenue at Pepper Brook Way), this LOS-
related impact would not be considered a significant impact on the environment. 
However, in order to disclose the full impact of  the project, the District found the LOS 
impact to be significant and unavoidable in the RDEIR.  
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R2. Response to Comments from Vickie Chang, dated January 19, 2020. 

R2-1 Comments support the proposed project and acknowledge that the traffic and parking 
impacts would be less than significant. No further response is necessary. Comments are 
noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education for consideration. 

R2-2 Comments are related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and they do not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
further response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education for consideration. 
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R3. Response to Comments from Yuchi Chang, dated January 17, 2020. 

R3-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no further response is necessary. 

R3-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
further response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R3-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No further response is necessary. Comments are noted 
and will be provided to the Board of  Education.  
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R4. Response to Comments from Angeline Chen, dated January 18, 2020. 

R4-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments on the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R4-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R4-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R5. Response to Comments from Dan Chen, dated January 22, 2020. 
 

R5-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R5-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R5-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

April 2021 Page 2-67 

LETTER R6 – YeeKi Cho (1 page) 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-68 PlaceWorks 

R6. Response to Comments YeeKi Cho, dated January 17, 2020. 

R6-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R6-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R6-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R7. Response to Comments from Zona Don, dated January 17, 2020. 

R7-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R7-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R7-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R8. Response to Comments from Derick Fan, dated January 21, 2020. 

R8-1 The comment asserts that the traffic impact would be temporary and would not be 
significant. It does not address the adequacy of  the DEIR, and no response is necessary.  

R8-2 Comments are related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and they do not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
further response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education for consideration. 
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R9. Response to Comments from Ivory Fan, dated January 17, 2020. 

R9-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R9-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R9-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R10. Response to Comments from Cindy Greenup, dated January 21, 2020. 

R10-1 Comments assert that although Ember Glen Road is not the main ingress and egress of  
the proposed project, it will be heavily impacted by the proposed project, as it is used as 
a cut-through between Halliburton and Countrywood by people in an attempt to avoid 
traffic on Countrywood. The traffic impact study evaluated critical roadways that provide 
reginal mobility in the region and carry high traffic volumes. Due to their high traffic 
volumes, these types of  roads are of  primary concern from a roadway capacity standpoint. 
Other streets in the vicinity of  the project site, such as Ember Glen Road, are low-volume 
and low-speed roads that do not carry large volumes of  traffic, and do not have capacity 
constraints. School traffic would cause a temporary traffic increase, but these increases 
only occur for two short periods in the day and would not result in a significant impact to 
the circulation system.  
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R11. Response to Comments from Jennie, dated January 21, 2020. 

R11-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R11-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R11-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R12. Response to Comments from Jenny, dated January 21, 2020. 

R12-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R12-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R12-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 

  



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-86 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 
  



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

April 2021 Page 2-87 

LETTER R13 – Sue Kovall (2 page) 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

Page 2-88 PlaceWorks 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

2. Response to Comments from the DEIR 

April 2021 Page 2-89 

R13. Response to Comments from Sue Kovall, dated January 21, 2020. 

R13-1 The comment is correct in stating that there are two lanes going east at Azusa/Pepper 
Brook intersection. Appendix F, Proposed Project TIA, of  the RDEIR shows the existing 
lane configuration that reflects this one left turn lane and one thru and right turn lane. 
The mitigation measure is not just to restripe the approach with one left-turn and one 
shared-left/thru/right-turn lane, but also to modify the signalized phasing for the 
eastbound and westbound approach to split phase, and to prohibit right turns on red at 
the westbound approach to avoid conflicts with vehicles making eastbound left-turns into 
Azusa Avenue.  

 The RDEIR provided a mitigation measure to reduce the potentially significant impact at 
the Azusa Avenue and Pepper Brook Way intersection, and the RDEIR also found this 
impact to be significant and unavoidable because implementation of  this mitigation 
measure cannot be guaranteed.  

It should be noted that pursuant to the recent changes in CEQA Guidelines and 
subsequent court decision, traffic delays at intersections measured in level of  service 
(LOS) or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion are no longer 
considered a significant impact on the environment. In January 2020, State courts stated 
that under Section 21099, subdivision (b)(2), “automobile delay, as described solely by 
level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be 
considered a significant impact on the environment” under CEQA, except for roadway 
capacity projects.  

Therefore, consistent with this recent court decision, although the proposed project would 
result in LOS delays at #13 Azusa Avenue at Pepper Brook Way, this LOS-related impact 
is no longer considered a significant impact. However, in order to disclose the project 
impact and the District’s commitment to mitigate the school’s impact, the RDEIR 
determined the LOS impact to be significant and unavoidable, and the District will 
coordinate with the County to mitigate the traffic impact.   

R13-2 The traffic study collected traffic counts on Tuesday, May 14, 2019, during AM and PM 
peak hours. The traffic study followed standard traffic count methodology and is adequate 
to extrapolate traffic impact from the traffic count. The traffic study was prepared 
following the County of  Los Angeles and the City of  Industry requirements. It is generally 
acceptable to conduct traffic counts for one day to prepare a traffic study unless there are 
extenuating circumstances to conduct surveys on multiple days or at every traffic 
intersection or segment. No extenuating circumstances have been identified. 

R13-3 The described traffic congestion conditions are existing, and the proposed project would 
temporarily increase traffic for two short periods on weekdays from about 30 minutes 
before 8 am and from 1:45 pm to 2:15 pm. The impacts would not be considered 
significant to the area circulation system.  
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The greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts have been evaluated in DEIR Section 5.4, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and other mobile source air quality impacts have been 
evaluated in Section 5.1, Air Quality, and impacts were found to be less than significant. 
The gas emissions would not result in significant impact to the community. The proposed 
K-8 school would serve the students in the District attendance boundary, and 
approximately 17 percent (144 students) of  the students are anticipated to travel from 
outside the District boundaries. The proposed project is not anticipated to use the SR-60 
freeway as its main access roadway, and given the likely routes available in the area, the 
SR-60 off  ramps did not meet the criteria to be evaluated as part of  the traffic study.  

R13-4 The comment pertaining to payment of  taxes on the bond is not a physical impact to be 
analyzed in the EIR. 

R13-5 The comment stating that hosing down the dirt three times a day is wasteful and 
ineffective is an opinion without any substantial evidence. The proposed project is 
required to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. This rule sets forth 
requirements for all projects with activities that result in fugitive dust, including watering 
exposed ground to reduce impacts from fugitive dust. In order to further reduce impacts 
from fugitive dust, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 has been revised as follows. The following 
text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. Deletions to the 
text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

AQ-3 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall specify in 
the construction bid that the construction contractor(s) shall water exposed 
ground surfaces and disturbed areas a minimum of three times per day during 
Phase 1 site preparation activities to minimize fugitive dust and require 
additional watering as necessary if there is any evidence of wind driven 
fugitive dust as defined in South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 
403(c)(36) (i.e., “visible emissions from any disturbed surface area which is 
generated by wind action alone”). In addition, the District shall also specify 
in the construction bid contract that the construction contractor(s) shall post 
visible signage that contains the South Coast AQMD complaint hotline 
telephone number in addition to the contact information for a District 
representative to report any complaints related to project construction 
activities. These signs shall be placed on the outer side of the construction 
areas or in such areas that are plainly visible to the public. Prior to 
construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that all construction 
plans submitted to the District’s Director of Facilities and Maintenance, or 
designee, clearly show the watering requirement to control fugitive dust. 

Noise during construction will be increased. However, temporary noise barriers, as 
specified in Mitigation Measure N-1, are also required so that the noise levels at the 
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property line of  nearby residences are below the performance standard of  60 dBA, as 
required by the County standard for single-family residential uses.  

The temporary noise barrier will be designed to break the line-of-sight between noise 
sources and sensitive receptors. The noise barrier is proposed along the Phase 1 
boundaries and the existing structures within the Phase 1 boundaries will be demolished. 
If  structures are standing at the time of  noise barrier construction, the noise barrier will 
be erected so that there are no gaps between the structure and the noise barrier, so that 
the structure can act as part of  the noise barrier, breaking the line-of-sight.  

R13-6 The County of  Los Angeles limits construction activities to the hours of  7 am to 7 pm 
on weekdays and Saturdays. Although construction impacts would occur, the District 
would comply with the existing regulation and allowable standards. Mitigation Measure 
N-1 also requires that at least 10 days prior to the start of  construction activities, a sign is 
to be posted at the entrance(s) to the job site, clearly visible to the public, that includes 
permitted construction days and hours, as well as the telephone numbers of  the District’s 
and contractor’s authorized representatives that are assigned to respond in the event of  a 
noise or vibration complaint. If  the authorized contractor’s representative receives a 
complaint, he/she shall investigate, take appropriate corrective action, and report the 
action to the District. 

R13-7 The project alternatives were selected based on the criteria pursuant to Section 15126.6 
of  the CEQA Guidelines as stated in Chapter 7 of  the RDEIR. The alternative suggested 
by the comment (i.e., construct new K-5 school, keep the baseball fields, provide new 
recreation area where the current K-5 school is) does not meet project objectives. The 
range of  alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of  reason,” and the 
suggested alternative is very similar to Alternative 4 of  the RDEIR except that the school 
is not expanded and a new recreation area is not created. As with the conclusion for 
Alternative 4, this alternative would lessen environmental impacts in all areas evaluated in 
the EIR (air quality, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and 
water quality, noise, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and 
service systems). This alternative would lessen the recreation impact, and no replacement 
fields construction would be necessary as mitigation. This alternative would also eliminate 
the significant transportation impact related to VMT for the residential portion of  the 
proposed project, and the significant LOS traffic impact compared to the proposed 
project. As stated by the commenter, this alternative is environmentally superior to the 
proposed project. Consideration of  this new alternative would not require recirculation 
of  the RDEIR as it would not result in new significant impact. This alternative will be 
considered by the Board of  Education. 

R13-8 The comments are noted and will be forwarded to the District Board of  Supervisor for 
review and consideration. No further response is necessary.   
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R14. Response to Comments from Alex Kuo, dated January 22, 2020. 

R14-1 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R15. Response to Comments from Vivian Kuo, dated January 20, 2020. 

R15-1 The comment indicates that the overall traffic impact would be minimal and should not 
be an obstacle to the proposed project. The comment is acknowledged, and no response 
is necessary.  

R15-2 The comment pertains to the financial support offered by the Supervisor Janice Hahn and 
the LA County 4th District Office. The comment expresses an opinion and is not specific 
to the content of  the DEIR. The comment is noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education for consideration. 
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R16. Response to Comments from Ming Lai, dated January 17, 2020. 

R16-1 The comment pertains to the existing and anticipated congestion at Pepper Brook Way 
and Wedgeworth Drive, which is an unsignalized intersection. The traffic impact analysis 
evaluated critical roadways that provide reginal mobility in the region and carry high traffic 
volumes. Due to their high traffic volumes, these types of  roads are of  primary concern 
from a roadway capacity standpoint. Local roads such as Wedgeworth Drive and Pepper 
Brook Way and other streets in the vicinity of  the school are low-speed roads that do not 
carry large volumes of  traffic and do not have capacity constraints. The proposed project 
would mainly cause a temporary traffic increase for two short periods (about 30 minutes 
before 8 am and between 1:45 pm and 2:15 pm) in the day for the school, and up to 160 
units of  residential units would generate about 74 AM peak and 89 PM peak hour trips. 
Therefore, these impacts would not be considered significant impacts to the environment.  

It should also be noted that in January 2020, State courts stated that under Public 
Resources Code Section 21099, subdivision (b)(2), “automobile delay, as described solely 
by level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not 
be considered a significant impact on the environment” under CEQA. Therefore, impacts 
to traffic congestion measured in level of  service is no longer a significant impact of  the 
proposed project.  

R16-2 Comments are noted. However, increase in traffic congestion in and of  itself  is not 
indicative of  a safety impact. Rather, it is merely inconvenience. Although the proposed 
project will create additional delays at some of  the intersections, as stated in above 
response R16-1, traffic congestion impacts are not a significant impact on the 
environment.  

R16-3 The traffic count data collected on one day during a typical school day is representative 
of  the existing condition, and evaluating AM and PM peak hours is consistent with the 
County of  Los Angeles and the City of  Industry traffic impact analysis methodology. As 
shown in RDEIR Table 5.8-4, Trip Generation Rates, and Table 5.8-6, Phase 2 Project Trip 
Generation, trips generated by the school would contribute more trips than the residential 
development in the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, evaluating weekday trips with the 
proposed school in the RDEIR is appropriate, not weekend trips without the school trips.  

R16-4 The intersection of  Pepper Brook Way and Wedgeworth Drive is not the only way in and 
out of  the project site for Azusa Avenue. It is speculative to assume that the parents as 
well as the residents in the new residential development would heavily use Pepper Brook 
Way at Wedgeworth intersection to result in significant traffic impact. There are other 
routes available in the area, and parents and residents could take these other routes to 
avoid traffic congestion in certain areas. Also, as stated in response to R16-1, impacts to 
traffic congestion measured in level of  service is no longer a significant impact of  the 
proposed project. 
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R16-5 As stated in the RDEIR, the County Mobility Element’s goal is to maintain a minimum 
LOS D. However, it is not correct to state that therefore “it is a legal requirement that a 
local jurisdiction, presumably such as HLPUSD, needs to plan for a transportation 
network that meets the needs of  all users, taking into consideration” the LOS D standard, 
among other things. HLPUSD only has jurisdiction over the school property. It does not 
have any authority over planning for a transportation network, including the intersection 
of  Azusa Avenue and Pepper Brook Way. Therefore, although the RDEIR identified a 
mitigation measure that could reduce the impact to LOS D even with project 
implementation, this impact was found to be significant and unavoidable. The proposed 
project’s consistency with other policies of  the Hacienda Heights Community Plan is 
discussed in the Initial Study Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, Table 4, included as 
Appendix A to the DEIR.  

Moreover, pursuant to SB 743, impacts to traffic congestion measured in level of  service 
are no longer a significant impact on the environment. Therefore, although the proposed 
project would not be consistent with the General Plan goals, it would not be considered a 
significant environmental impact. Furthermore, a project does not need to be consistent 
with every General Plan goal and policy.  

R16-6 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), a statement of  objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of  the project and may discuss the project benefits. The four 
objectives of  the proposed project provide the District’s underlying purpose for the 
proposed project, which is to replace the existing Wedgeworth Elementary School and 
build a new campus serving 1,200 K-8 students; avoid the need to move students off-site 
and minimize disruption; demolish the existing campus, which was meant to be a 
temporary facility; and allow residential development on the remaining property to create 
value. The DEIR does not need to elaborate or provide detailed support for these 
objectives.  

 An “educationally appropriate campus” generally refers to a facility that meets the current 
California Department of  Education and Division of  State Architect codes and other 
programming needs of  the students. The Board of  Education has the responsibility and 
authority to establish the project’s objectives. Under the Board of  Education’s direction, 
objectives for the proposed project have been established. The project objectives to 
demolish the existing campus and to create value through rezoning are statements that 
provide the underlying purpose of  the proposed project, and therefore are adequate 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.  

R16-7 RDEIR Section 7.1.1, Purpose and Scope, lists the purpose and scope of  the alternative 
analysis. Moving students to Bixby ES and Cedarlane Academy does not meet the criteria 
for further discussion under the alternative analysis. Therefore, no further discussion in 
the RDEIR is necessary. However, the comments will be forwarded to the Board of  
Education for consideration prior to making a decision on the proposed project.  
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R17. Response to Comments from Ming Lai, dated January 20, 2020. 

R17-1 The Initial Study (Appendix A to the DEIR) indicates that the project site is designated 
H5 Residential 5 (0 to 5 dwelling units per acre) by the General Plan and zoned R-1 
(Residential Agriculture), consistent with the comments from the County Land Use and 
Planning. The Initial Study provides consistency analysis for the proposed project, which 
would increase the density to 9 to 18 units per acre. An assessment of  the likelihood of  
changing the zoning designation made in 2011, or how long it would take to get the 
rezoning approved, and any contingency or fallback plan are not part of  the physical 
environmental impacts of  the proposed project that need to be addressed in the DEIR. 
There is no actual development plan for Phase 2 of  the proposed project, and the 
processing time for the residential development is unknown at this time. The DEIR 
assumed project buildout year of  2026 for planning purposes. The DEIR is adequate, and 
no further response is necessary.  

R17-2 The baseball field within the Phase 1 boundaries would be demolished first. The rezoning 
application to the County would be submitted with Phase 2 development when there is 
an actual residential development plan. This would require additional discretionary action 
from the County of  Los Angeles. Your comment will be forwarded to the Board of  
Education before they consider whether to approve the proposed project.  
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R18. Response to Comments from Anita Lee, dated January 17, 2020. 

R18-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R18-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by the Supervisor Janice 
Hahn and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, 
and it does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R18-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R19. Response to Comments from Joann Li, dated January 17, 2020. 

R19-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R19-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by Supervisor Janice Hahn 
and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, and it 
does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R19-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R20. Response to Comments from Mandy Li, dated January 20, 2020. 

R20-1 The comment indicates that the overall traffic impact would be minimal and should not 
be an obstacle to the proposed project. The comment is acknowledged, and no response 
is necessary.  

R20-2 The comment pertains to the financial support offered by Supervisor Janice Hahn and 
the LA County 4th District Office. The comment expresses an opinion and is not specific 
to the content of  the DEIR. The comment is noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education for consideration. 
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R21. Response to Comments from Gabriela Navar, dated January 21, 2020. 

R21-1 The comment is concerned about the health impact of  proposed school within 500 feet 
of  the SR-60 freeway. The District is aware of  the potential health impacts of  air pollution 
from development near freeways and high-volume roadways, and recommendations from 
various agencies to locate sensitive receptors such as schools, playgrounds, residences, 
recreational facilities, at least 500 feet from freeways. Therefore, the District conducted a 
health risk assessment (HRA) to evaluate potential health risk associated with siting a 
school at approximately 350 feet from the SR-60 freeway, included as Appendix D to the 
DEIR. According to the HRA, the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the 
Office of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment established a maximum incremental 
cancer risk of  10 in a million (1x10-5) as a threshold. Therefore, provided that the 
exposure rate is less than 10 in a million, the risk is considered acceptable, and impacts 
would not be significant or require mitigation. As demonstrated in the HRA, the health 
risk associated with the proposed project was calculated at 2.4 per million for students and 
1.5 per million for adult school staff. Even these estimates are conservative estimates 
because the modeling assumed that maximum exposed receptors (both students and staff) 
stood outside at the subject site for eight hours per weekday (8:00 am to 4:00 pm, Monday 
to Friday), 180 days per year for 9 years (kindergarten to 8th grade students) or 250 days 
per year for 25 years (staff). In reality, students and staff  are exposed to outdoor pollutant 
concentration levels only during breaks, lunch, and PE class and are exposed to reduced 
indoor pollutant concentrations for the remaining school hours. Note that the minimum 
distance provided by the County Public Health Department and the California Air 
Resources Board are recommendations based on studies showing high air pollution 
concentrations near freeways. However, site-specific evaluation was conducted for the 
proposed school, and based on substantial evidence, the DEIR determined that the 
proposed project would not expose the school population to actual or potential hazardous 
emissions related to the freeway or other stationary and mobile sources.  

R21-2 The on-site soils are fine-grained (silty clays) and have low percolation rates for infiltration 
systems. The stormwater detention system to be constructed underneath the soccer field 
would be designed so that the rate at which the collected water seeps into the soil would 
not adversely impact the stability of  the soil. The system is sized to handle a 50-year design 
storm, as required by the County. Although minor settlement (less than 0.5 inch) may 
occur over time in the alluvial soils directly below the stormwater retention system as a 
result of  stormwater infiltration and percolation, the use of  permeable gravel materials 
for subgrade support and geosynthetic filter fabrics and geotextile in the design of  the 
stormwater retention system would mitigate potential ground settlement to less than 
significant levels and improve soil stability. 

R21-3 No evidence was provided to support the assertion that more streets need to be assessed 
for longer periods of  time. The traffic analysis was prepared in accordance with the 
County of  Los Angeles and City of  Industry methodology for a traffic impact analysis 
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and is adequate. No comments were received from the City of  Industry, and the traffic 
study was updated to incorporate comments from the County of  Los Angeles 
Department of  Transportation. The updated traffic study is included as Appendix F to 
the RDIER. The conclusion of  the traffic study did not change per the comments.  

 Caltrans did not comment on impacts to Azusa Avenue (State Route 39). Caltrans, in its 
letter dated January 3, 2020 (Agency Letter A2), commented that Caltrans does not expect 
project approval to result in a direct adverse and significant impact to the existing state 
transportation facilities.  

R21-4 Environmental impacts from displacement of  the baseball fields have been addressed in 
the RDEIR Section 5.7, Recreation, and impacts were determined to be less than significant 
with incorporation of  mitigation to provide four replacement fields at two District-owned 
sites. The RDEIR reviewed physical environmental impact of  displacing four ballfields at 
the project site and development of  four replacement fields at Kwis ES and Cedarlane 
Academy, and impacts were found to be less than significant. The RDEIR Chapter 7 
added New Expanded K-8 School and Four Baseball Fields Retention (Including One 
Shared Field) that considered retaining all four baseball fields. This alternative would 
require sharing of  one large baseball field with the school during school operating hours 
to meet the needs of  the K-8 school students. The terms of  the original agreement and 
the cost of  demolishing and developing baseball fields are not under the purview of  the 
CEQA analysis. Comments will be forwarded to the Board of  Education before they 
consider whether to approve the proposed project.  
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R22. Response to Comments from Adriana Quinones, dated January 21, 2020. 

R22-1 The comment provides an opinion without any substantial evidence to support the claim 
or specific comments on the DEIR. Environmental impacts from noise, traffic, and 
pollution were addressed in the EIR, and no further response is necessary. Comments will 
be forwarded to the Board of  Education before they consider whether to approve the 
proposed project. 
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R23. Response to Comments from Christine Salazar, dated January 21, 2020. 

R23-1 The comment asserts that additional studies are needed to confirm that the proposed 
project is going to be detrimental to the community. However, no substantial evidence has 
been provided to support the assertion. The DEIR and the RDEIR substantiated that the 
proposed project would result in potentially significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to transportation (LOS and VMT), and all other impacts would be less than significant 
with and without mitigation. Additional studies are not necessary to confirm or evaluate 
impacts related to the proposed project. No further response is necessary.  

R23-2 The Traffic Study (Appendix F to the RDEIR) covers the area that contains four schools 
as mentioned by the comment—Wedgeworth Elementary School, Bixby Elementary 
School, Glen A. Wilson High School, and Cedarlane Middle School. It is incorrect to state 
that the majority, if  not all 600 students to be added by the proposed project are to be 
from outside of  the District boundary. Approximately 16 percent (92 students) of  the 
existing Wedgeworth ES students are from outside of  District boundaries, and 
approximately 16 percent of  the proposed K-8 school students could come from outside 
the District boundaries. The Traffic Study also accounted for traffic from the up to 160 
units. Traffic impacts have been evaluated, and one intersection (#13 Azusa Avenue and 
Pepper Brook Way) was found to have a significant impact exceeding the significance 
threshold of  level of  service (LOS) D. Although a mitigation measure has been identified, 
because the District has no jurisdiction authority over implementation, this impact was 
determined to be significant and unavoidable. Collisions and the number of  accidents are 
not necessarily increased by traffic congestion. Although collisions may be expected to 
increase due to increased number of  cars on the road, they may also decrease due to a 
reduction in speed. The relationship between traffic congestion and occurrence of  traffic 
collision and accidents are not clearly defined.   

It should be noted that pursuant to Senate Bill 743 and Public Resources Code Section 
21099 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a), automobile delay, as described solely by 
level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not 
be considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA. Therefore, traffic 
congestion impacts to area roadways due to the proposed project is no longer considered 
a significant impact to the environment under CEQA. However, in order to fully disclose 
traffic impact of  the project, the District found the LOS impact significant and 
unavoidable.  

The proposed project would provide approximately 400 feet of  on-site student loading 
area, and separate busing area and staff  parking from the student loading area, thereby 
improving queuing conditions. Additionally, there are already crossing guards and school 
monitors that assist students to get in and out of  cars in the student drop-off/pick-up 
area. These school monitors and crossing guards will continue to assist with the school 
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traffic during drop-off/pick-up hours, and having patrol officers in the area is not 
necessary. Thus, the project would not cause a significant safety impact. 

R23-3 The comment asserts that additional soil samples from at least 30 feet should be taken 
because 10 feet is not enough. As stated in the Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix F 
to the DEIR), 19 exploratory borings were drilled at depths ranging from 6.5 feet to 51.5 
feet below the existing ground surface. Each boring was visually logged by a geotechnical 
engineer and sampled at regular intervals and at changes in subsurface soils. A percolation 
test was performed at the east side of  the project site in the baseball field to the depth of  
10 to 20 feet below ground level (shown as PT-5 in Appendix F to the DEIR, 
Geotechnical Investigation, Figure “Site Plan and Approximate Location of  Borings”). 
Based on the soils report’s percolation tests, the existing soil 13 to 21 feet below grade has 
acceptable infiltration rates that meet LA County minimum requirements. Just because the 
area has not been generally touched for 40 years is not enough reason to perform testing 
beyond what is necessary. The comment did not substantiate why the soil sample needs 
to be taken at 30 feet. No additional sampling is necessary. 

 The comment asserts that there is a concern about drainage, and in particular the sewage 
system. Stormwater drainage and sewage are two different systems. The comment does 
not specify an environmental concern or adequacy of  the DEIR. The DEIR evaluated the 
utilities and service systems for the proposed project, which include the drainage and 
sewer systems, and determined that impacts would be less than significant provided that 
the proposed project complies with the existing regulatory requirements. Adequate 
drainage and sewer systems are required per the Count of  Los Angeles standards prior to 
any construction for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 development. Site-specific information on 
drainage and sewer systems will be required as part of  the residential development 
application at the time of  development proposal.  

R23-4 Children will not be present on the baseball fields, and the fields would be closed prior to 
start of  the Phase 1 construction. No construction barrier specific to the baseball fields 
is necessary.  

R23-5 Comments regarding the baseball field displacement do not address physical 
environmental impacts or adequacy of  the DEIR. Comments are noted and will be 
forwarded to the Board of  Education for review and consideration. 
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R24. Response to Comments from Ben Wong, dated January 17, 2020. 

R24-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R24-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by Supervisor Janice Hahn 
and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, and it 
does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R24-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R25. Response to Comments from Hazel and Carlo Yu, dated January 21, 2020. 

R25-1 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 

R25-2 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R25-3 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by Supervisor Janice Hahn 
and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, and it 
does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R25-4 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R26. Response to Comments from Jessie Yu, dated January 18, 2020. 

R26-1 Comments indicate that the additional traffic and parking impact would be temporary and 
can be solved by multiple solutions. No specific comments to the DEIR were provided, 
and no response is necessary. 

R26-2 The comment is related to the financial support to be provided by Supervisor Janice Hahn 
and the Los Angeles County 4th District office for the replacement baseball fields, and it 
does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education.  

R26-3 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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R27. Response to Comments from Sue Kovall, dated January 21, 2020. 

R27-1 The Draft EIR covers the project as defined by the District, which includes possible 
residential development on the remaining 10 acres. No developer or outside party has 
been involved in this project. Any future development would require further CEQA 
review and entitlement processing and approval with the County of  Los Angeles. 

R27-2 The comment is about the separation of  elementary school students from middle school 
students and does not raise environmental issues. The commenter’s opinion that a junior 
high by itself  brings many growth experiences also does not raise environmental issues. 
No further response is necessary. 

R27-3 Impacts on noise, population and traffic, aesthetics, land use, population, and public 
services all have been addressed in the DEIR. Future residential development on the 
remaining 10 acres would require further CEQA review and entitlement processing with 
the County of  Los Angeles. Residential development would require a general plan 
amendment and zone change, at which time issues of  the compatibility with the adjacent 
community would be further evaluated. However, compatibility is not an environmental 
impact under CEQA. There are apartment homes west of  Eagle Park Road, and single-
family homes border the project site to the east. Considering that the project area is a 
residential neighborhood, development of  townhomes would not be inconsistent with 
surrounding residential uses. The Initial Study Table 4, Hacienda Heights Community Plan 
Consistency, included as Appendix A to the DEIR, provides consistency analysis with the 
Hacienda Heights Community Plan’s policies. The project includes 160 dwelling units to 
consider as the worst case and most conservative approach for the EIR.  

R27-4 The comment proposes an alternative to build a replacement K-5 school and retain four 
baseball fields. Impacts from this alternative would be similar to the Alternative 4, New 
Expanded K-8 School and Four Baseball Fields Retention (Including One Shared Field) 
alternative of  the RDEIR, except that two of  the classroom buildings could be one story 
instead of  two stories. As with the conclusion for Alternative 4, this alternative would 
lessen environmental impacts in all areas evaluated in the EIR (air quality, energy, geology 
and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation, 
transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service systems). This alternative 
would lessen the recreation impact, and no replacement fields construction would be 
necessary as mitigation. This alternative would also eliminate the significant transportation 
impact related to VMT for the residential portion of  the proposed project, and eliminate 
significant LOS traffic impact compared to the proposed project. As stated by the 
commenter, this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. However, 
as with other alternatives considered in the REIR, it would only partially meet the project 
objectives. Consideration of  this new alternative would not require recirculation of  the 
RDEIR as it would not result in a new significant impact. This alternative will be 
considered by the Board of  Education. 
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R27-5 The DEIR pertaining to recreation was recirculated to provide additional analysis, a new 
alternative, and incorporate mitigation. The RDEIR also included a new alternative to 
retain all four baseball fields. Recreation impacts would be less than significant after 
mitigation of  providing four replacement ballfields on two sites.  

R27-6 The baseball fields are closer to the freeway and used by Little League. It should be noted 
that the District conducted a health risk assessment (HRA) to evaluate potential health 
risk associated with siting a school at approximately 350 feet from the SR-60 freeway, 
included as Appendix D to the DEIR. According to the HRA, the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and the Office of  Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
established a maximum incremental cancer risk of  10 in a million (1x10-5) as a threshold. 
Therefore, provided that the exposure rate is less than 10 in a million, the risk is considered 
acceptable, and impacts would not be significant or require mitigation. As demonstrated 
in the HRA, the health risk associated with the proposed project was calculated at 2.4 per 
million for students and 1.5 per million for adult school staff. Even these estimates are 
conservative because the modeling assumed that the maximum exposed receptor (both 
students and staff) stood outside at the subject site for eight hours per weekday (8:00 am 
to 4:00 pm, Monday to Friday), 180 days per year for 9 years (kindergarten to 8th grade 
students) or 250 days per year for 25 years (staff). In reality, students and staff  are exposed 
to outdoor pollutant concentration levels only during breaks, lunch, and PE class, and are 
exposed to reduced indoor pollutant concentrations for the remaining school hours. Note 
that the minimum distance provided by the County Public Health Department and the 
California Air Resources Board are recommendations based on studies showing high air 
pollution concentrations near freeways. However, site-specific evaluation was conducted 
for the proposed school, and based on substantial evidence, the DEIR determined that 
the proposed project would not expose school population to actual or potential hazardous 
emissions related to the freeway or other stationary and mobile sources. 

R27-7 The referenced comments are from the County Health Department’s comments on the 
Notice of  Preparation (NOP), prior to the preparation and circulation of  the DEIR. The 
County Health Department’s concerns were all addressed in Section 5.1, Air Quality, of  
the DEIR, and the County Health Department did not comment further on the DEIR. 

R27-8 The referenced comments are from the County Public Works Department’s comments 
on the NOP, prior to the preparation and circulation of  the DEIR. The DEIR provided 
response to this comment by stating in Table 2-1 that the Phase 2 residential development 
would be required to comply with the requirements of  County Public Works at the time 
of  development and provide educational materials on the proper management and 
disposal of  household hazardous waste as part of  standard conditions of  approval. The 
County Public Works Department did not comment further on this issue. 

R27-9 The comment references the County Department of  Regional Planning’s comments on 
the NOP, not the DEIR. Approval of  the residential portion of  the proposed project does 
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not entitle the District to develop 160 residential units on the project site. It would allow 
the District to proceed with the sale of  the surplus property to a developer for future 
development. This issue of  incompatibility with the existing density allowance has been 
discussed in the Initial Study Section 3.11(b), Land Use and Planning, included as 
Appendix A to the DEIR. The Department of  Regional Planning did not further 
comment on the DEIR.  

R27-10 No correspondence was received from Native American tribes requesting consultation 
under AB 52. As a result, no consultation has occurred. No comment letters were received 
on the DEIR from Native American tribes. 

R27-11 The comment states that the DEIR does not adequately describe the environmental 
impacts of  the project and also asserts that the proposed land use changes are not 
compatible with the character of  the existing area. However, it does not substantiate the 
claim of  how the DEIR fails to describe the project or why it is not compatible.  

R27-12 The comment states that the identified goals, policies, and mitigation measures should be 
modified. However, it does not specify how they should be modified or why. It also claims 
that there are alternatives to the project that would substantially lessen significant impacts 
and achieve most of  the basic project objectives. However, the comment does not identify 
these alternatives. Response to Comment R27-4 provides response to the commenter’s 
alternative suggestion of  rebuilding the K-5 school and retaining all four baseball fields. 

R27-13 As discussed previously in Responses R27-1 through R27-12, the DEIR and the RDEIR 
provide sufficient information for the District Board to make an informed decision. The 
DEIR goes into detail of  the potential impacts and reviews alternatives and mitigation 
measures that would reduce environmental impacts. The comment fails to provide 
substantial evidence to support the claim. 

R27-14 The comment states that the traffic impact has not been adequately addressed because 
Wedgeworth Drive between Eagle Park and Ridge Park was not monitored. Traffic 
conditions on Wedgeworth Drive are evaluated in the RDEIR Section 5.8.4, Impact 5.8.3. 
A site visit was conducted on February 13, 2020, between 1:30 and 2:30 pm during 
dismissal times, and traffic conditions at Orchard Hill Lane / Wedgeworth Drive, Park 
Lawn Road / Wedgeworth Drive, and Lark Tree Lane / Wedgeworth Drive were 
considered for queuing analysis. It was determined that because the internal driveway for 
the proposed project would allow an on-site queue of  approximately 400 feet, or 
approximately 20 cars, the proposed project would not result in longer queues than the 
existing conditions.   

R27-15 The comment questions the feasibility of  Mitigation Measure TRAN-1 that requires 
restriping of  the eastbound approach at Azusa Avenue and Pepper Brook Way and 
prohibiting right turns on red at the westbound approach. This intersection is a signalized 
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intersection, and the mitigation also required modifying the phasing for the eastbound 
and westbound approaches to split phase so that the conflicts are reduced.  

 Three project driveways on Wedgeworth Drive have been intentionally designed to be 
directly across the existing streets to reduce conflict. As shown in Figure 5.8-3, Site Access 
Recommendations, of  the RDEIR, vehicles would need to enter from the eastern 
driveway and exit from the western driveway, and the center driveway will be closed during 
student drop-off  and pick-up times. The cars would not be crossing Wedgeworth Drive 
at all three locations to drop off  children.  

R27-16 The County’s noise standards prohibits construction noise between the hours of  7:00 pm 
and 7:00 am on weekdays or at any time on Sundays or holidays; therefore, construction 
noise is permitted and could occur outside of  those hours. Mitigation Measure N-1 states 
that the temporary noise barrier shall be at least as high as the exhaust of  equipment and 
break the line-of-sight between noise sources and sensitive receptors. Therefore, the actual 
height would be determined by the location and height of  the exhaust of  equipment. 
However, it is anticipated that approximately six feet or higher would be required to break 
the line-of-sight. 

R27-17 There are multiple streets that provide access to the project site. Implementation of  the 
proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access to the area.  

 The DEIR does not say that students will be walking from the new housing units in 56 
years. And the District is not building new homes for international students. The 
comments are not substantiated.  

R27-18 The project site and its surrounding areas are urbanized, and there are no designated 
viewing points or viewsheds for a scenic vista. The project site is adjacent to SR-60, which 
is not designated a scenic highway, and no adverse effect on a scenic vista would occur. 
The only officially designated state scenic highway in Los Angeles County is SR-2, the 
Angeles Crest Highway and part of  the Angeles Crest Scenic Byway, approximately nine 
miles north of  the project site. The new development would not be visible from SR-2 
considering distance, topography, and intervening development.  

 The District will follow all requirements of  the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and additional mitigation measures identified in the DEIR to ensure dust is 
controlled.  

R27-19 The proposed 160 units of  the residential portion of  the project are anticipated to add 
approximately 464 persons to the area based on the average household size of  2.90 for 
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The County adopted its General Plan in 2014, 
anticipating an additional 16,734 people in the East San Gabriel Valley Planning Area 
between 2013 and 2035, from 239,218 persons to 255,952 persons. Of  the projected 
increase of  16,734 persons in the San Gabriel Valley, 3,494 persons, or 20.9 percent, were 
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projected to be from the Hacienda Heights Community Plan Area. The General Plan also 
anticipated an increase of  6,272 housing units in the East San Gabriel Valley Planning 
Area, including 1,013 units in Hacienda Heights at buildout (post 2035).  

 The area surrounding the project site is already developed with residential uses served by 
existing infrastructure. The proposed increase of  464 residents would represent 
approximately 13.3 percent of  the total General Plan buildout population increase in the 
Hacienda Heights Community Plan area, and 2.8 percent of  the total increase in the East 
San Gabriel Planning Area. The proposed housing unit increase would represent 
approximately 2.6 percent of  the total housing units projected in the East San Gabriel 
Planning Area and approximately 15.8 percent of  the total units projected in Hacienda 
Heights. Although the proposed project would induce population growth in the project 
area directly, the growth was anticipated by the County and is consistent with the County’s 
General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned 
population growth in the area, and impacts would be less than significant.  

R27-20 This statement is correct, the District is required to adopt a statement of  overriding 
considerations if  it finds that the project would create a significant and unavoidable 
impact. 
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3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated 
DEIR 

Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (HLPUSD) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the RDEIR and 
prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the RDEIR and the HLPUSD’s responses to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the RDEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the RDEIR text 
are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the RDEIR during the public 
review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 
Agencies & Organizations 

AA1 County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation March 15, 2021 3-7 
AA2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department March 19, 2021 3-13 
AA3 California Department of Transportation April 5, 2021 3-17 

Residents 
RR1 Edward Abbot February 16, 2021 3-22 
RR2 Etapkwan March 15, 2021 3-24 
RR3 Gabriela Navar April 5, 2021 3-28 
RR4 Haiyan Li April 2, 2021 3-33 
RR5 Helen Li April 2, 2021 3-36 
RR6 Highlander Baseball Complex Founders April 2, 2021 3-39 
RR7 Jack Hacienda April 4, 2021 3-46 
RR8 Jolene Blanco April 5, 2021 3-57 
RR9 Lupita Jimenez April 5, 2021 3-60 
RR10 Ming Lai no date 3-67 
RR11 Shelly Sun April 3, 2021 3-70 
RR12 Brian Voon April 2, 2021 3-72 
RR13 Connie Liu April 3, 2021 3-74 
RR14 Eve H April 5, 2021 3-76 
RR15 Grace Zhai April 3, 2021 3-78 
RR16 Hazel Ng April 3, 2021. 3-80 
RR17 Ian Suen April 5, 2021 3-82 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

RR18 Jenny Liang April 2, 2021 3-84 
RR19 Jessie Yu April 3, 2021 3-86 
RR20 Joann Li April 2, 2021 3-88 
RR21 Jojo Chuk April 2, 2021 3-90 
RR22 Justin Mui April 1, 2021 3-92 
RR23 Lily Chan April 2, 2021 3-94 
RR24 Melody Hsieh March 1, 2021 3-96 
RR25 Ning Shu April 2, 2021 3-98 
RR26 Vivian Kuo April 5, 2021 3-101 
RR27 Vivian Wi April 2, 2021 3-105 
RR28 Yeekicho April 5, 2021 3-108 
RR29 Zona Don April 5, 2021 3-110 
RR30 Henry Roman March 31, 2021 3-112 
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3.1 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (RDEIR COMMENTS) 
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LETTER AA1 – County of  Los Angeles Department Parks and Recreation (2 pages) 
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AA1 Response to Comments from Sean Woods, Chief of Planning, County of Los Angeles 
Department of Parks and Recreation, dated March 15, 2021. 

AA1-1 The commenter provides an introduction and no response is necessary. 

AA1-2 The comment is noted. The text has been modified for clarification. This modification 
would not change the analysis or conclusion of  the RDEIR.  

Page 5.7-4, Section 5.7.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.7-1, 1st paragraph. The following 
text is modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known 
underline. 

Therefore, compliance with Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140 
additional park facilities would be provided by would ensure that the residential portion 
of  the proposed project that would adds value to the county recreation system without 
substantially impacting the existing recreation facilities. 

AA1-3 The comment asks if  the new school’s recreation amenities would be open and available 
to the public during non-school hours. The new K-8 school’s recreation facilities will be 
available to the public per the Civic Center Act pursuant to the District policy. 

AA1-4 The comment asks to clarify whether parkland would be provided on-site as part of  the 
residential project. No development proposal or site design is available for the residential 
portion of  the proposed project; therefore, it is unknown at this time if  parkland would 
be provided. The residential development will require separate discretionary approval 
from the County, at which time the residential portion will be required to comply with the 
Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140 and provide on-site parkland 
or pay in-lieu park fee. 

AA1-5 Comment noted. The sentence has been modified for clarification. The modification 
would not change the conclusion of  the analysis.  

 Page 5.7-4, Section 5.7.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.7-2, 1st paragraph. The following 
text is modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known 
underline. 

Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140, new 
recreational facilities may be provided on-site or elsewhere through the payment of  in lieu 
fees, or the fees can be used to improve the existing parks in Park Planning 9 (Hacienda 
Heights). 

AA1-6 The comment states that the below statement mentions additional park facilities in the 
residential portion that are not included as part of  the project description. However, the 
sentence does not indicate that the residential development would provide additional park 
facilities. It states that new recreational facilities may be provided pursuant to the County’s 
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code requirement, which could be on-site or elsewhere. No further clarification is 
necessary.   

Page 5.7-5, Section 5.7.5, Cumulative Impacts, Impact on Existing Recreation 
Facilities: “Demand for new recreational facilities is typically generated by population 
growth. Development of  160 residential units, or an increase of  464 residents, in 
Hacienda Heights could result in additional parkland demand for 1.86 acres. Pursuant 
to the Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140, new recreational 
facilities may be provided on-site or elsewhere through the payment of  in lieu fees. 
Environmental impacts from providing new off-site recreation facilities are 
speculative at this time because no sites have been identified; however, construction 
and operation may result in adverse physical impacts.”  

AA1-7 The commenter is unclear whether on-site parkland or in-lieu fee payment would be 
provided. No development plan or site design is available for the residential portion of  
the proposed project; therefore, it is unknown at this time if  parkland or in-lieu fees would 
be provided. The residential development will require separate discretionary approval 
from the County, at which time the residential portion will be required to comply with the 
Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140 and provide on-site parkland 
or pay in-lieu park fees. 

AA1-8 Comment noted. The sentence has been modified for clarification. The modification 
would not change the conclusion of  the analysis.  

Page 5.7-6, Section 5.7.5, Cumulative Impacts, Impact of  New Recreation Facilities, 2nd 
paragraph. The following text is modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough 
and additions are known underline.  

Although the District development of  the K-8 school is not required to comply with the 
Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140 to provide additional 
facilities, the additional use may overtax existing fields, requiring development of  
additional facilities. The proposed project may result in a significant cumulative impact 
individually and cumulatively.  
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LETTER AA2 – County of  Los Angeles Fire Department (4 pages) 
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AA2 Response to Comments from Ronald M. Durbin, Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Services 
Bureau, Los Angeles Fire Department, dated March 19, 2021. 

AA2-1 Planning Division of  the Fire Department has no comments.  

AA2-2 Comments provide Fire Code requirements and site design requirements related to fire 
safety. The District is required to implement the listed design features for review and 
approval by the Fire Department prior to approval of  the final site plan. Comments do 
not relate to the adequacy of  the DEIR. No further response is necessary.  

AA2-3 The comment states that the statutory responsibilities of  the Forestry Division include 
erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel 
modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, archaeological and cultural 
resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance, and that potential impacts in these areas 
should be addressed. Impacts to the listed environmental issues were addressed in the 
originally circulated DEIR, which was released on December 5, 2019, and closed on 
January 21, 2020.   

AA2-4 The comment indicates that if  oak trees exist on-site, a permit shall be obtained per the 
Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance. As stated in the Initial Study Section 3.4(e) 
(Appendix A to the originally circulated DEIR), the project site does not have any oak 
trees, and development of  the proposed project would not conflict with any terms of  the 
Oak Tree Permits, Los Angeles County Code, Sections 22.56.2050 et seq. No further 
response is necessary. 

AA2-5 The Health Hazardous Materials Division of  the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
indicated that they have no comment. 
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LETTER AA3 – California Department of  Transportation (2 pages) 
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AA3 Response to Comments from Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief, California 
Department of Transportation, dated April 5, 2021. 

AA3-1 The letter provides introduction and states that the nearest state facility to the project site 
is State Route 60 (SR-60). The letter acknowledges that Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) took 
effect and states that Caltrans reviewed from a VMT perspective rather than a LOS 
perspective. No response is necessary. 

AA3-2 Comment noted. The residential portion of  the project would require additional 
discretionary approval and the appropriate TDM measures would be identified at that 
time, if  applicable. 

AA3-3 The comment asks to clarify why it was assumed that all 600 new students will come from 
Cedarlane Academy when the boundary of  new school is unknown. Because the boundary 
of  the new K-8 school has not been determined, and Cedarlane Academy covers the 
attendance boundary of  Wedgeworth Elementary School, the traffic engineer determined 
that it would be reasonable to use the attendance boundaries for Cedarlane Academy to 
evaluate VMT impact. The new K-8 school would allow students currently attending 
Wedgeworth ES to continue to attend the same school rather than going to other middle 
schools, and Wedgeworth ES feeds to Cedarlane Academy after graduation unless 
students request intra- or inter-district transfers. The proposed school is intended to serve 
local students although the District allows intra- and inter-district transfers if  there’s 
capacity. The number of  intra- and inter-district transfer students fluctuate, and 
approximately 16 percent (92 students) and 1 percent (8 students) were inter- and intra-
district students at the time of  NOP issuance in 2019. Students from outside the 
Wedgeworth ES and Cedarlane Academy attendance boundaries would have greater trip 
lengths; however, it is assumed that these trips are already occurring elsewhere in the 
community to attend other schools, and the proposed project would not necessarily create 
new trips. The District does not know where these future inter-district transfer students 
are attending schools currently. Therefore, it is anticipated that some of  the redistributed 
trips would have greater trip lengths and some would have shorter lengths by attending 
the proposed school. Approximately 16 percent of  these trips are not anticipated to have 
substantial VMT impact.  

AA3-4 The project would not have an influence on VMT associated with students attending from 
outside District boundaries because the distance from Cedarlane Academy to Wedgeworth 
ES is approximately 0.6 mile. For a person coming from outside the District boundaries, 
this travel distance would be negligible.   

AA3-5 The letter provides information on determining transportation impact in terms of  VMT 
on the State Highway System for informational purposes. No further response is 
necessary. 
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AA3-6 As commented, any transportation of  heavy construction equipment and/or materials 
which requires an oversized-transport vehicle on state highways will require a Caltrans 
transportation permit. The construction traffic would avoid peak period traffic to 
minimize the potential impact on state facilities as appropriate. The proposed project will 
be required to comply with the County-approved plan measures or Caltrans-approved 
plan measures if  any state facilities are affected. 
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3.2 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (RDEIR COMMENTS) 
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LETTER RR1 – Edward Abbott (2 pages) 
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RR1 Response to Comments from Edward Abbott, dated February 16, 2021. 

RR1-1 The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical environmental 
impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will 
be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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LETTER RR2 – Etapkwan (2 pages) 
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RR2- Response to Comments from Etapkwan, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR2-1 The commenter is concerned about the traffic and congestion at Pepperbrook Way and 
Azusa Avenue.  

 The RDEIR found the congestion impact at Pepperbrook Way and Azusa Avenue 
intersection impact to be significant and unavoidable. Although a mitigation measure has 
been provided, implementation of  the mitigation cannot be guaranteed because of  
jurisdictional issue. Providing the recommended improvements at this intersection is not 
under the authority of  the District. Therefore, a Statement of  Overriding Consideration 
will be prepared and adopted as part of  the project approval once the FEIR is certified. 
A SOC will need to find that the benefits of  a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects. However, it should be noted that pursuant to the recent changes in 
CEQA Guidelines and subsequent court decision, traffic delays at intersections measured 
in level of  service (LOS) or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion 
are no longer considered a significant impact on the environment. In January 2020, State 
courts stated that under Section 21099, subdivision (b)(2), “automobile delay, as described 
solely by level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion 
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” under CEQA, except 
for roadway capacity projects. See also CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a). 

Therefore, although the proposed project would result in LOS delays at #13 Azusa 
Avenue at Pepper Brook Way, this LOS-related impact is no longer considered a significant 
impact. However, in order to disclose the project impact and the District’s commitment 
to mitigate the school’s impact, the RDEIR determined the LOS impact to be significant 
and unavoidable, and the District will coordinate with the County to mitigate the traffic 
impact.   

RR2-2 The comment states that a new school is not necessary when the current program can be 
moved to another location. Two of  the project objectives relate to serving the existing 
Wedgeworth ES students. One is to replace Wedgeworth Elementary School, built as a 
temporary facility and now in poor condition, with a modern, educationally appropriate 
campus for 1,200 K-8 students, and the second is to avoid the need to move students off-
site during construction by maintaining the existing campus until the new campus opens. 
Moving the existing school program to another location would not meet the District’s 
objectives.  

RR2-3 The comment asserts that most of  the students are from intra-district transfers, so moving 
the students to another location should not matter.  

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1), the baseline for the RDEIR 
analysis is at the time of  the Notice of  Preparation is published, which is July 2019. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states: “Generally, the lead agency should describe physical 
environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of  preparation is 
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published, or if  no notice of  preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis 
is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.” 

At the time of  NOP release, 92 of  the total 594 students, or approximately 16 percent, 
came from outside the District boundaries (inter-district), and 8 students, or about 1 
percent, came from outside the Wedgeworth ES boundaries but within the District (intra-
district). Therefore, most of  the students are not from intra-district transfers,  and moving 
the students to another location matters.    

RR2-4 The commenter has a problem with the District spending over $60 million on the 
proposed project when the funding for special education is limited. The comment is an 
opinion and does not address physical environmental impacts or the adequacy of  the 
RDEIR. Comments are noted and will be forwarded to the Board of  Education for review 
and consideration. 
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LETTER RR3 – Gabriela Navar (1 page) 
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RR3 Response to Comments from Gabriela Navar, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR3-1 The commenter states that the information pertaining to the history of  the field is 
incorrect. Comments are noted and the text has been modified as below. However, the 
comment does not change the analysis or conclusion of  the RDEIR as it relates to the 
physical environment of  the existing baseball fields and the mitigation.  

Page 5.7-1, Section 5.7.1.2, Existing Conditions, Project Site. The following text is 
modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known 
underline. 

The project site is developed with the existing Wedgeworth Elementary School, four 
baseball fields used by Hacienda HeightsHighlander Little League, and a vacant lot. 
Wedgeworth ES has hardcourts, a kindergarten playground, and turf  playfields. The 
baseball fields and supporting facilities include small bleachers, two batting cages, dugouts, 
press boxes, storage containers, and parking, and two of  the four baseball fields are 
equipped with nighttime lighting.  

Hacienda Heights Little League originally played at Salto Field in the 1970s. However, 
when that District property was turned over to the County, baseball could no longer be 
played there. In April 1978, Hacienda Heights Little League was allowed access to the 
vacant field owned by the District until a new permanent school is constructed there, 
which is the current project site. Wedgeworth ES was constructed in the early 1970s as a 
temporary facility for instruction until a permanent school could be built. However, by 
the mid-1970s, student enrollment declined, and the decision to build a permanent facility 
was postponed. Since 1978 the District-owned fields have been used by Hacienda Heights 
Little League at no charge, with the initial understanding that field access would only be 
allowed until the District decides to build a permanent school facility. The project site is 
not zoned for public or recreational facilities, and the County’s Parks and Recreation 
Department does not list these baseball fields as part of  the County facilities. 

RR3-2 The notice of  availability (NOA) was sent to the property owners and occupants within a 
500-foot radius of  the Cedarlane Academy, informing them of  the proposed project.  

RR3-3 As stated in the RDEIR, the two ballfields at Cedarlane Academy would be available for 
the Little League use during nonschool hours. The District consulted with Cedarlane 
Academy’s principal to confirm that the proposed mitigation at Cedarlane Academy would 
not interfere with the school’s after-school programs. The ballfields at Cedarlane Academy 
would not be lighted and used only during daylight hours. Two unlit ballfields at Cedarlane 
Academy will replace two unlit ballfields at Wedgeworth ES. The non-school hours would 
start around 4 pm or before to allow for a game during daylight hours. 

RR3-4 The Cedarlane Academy parking and street parking on Fieldgate Avenue along the school 
property line would be available to provide adequate parking for the Little League use. 
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Other field areas could be used by other programs. However, the existing campus parking 
and street parking are anticipated to provide adequate parking capacity to accommodate 
the Little League use.   
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LETTER RR4 – Haiyan Li (2 pages) 
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RR4 Response to Comments from Haiyan Li, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR4-1 The comment expresses an opinion that No Project Alternative is the best choice for the 
District and community as it makes the most financial and environmental sense. No 
further response is necessary. 

RR4-2 The comment states that Alternatives 2 and 3 do not make sense because they would 
require doubling of  supporting infrastructure and support personnel, and parents with 
multiple children participating under different age groups would not be able to manage. 
The District reviewed a reasonable range of  project alternatives that can reduce 
environmental impacts while meeting project objectives. Under Alternative 2, the Little 
League would use the new school’s restroom facility, and no new concession building 
would be constructed on the Wedgeworth site. Supporting infrastructure would only be 
constructed at the Kwis replacement fields site. And under Alternative 3, no 
restroom/concession building would be constructed on Cedarlane replacement fields site, 
and the Little League would be using the existing restroom facility at Cedarlane Academy. 
While parents would have to juggle between two field sites, they are feasible alternatives 
that would not result in substantial environmental impacts. Also note that the lack of  
concession and administrative spaces are social  difficulties, and not environmental 
impacts to be evaluated in the EIR. Also see Response RR4-6. 

RR4-3 Both replacement field sites provide on-campus parking and on-street parking for the 
Little League use.  

RR4-4 The comment states that Alternative 4 does not make financial sense to the District and 
community. Financial consideration of  the alternatives or mitigation measures is not under 
the purview of  CEQA analysis but will be considered by the Board of  Education. 

RR4-5 Project objectives have been established by the District.  

RR4-6 Each topical analysis in the EIR evaluates whether the proposed project may have a 
“significant effect on the environment.” CEQA Section 15131(a) states that 

Economic or social effects of  a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of  cause and effect from a proposed 
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. 
The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail 
greater than necessary to trace the chain of  cause and effect. The focus of  the 
analysis shall be on the physical changes.” [Emphasis added.]  

 Therefore, the issue of  disparity within district schools is not under the purview of  CEQA 
analysis and was not included in the RDEIR. The comment will be forwarded to the Board 
of  Education for review and consideration.  
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RR4-7 The comment states that the proposed project would potentially affect the environment 
negatively if  surrounding schools face closure due to decreased enrollment caused by the 
expansion of  Wedgeworth School. This comment is speculative and without evidence. 
The comment did not provide any substantial evidence supporting the claim that the 
proposed expansion of  Wedgeworth School would result in decreased enrollment at other 
schools. Per CEQA, the RDEIR does not need to consider generalized and unsupported 
claims in its analysis.  

RR4-8 The comment provides an opinion and does not address physical environmental impact 
of  the proposed project or inadequacy of  the RDEIR. Comment will be forwarded to the 
Board of  Education for review and consideration.  
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LETTER RR5 – Helen Li (1 page) 
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RR5 Response to Comments from Helen Li, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR5-1 See Response RR4-1 above. 

RR5-2 See Response RR4-2 above.  

RR5-3 See Response RR4-3 above.  

RR5-4 See Response RR4-4 above. 

RR5-5 See Response RR4-5 above.  

RR5-6 See Response RR4-6 above.   

RR5-7 See Response RR4-7 above.   

RR5-8 See Response RR4-8 above.   
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LETTER RR6 – Highlander Baseball Complex Founders (2 pages) 
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RR6 Response to Comments from Highlander Baseball Founders, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR6-1 The comment asserts that the RDEIR provides false information related to the Little 
League baseball fields. The RDEIR evaluates environmental impacts based on the existing 
conditions and has identified removal of  four baseball fields as a significant impact that 
requires mitigation. Therefore, the text pertaining to the history of  the baseball fields has 
been removed to reduce any misunderstanding and discrepancies pertaining to that 
history. This revision to the RDEIR would not impact the conclusion of  the analyses in 
any way.  

Page 5.7-1, Section 5.7.1.2, Existing Conditions, Project Site. The following text is 
modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known 
underline. 

The project site is developed with the existing Wedgeworth Elementary School, four 
baseball fields used by Hacienda HeightsHighlander Little League, and a vacant lot. 
Wedgeworth ES has hardcourts, a kindergarten playground, and turf  playfields. The 
baseball fields and supporting facilities include small bleachers, two batting cages, dugouts, 
press boxes, storage containers, and parking, and two of  the four baseball fields are 
equipped with nighttime lighting.  

Hacienda Heights Little League originally played at Salto Field in the 1970s. However, 
when that District property was turned over to the County, baseball could no longer be 
played there. In April 1978, Hacienda Heights Little League was allowed access to the 
vacant field owned by the District until a new permanent school is constructed there, 
which is the current project site. Wedgeworth ES was constructed in the early 1970s as a 
temporary facility for instruction until a permanent school could be built. However, by 
the mid-1970s, student enrollment declined, and the decision to build a permanent facility 
was postponed. Since 1978 the District-owned fields have been used by Hacienda Heights 
Little League at no charge, with the initial understanding that field access would only be 
allowed until the District decides to build a permanent school facility. The project site is 
not zoned for public or recreational facilities, and the County’s Parks and Recreation 
Department does not list these baseball fields as part of  the County facilities. 
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LETTER RR7 – Jack Hacienda (5 pages) 
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RR7 Response to Comments from Jack Hacienda, dated April 4, 2021. 

RR7-1 The Wedgeworth Elementary School was built as a temporary facility in the 1960s and 
1970s, so these temporary portables have been serving the students for over 50 years. 
Although the existing facilities meet the Los Angeles County Office of  Education 
inspection requirements and do not put existing students in danger, the existing school 
facilities do not meet the current California Department of  Education building standards. 
The school is in poor condition, and as a result the Board of  Education adopted the 
project objective “Replace Wedgeworth Elementary School, built as a temporary facility 
and now in poor condition, with a modern, educationally appropriate campus for 1,200 
K-8 students.” The Board of  Education has the responsibility and authority to establish 
the project’s objectives.  

RR7-2 The Board of  Education has the authority and responsibility to establish project 
objectives. There is no requirement for the District to establish the project objectives to 
the 2016 Master Facilities Plan. The requirements of  the Master Facilities Plan to consider 
demographic factors is not part of  the proposed project, therefore, does not need to be 
considered as part of  the proposed project. The EIR also does not need to substantiate a 
need for this project as part of  its analysis. 

RR7-3 Section 3.4 of  the RDEIR does not indicate that the listed action items are in sequential 
order or that one action must be preceded by the prior action. The comment is correct in 
stating that the EIR must be certified before the approval of  the project. Moreover, the 
EIR can be certified even if  the project is denied. The EIR has listed anticipated approvals 
required for the project, and no further response is necessary.  

RR7-4 The proposed project was not approved at the Board meeting held on June 11, 2020, 
September 10, 2020, or at any other time. Section 15352(a) of  the California Code of  
Regulations (CCR), Title 14, indicates that “Approval” means the decision by a public 
agency which commits the agency to a definite course of  action in regard to a project 
intended to be carried out by any person. The project intended to be carried out by the 
District has not been approved; therefore, there is no project for the District to take a 
definite course of  action on. The District’s resolution to issue a bond to fund the proposed 
project, if  the project is approved, does not meet the definition of  a “project” under the 
14 CCR Section 15378, as the resolution itself  would not result in a direct physical change 
in the environment or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.  

Section 15378 of  the CEQA Guidelines states that “Project” means the whole of  an 
action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and 
[emphasis added] that is any of  the following:  

(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not limited to public 
works construction and related activities clearing or grading of  land, improvements to 
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existing public structures, enactment and amendment of  zoning ordinances, and the 
adoption and amendment of  local General Plans or elements thereof  pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65100–65700. 

(2) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported in whole or in part through 
public agency contacts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of  assistance from one or 
more public agencies. 

(3) An activity involving the issuance to a person of  a lease, permit, license, certificate, or 
other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies. 

 Furthermore, the comment references Section 15352(b) that applies to “private project,” 
not to a public project, such as this one. The proposed project is not a private project, and 
this section of  the code does not apply to the District.   

 The commenter’s statement that the Board of  Education has already approved the project 
is inaccurate. The Board has not approved the project is further evidenced by the 
processing of  this EIR. 

RR7-5 The VMT technical memo included as Appendix E to the RDEIR has been prepared in 
accordance with the Los Angeles County Public Works’ Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines in terms of  the methodology used. The comment references the County 
Guideline’s overall steps for a project applicant in the County to follow for a discretionary 
development project or transportation project. The District is the lead agency for the 
proposed project, and it does not require a discretionary action from the County at this 
time. Therefore, the referenced step of  review from the County Guidelines does not apply. 
However, the District is coordinating with the County Public Works for review of  the 
traffic study and necessary driveway and various signage and painting improvements. The 
traffic impacts of  the proposed project have been disclosed to the County of  Los Angeles 
for review and comment, a Confirmation of  Findings Letter has not been issued, and 
receipt of  such a letter from the County is not required as part of  the EIR evaluation. 

 Note that Los Angeles County Public Works reviewed the first circulated DEIR and 
provided a comment letter. The comment letter and response are included as Letter A4 in 
Section 2.1 of  this FEIR. The RDEIR was also sent to the County Public Works for 
review but no comment was received.  

RR7-6 Based on the traffic consultant’s expert opinion as stated in the RDEIR Appendix E, 
VMT Technical Memo, the District staff  determined that use of  a VMT methodology that 
is different from the County’s VMT Guidelines would be appropriate. The District is its 
own lead agency, and therefore is allowed to make such a determination. If  the Board 
decides, after reviewing the FEIR (i.e., RDEIR and the response to comments), that it 
disagrees with the methodology, the Board may ask District staff  to reevaluate the 
methodology and the finding.  
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RR7-7 The school component refers to Phase 1 of  the proposed project, which is the 
development of  a K-8 school. 

RR7-8 The editorial error in page E-6 of  Appendix E has been modified. This modification 
would not change the analysis or conclusion of  the RDEIR. 

Page E-6, Appendix E, VMT Technical Memo. The following text is modified. Deletions 
to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

 These students would no longer have to attend other schools such as nearby Cedarlane 
Academy located approximately 1 mile to the west after completing 5th grade. Therefore 
it is more appropriate to evaluate the school component of  the project in terms of  an 
overall net change in VMT associated with enrollment shifts. Therefore fFor this analysis, 
a potentially significant VMT impact would occur if  the school component of  the project 
would result in a net increase in existing total VMT. For this analysis, For the proposed 
project, VMT change would primarily result from the change in local students in grades 6 
to 8 within District boundaries attending Wedgeworth compared to another school in the 
District. 

RR7-9 The attendance boundary for the K-8 school has not been established; therefore, the 
actual impact on Cedarlane in terms of  attendance is unknown. However, it was assumed 
that for the purposes of  the VMT analysis that the students from Wedgeworth ES would 
attend Cedarlane after graduation, as Cedarlane Academy covers the current Wedgeworth 
ES boundaries. See Exhibit 1, below, for Wedgeworth ES and Cedarlane Academy 
attendance boundaries. For intra- and inter-district students, change in VMT would be 
negligible because some would need to drive longer and some shorter to attend different 
schools in or outside the District. The following text has been modified for clarification. 
This modification would not change the conclusion of  the RDEIR analysis.  

Page 5.8-30, Section 5.8.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.8-2. The following text is modified. 
Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

For the Phase 1 school expansion portion of  the proposed project, a potentially significant 
VMT impact would occur if  the expanded school would result in a net increase in existing 
total VMT. The proposed project is not proposing a new school; instead, the capacity of  
the existing school is being expanded to accommodate students in middle school grades, 
thereby allowing elementary students to continue their education in the same school 
through middle grades. For the purpose of  the VMT analysis, it was assumed that Tthese 
students within the Wedgeworth ES boundaries would likely attend Cedarlane Academy 
after graduation, about a mile to the west. The attendance boundary for the new K-8 
school has not been established. Therefore, the District, as the leady agency, determined 
that it would be reasonable to evaluate the school component of  the project in terms of  
an overall net change in VMT associated with enrollment shifts, and not based on VMT 
per employee as the County’s guidelines suggested. 
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Exhibit 1: Wedgeworth ES and Cedarlane Academy Attendance Boundaries 
 

RR7-10 Some reduction in enrollment at Cedarlane could occur if  the attendance boundaries for 
the new K-8 school includes some of  the area within the current Cedarlane Academy 
attendance boundary. The K-8 school is intended for the students going to Wedgeworth 
ES to continue to attend Wedgeworth through 8th grade. However, reduction in 
enrollment would not result in greater physical environmental impacts to Cedarlane 
Academy facilities, because physical environmental impacts generally occur from an 
increase in student capacity. Impacts from providing two unlit ballfields are discussed in 
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Section 5.7, Recreation, due to provision of  two replacement fields. Revisions to the 
project objective on Page 3-1 would not be necessary because it is accurate and not 
misleading. 

RR7-11 It is speculative to evaluate potential impacts from future redrawing of  school boundaries, 
or some elementary school north of  Cedarlane Academy sending students to Cedarlane 
to better utilize the campus, or closing Cedarlane Academy and redeveloping Bixby 
Elementary School to a K-8 school. These are not reasonably foreseeable indirect project 
impacts because the District currently has no plans to redraw school boundaries except 
for the new K-8 school, if  it is approved; relocate students to Cedarlane Academy to better 
utilize the campus; or close Cedarlane Academy and redevelop Bixby. There is no 
substantial evidence to assert that the proposed project would impact the entire District’s 
enrollment landscape, which would result in physical changes.  

RR7-12 The District, as the lead agency, has discretion to choose the most appropriate 
methodology to evaluate a project VMT, as stated in 14 CCR Section 15064.3(b)(4):  

14 CCR Section 15064.3(b)(4): Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose 
the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, 
including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household 
or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle 
miles traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based 
on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and 
any revisions to model outputs should be documented and explained in the 
environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of  adequacy in 
Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section. 

Schools are local-serving land uses that do not necessarily increase VMT in a community. 
If  students are not attending a school at Wedgeworth or Cedarlane, which are 
approximately one mile from each other, students will attend other schools in the area, 
also generating traffic. Some will drive longer and some shorter distances. If  a household 
has students in different grades, the proposed project would allow two trips to be 
consolidated to one location instead of  two, therefore reducing VMT. The County VMT 
Guidelines reviews schools as nonretail land uses such as an office, manufacturing, or 
institutional, and therefore uses a VMT-per-employee methodology. The District 
determined that this approach would not be representative of  trips generating from 
student drop-offs and pick-ups. Evaluating VMT impact using County Guidelines for the 
school portion of  the proposed project would result in an erroneous conclusion and is 
not necessary.    

RR7-13 See Response RR7-9. Additionally, if  students were to leave the District to attend other 
schools from Wedgeworth or Cedarlane attendance boundaries, VMT impact would be 
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greater because students would need to be driven farther distance instead of  attending 
local schools. 

RR7-14 Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1), the baseline for the RDEIR 
analysis is at the time of  the Notice of  Preparation is published, which is July 2019. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states: “Generally, the lead agency should describe physical 
environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of  preparation is 
published, or if  no notice of  preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis 
is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.” 

At the time of  NOP release, 92 of  the total 594 students, or approximately 16 percent, 
came from outside the District boundaries (inter-district), and 8 students, or about 1 
percent, came from outside the Wedgeworth ES boundaries but within the District (intra-
district). Therefore, the RDEIR accurately stated that approximately 16 percent of  the 
students attending Wedgeworth ES come from outside the District’s attendance 
boundaries currently.  

 The District allows intra- and inter-district transfers, and the number of  intra- and inter-
district transfers and the total enrollment numbers fluctuate annually. In 2021, the total 
inter-district transfers decreased to 71 from 92 in 2019, but the intra-district transfers 
increased substantially from 16 percent to 64 percent. The RDEIR used 0.60 mile to 
calculate the total VMT for the existing K-5 school based on the existing Wedgeworth ES 
attendance boundaries. Normally, if  the total intra-district transfers increase, the total 
VMT would also increase. However, during this unprecedented time of  pandemic, 
Wedgeworth ES campus was closed, and the students attended school from their homes 
through distance learning. Therefore, even with the high number of  students that came 
from outside the Wedgeworth ES boundaries, the actual VMT decreased in 2020 and 
2021. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to use the current transfer student numbers 
to analyze VMT.  

RR7-15 There has been an editorial error and the sentence has been modified to state that 
Cedarlane and Wedgeworth are in the same “model” TAZ, indicating that they are in the 
same above-baseline model category, indicating that these areas all exceed the south 
County VMT per capita baseline of  12.7. The VMT Tech memo included in Appendix E 
of  the RDEIR correctly states that both schools are in the same model TAZ, and this 
editorial error in the RDEIR would not change the outcome of  the analysis nor result in 
new significant impact.    

Page 5.8-30, Section 5.8.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.8-2. The following text is modified. 
Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

Given that Cedarlane and Wedgeworth are in the same model TAZ, the VMT per 
employee would not change, and any changes in VMT from the proposed project would 
be related to a change in trips related to student drop-off/pick-up. 
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RR7-16 The sentence does not state that “any” change in VMT would be related to student drop-
off  and pick-up. It states that the VMT impact from the project would “primarily” be 
from student trips and explains why the VMT per employee methodology per the County 
guidelines was not used. This paragraph further explains the VMT methodology used for 
the project by indicating that although 16 percent of  the students are from outside the 
District’s attendance boundaries (inter-district transfers), these transfer students were not 
considered as having a substantial impact on VMT.  

RR7-17 The RDEIR used 0.6 mile as the weighted average VMT for the existing Wedgeworth ES 
based on the existing attendance boundaries. If  16 percent of  the total enrollment come 
from outside of  District attendance boundary, the average VMT for these 16 percent 
would exceed 0.6 mile, but the actual miles were not calculated. Because the District allows 
inter- and intra-district transfers, the students can come from anywhere. Therefore, for 
the RDEIR analysis, it was assumed that a similar number of  students would come from 
outside the District boundaries because the proposed project is intended to allow 
Wedgeworth ES students to continue on to middle school.   

RR7-18 The comment proposes an alternative to build a replacement K-5 school and retain four 
baseball fields. Impacts from this alternative would be similar to Alternative 4, New 
Expanded K-8 School and Four Baseball Fields Retention (Including One Shared Field), 
except that two of  the classroom buildings could be one story instead of  two stories. As 
with the conclusion for Alternative 4, this alternative would lessen environmental impacts 
in all areas evaluated in the EIR (air quality, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas 
emissions, hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural 
resources, and utilities and service systems). This alternative would lessen the recreation 
impact, and no replacement fields construction would be necessary as mitigation. This 
alternative would also eliminate the significant transportation impact related to VMT for 
the residential portion of  the proposed project, and also eliminate the significant LOS 
traffic impact compared to the proposed project. As stated by the commenter, this 
alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. However, as with other 
alternatives considered in the RDEIR, it would only partially meet the project objectives. 
Consideration of  this new alternative would not require recirculation of  the RDEIR as it 
would not result in a new significant impact. This alternative would be considered by the 
Board of  Education. 

RR7-19 The assumption for Alternative 3 is that there would be a reduction in total building area 
due to the 50 percent reduction in student capacity; however, since there is no actual site 
plan for this alternative, there could be different design options. For clarification, sections 
of  the RDEIR have been modified. However, it would not alter the analysis or conclusion 
of  the RDEIR.  

Page 7-4, Section 7.3, Alternatives Selected for Further Analysis, Table 7-1, Alternative 3: 
New Replacement K-5 School and Residential Development Alternative. The following 
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text is modified. Deletions to the text are shown in strikethrough and additions are known 
underline. 

Table 7-1 Summarized Description of the Alternatives 
Alternatives Description 

Alternative 3: 
New Replacement K-5 School and 
Residential Development Alternative 

 A 600-student capacity K-5 school would be constructed on the 10-acre portion of the 
project site. 

 Reduction in total building area to accommodate 600 students instead of 1,200 
students, and all buildings would be one story high.  

 The remaining 10 acres would be developed with 160 residential units.  
 All four baseball fields would be removed (one large and one small fields with lights and 

two small fields without lights).  
 

Page 7-13, Section 7.6, Alternative 3: New Replacement K-5 School and Residential 
Development Alternative. The following text is modified. Deletions to the text are shown 
in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

With the maximum capacity of  600 students, it is assumed that one of  the buildings could 
be eliminated, or two of  the classroom buildings could be one story instead of  two stories, 
since the number of  classrooms could be reduced by approximately 50 percent. 
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RR8 Response to Comments from Jolene Blanco, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR8-1 The project site is already developed and operating as Wedgeworth ES. Therefore, the 
District is not developing a new school but expanding the existing Wedgeworth ES to 
accommodate students in grades 6 through 8. The RDEIR is not vague in describing the 
project, nor is it misleading.  

RR8-2 Using underutilized athletic fields is not the same as reallocating students to different 
schools. Transferring students is not part of  the project objectives of  the proposed 
project. 

RR8-3 The comment does not address the content or adequacy of  the RDEIR. 

RR8-4 The County Board of  Supervisors have not approved the residential development project. 
The residential portion of  the proposed project would require a separate discretionary 
approval by the County when a specific development plan is proposed. No such plan is 
available at this time. 

RR8-5 Specifics cannot be provided because there is no plan for the project. The lead agency for 
the residential development portion of  the project would be the County of  Los Angeles, 
and specific development plan will be required to be reviewed and approved by the County 
Board of  Supervisors. Specific plans for residential development are not available because 
the District is not a developer, and the site has not been sold to a developer for future 
development. 

RR8-6 While the District prepared the EIR, which addresses the potential residential 
development, it does not have approval authority over Phase 2. The County of  Los 
Angeles is responsible for determining the appropriate CEQA document for the approval 
of  the residential portion of  the project (Phase 2). As the responsible agency it may use 
the current EIR or it may determine that additional analysis is needed and may prepare an 
addendum, a supplement to the current EIR or prepare a subsequent EIR.  

RR8-7 The comment references Table 5.1-9 in the first DEIR circulated for public review in 
December 2019, and it is not part of  the RDEIR. However, the same comment was 
submitted on the DEIR and the response is included in Section 2.2, Individual Response to 
Comments (Comments on DEIR). See Response to Comment R1-5. 

RR8-8 See Response to Comment R1-6 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. And see Response RR7-13 above. 

RR8-9 See Response to Comment R1-7 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-10 See Response to Comment R1-8 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 
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RR8-11 See Response to Comment R1-9 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-12 See Response to Comment R1-10 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-13 See Response to Comment R1-11 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-14 See Response to Comment R1-12 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-15 See Response to Comment R1-14 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-16 See Response to Comment R1-16 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 

RR8-17 See Response to Comment R1-19 in Section 2.2, Individual Response to Comments, of  this 
document. 
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RR9 Response to Comments from Lupita Jimenez, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR9-1 The commenter is against the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR10 Response to Comments from Ming Lai, no date. 

RR10-1 The commenter is resubmitting the comment letter submitted for the first DEIR dated 
January 2020. No comments pertaining to the RDEIR were submitted. See Responses to 
Letters R16 and R17 in Section 2 of  this document.  
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RR11 Response to Comments from Shelley Sun, dated April 3, 2021. 

RR11-1 The commenter is against the project and is concerned with noise, traffic, pollution, and 
the unequal distribution of  resources for only one school. The first DEIR—circulated 
from December 5, 2019, to January 21, 2020—addressed impacts related to noise and air 
pollution, and impacts were found to be less than significant. The traffic impact was 
evaluated again in the RDEIR and it was determined that both level of  service (LOS) 
impact and vehicle miles traveled impact would be significant and unavoidable. Note that 
pursuant to SB 743, LOS impact is no longer considered significant environmental impact. 
However, in order to fully disclose project impact to the public, the District determined 
LOS impact as significant. A Statement of  Overriding Consideration will be prepared and 
adopted as part of  the project approval once the FEIR is certified. A SOC will need to 
find that the benefits of  a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects. 
The EIR evaluates physical environmental impacts of  a project, and the comment does 
not substantiate how the unequal distribution of  resources for only one school would 
result in adverse physical environmental impacts. No further response is necessary.  
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RR12 Response to Comments from Brian Voon, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR12-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR13 Response to Comments from Connie Liu, dated April 3, 2021. 

RR13-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR14 Response to Comments from Eve H, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR14-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR15 Response to Comments from Grace Zhai, dated April 3, 2021. 

RR15-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR16 Response to Comments from Hazel Ng, dated April 3, 2021. 

RR16-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 

RR16-2 The existing baseball fields are part of  the existing baseline conditions that must be 
evaluated and properly mitigated.  
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RR17 Response to Comments from Ian Suen, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR17-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 

  



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated DEIR 

April 2021 Page 3-83 

LETTER RR18 – Jenny Liang (1 page) 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated DEIR 

Page 3-84 PlaceWorks 

RR18 Response to Comments from Jenny Liang, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR18-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR19 Response to Comments from Jessie Yu, dated April 3, 2021. 

RR19-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR20 Response to Comments from Joann Li, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR20-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR21 Response to Comments from Jojo Chuk, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR21-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR22 Response to Comments from Justin Mui, dated April 1, 2021. 

RR22-1 The project was initially scheduled to start construction in July 2021 and end in December 
2022, a total construction duration of  approximately 17 months. However, the 
construction schedule could be delayed based on the timing of  the project approval. 
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RR23 Response to Comments from Lily Chan, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR23-1 The commenter supports the project. The RDEIR evaluates physical environmental 
impacts of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an 
opinion and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the 
DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board 
of  Education. 

. 
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RR24 Response to Comments from Melody Hsieh, dated March 1, 2021. 

RR24-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR25 Response to Comments from Ning Shu, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR25-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR26 Response to Comments from Vivian Kuo, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR26-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. The EIR evaluates 
physical environmental impacts of  the project, not the cost effectiveness of  the project. 
No response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 

  



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated DEIR 

Page 3-102 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 
  



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated DEIR 

April 2021 Page 3-103 

LETTER RR27 – Vivian Wu (2 pages) 

 

  



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E D N A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated DEIR 

Page 3-104 PlaceWorks 

 



W E D G E W O R T H  K - 8  S C H O O L  A N D  R E S I D E N T I A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  F I N A L  E I R  
H A C I E N D A  L A  P U E N T E  U N I F I E D  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T  

3. Response to Comments from the Recirculated DEIR 

April 2021 Page 3-105 

RR27 Response to Comments from Vivian Wu, dated April 2, 2021. 

RR27-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR28 Response to Comments from Yeekicho, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR28-1 The commenter supports the project. The comment provides an opinion and does not 
address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is 
necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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RR29 Response to Comments from Zona Don, dated April 5, 2021. 

RR29-1 The commenter supports the project. The commenter states that the proposed project 
would have an enrollment capacity of  1,180 students, but the maximum capacity of  the 
proposed K-8 school is 1,200. And the RDEIR evaluates physical environmental impacts 
of  the project, not financial aspects of  the project. The comment provides an opinion 
and does not address any physical environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No 
response is necessary. Comments are noted and will be provided to the Board of  
Education. 
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RR30 Response to Comments from Henry Roman, dated March 31, 2021. 

RR30-1 The commenter lives about 200 yards from the project site and asserts that Wedgeworth 
ES continue to operate because students from other areas other than Hacienda Heights 
have been allowed to enroll and that this resulted in inadequate parking and problematic 
traffic flow. This claim is not accurate as the inter-district transfer at the school at the time 
of  Notice of  Preparation issuance in 2019 was 92 students, and intra-district transfers 
were 8 students out of  total 594 enrolled. The school does not have adequate parking 
because it was developed as a temporary facility, not because students from other areas 
attend this school.  

RR30-2 The commenter opposes expanding the school to accommodate a new K-8 school but 
supports replacing the existing buildings, providing additional parking, and retaining all 
four baseball fields. The comment provides an opinion and does not address any physical 
environmental impact or adequacy of  the DEIR. No response is necessary. Comments 
are noted and will be provided to the Board of  Education. 
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4. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 
of  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation measures 
to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements 
included in the DEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter any impact 
significance conclusions as disclosed in the DEIR. Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strikeout 
text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

4.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. Deletions to the text are 
shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

Page 1-9, Section 1.8, Summary of  Environmental Impacts. The following text is modified in response to Comment 
A7-4 from the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance  

Before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.1-2: 
Construction activities 
associated with the 
proposed project could 
result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is 
non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality 
standard. 

Potentially 
Significant 

AQ-1 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall 
specify in the construction bid that the construction contractor(s) 
shall, at minimum, use equipment that meets the EPA’s Tier 3 
emissions standards for off-road diesel-powered construction 
equipment with more than 50 horsepower for all building demolition, 
unless it can be demonstrated to District that such equipment is not 
available. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be 
achieved by Tier 3 emissions standards for a similarly sized engine, 
as defined by the California Air Resources Board’s regulations. Prior 
to construction, the project engineer shall ensure that all building 
demolition plans clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 3 
emissions standards for construction equipment over 50 
horsepower for the specific activities stated above. During 
construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a list of all 
operating equipment associated with building demolition in use on 
the site for verification by the District. The construction equipment 
list shall state the makes, models, and numbers of construction 
equipment onsite. Equipment shall be properly serviced and 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance  

Before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance  

After Mitigation 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
recommendations.  

AQ-2 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall 
specify in the construction bid that the construction contractor(s) 
shall only use zero VOC (volatile organic compound) content (i.e., 0 
to 5 grams per liter) interior paints and with a low VOC (volatile 
organic compound) content with a maximum concentration of 30 
grams per liter (g/L) exterior paints for residential building 
architectural coating to reduce VOC emissions. All building and site 
plans shall note use of zero VOC content paints with a low VOC 
content with a maximum concentration of 30 g/L. Prior to 
construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that all 
construction plans submitted to the District’s Director of Facilities 
and Maintenance, or designee, clearly show the requirement for use 
on interior paint with a low VOC content with a maximum 
concentration of 30 g/L for the specified buildings, herein. This 
requirement shall be noted on all construction management plans. 

 

Page 1-10, Section 1.8, Summary of  Environmental Impacts. The following text is modified in response to Comment 
A7-12 from the South Coast Air Quality Management District and R1-8 from Jolene Blanco. 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance  

Before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.1-4: 
Construction activities 
associated with the 
proposed project could 
expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

Potentially 
Significant 

AQ-3 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall 
specify in the construction bid that the construction contractor(s) 
shall water exposed ground surfaces and disturbed areas a 
minimum of three times per day during Phase 1 site preparation 
activities to minimize fugitive dust and require additional watering as 
necessary if there is any evidence of “wind driven fugitive dust” as 
defined in South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 
403(c)(36) (i.e., “visible emissions from any disturbed surface area 
which is generated by wind action alone”). In addition, the District 
shall also specify in the construction bid contract that the 
construction contractor(s) shall post visible signage that contains 
the most current South Coast AQMD complaint hotline telephone 
number in addition to the contact information for a District 
representative to report any complaints related to project 
construction activities. These signs shall be placed on the outer side 
of the construction areas or in such areas that are plainly visible to 
the public. Prior to construction, the construction contractor(s) shall 
ensure that all construction plans submitted to the District’s Director 
of Facilities and Maintenance, or designee, clearly show the 
watering requirement to control fugitive dust. 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Page 1-15, Section 1.8, Summary of  Environmental Impacts. The following text is modified to correct an editorial 
error. 

Environmental Impact 

Level of 
Significance  

Before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.9-1: The 
proposed project could 
cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal 
cultural resource that is 
determined by the lead 
agency to be significant 
pursuant to criteria in 
Public Resources Code 
section 5024.1(c). 

Potentially 
Significant 

TRCR-1 Prior to the issuance of any permits allowing ground-disturbing 
activities that cause excavation to depths greater than artificial fill, 
the Hacienda La Puente Unified School District and the Applicant 
for the residential development shall retain qualified Native 
American Monitor(s), approved by tribal group who is traditionally 
and culturally affiliates with the project site and has demonstrated, 
by a written material, that there is a reason to suggest that there 
could be a tribal cultural resource (TRCR) within the project site, 
during construction-related ground disturbance activities. The 
monitor(s) shall be present on-site during construction that involve 
ground disturbing activities. The Native American monitor(s) shall 
be responsible for the following activities during the monitoring, as 
appropriate:  

Less Than 
Significant 

 

Page 2-5 DEIR Section 2.2, Notice of  Preparation and Initial Study, Table 2-1, Government Agency NOP 
Written Comments Summary, has been modified in response to Comment A4-1. 

Table 2-1 Government Agency NOP Written Comments Summary 
Commenting 

Agency/Person Letter Dated Summary of Comments Response/Issue Addressed In: 
Los Angeles 
County Public 
Health  

8/27/2019 Comments that the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling 
Access Act of 1991 requires each development project to 
provide an adequate storage area for collection and removal of 
recyclable materials. 

The proposed K-8 School 
provides a site plan showing the 
trash enclosure, and this area 
would also provide as storage 
area for collection and removal 
of recyclable materials. The 
residential development would 
also be required comply with the 
California Solid Waste Reuse 
and Recycling Act and provide 
appropriate storage area for 
collection and removal of 
recyclable materials.  
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Page 5.1-30, Impact 5.1-5. The following text is modified to correct an erroneous reference to construction 
activities. 

A project could expose sensitive receptors to elevated pollutant concentrations during construction operational 
activities if  it would cause or contribute significantly to elevated levels. The following describes changes in 
localized impacts from long-term operational activities of  the proposed project. 

Page 5.1-33, Section 5.1.7, Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is revised to be applicable to 
the County of  Los Angeles, which would be the lead agency for development of  the proposed residential. 
Additionally, this mitigation measure is revised in response to Comment A7-4.  

AQ-2 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall specify in the construction 
bid that the construction contractor(s) shall only use zero VOC (volatile organic compound) 
content (i.e., 0 to 5 grams per liter) interior paints and with a low VOC (volatile organic 
compound) content with a maximum concentration of  30 grams per liter (g/L) exterior paints 
for residential building architectural coating to reduce VOC emissions. All building and site 
plans shall note use of  zero VOC content paints with a maximum VOC concentration of 30 
g/L. Prior to construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that all construction 
plans submitted to the District’s Director of Facilities and Maintenance, or designee, clearly 
show this requirement. This requirement shall be noted on all construction management plans. 

Page 5.1-33, Section 5.1.7, Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is revised in response to 
Comment A7-12 and R1-8.  

AQ-3 The Hacienda La Puente Unified School District (District) shall specify in the construction 
bid that the construction contractor(s) shall water exposed ground surfaces and disturbed areas 
a minimum of three times per day during Phase 1 site preparation and grading activities to 
minimize fugitive dust and require additional watering as necessary if there is any evidence of 
“wind driven fugitive dust” as defined in South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 
403(c)(36) (i.e., “visible emissions from any disturbed surface area which is generated by wind 
action alone”). In addition, the District shall also specify in the construction bid contract that 
the construction contractor(s) shall post visible signage that contains the most current South 
Coast AQMD complaint hotline telephone number in addition to the contact information for 
a District representative to report any complaints related to project construction activities. 
These signs shall be placed on the outer side of the construction areas or in such areas that are 
plainly visible to the public. Prior to construction, the construction contractor(s) shall ensure 
that all construction plans submitted to the District’s Director of Facilities and Maintenance, 
or designee, clearly show the watering requirement to control fugitive dust. 
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Pages 5.1-33 to 5.1-35, Section 5.1.8, Level of  Significance After Mitigation. The following text and table are updated 
to reflect the change in Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requiring zero VOC-content paint instead of  low VOC-
content paint. This mitigation measure is revised in response to Comment A7-4. 

Impact 5.1-2 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which requires use of  site preparation and grading equipment 
that meets the EPA’s Tier 3 emissions standards for school construction activities and Mitigation Measure AQ-
2, which requires use of  lower zero VOC-content paints for the proposed residences, would limit construction-
related emissions. As shown in Table 5.1-14, Maximum Daily Construction Emissions with Mitigation, with the 
implementation of  Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, construction-related NOx and VOC emissions would 
be reduced to below the SCAQMD screening-level LST. Project and cumulative construction-related air quality 
impacts under Impact 5.1-2 would be reduced to less than significant.  

Table 5.1-14 Maximum Daily Construction Emissions with Mitigation 

Construction Activity 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/Day)1 

VOC2  NOx CO SO2 PM103 PM2.53 

Phase 1 – Year 2020       
Site Preparation 2 27 23 <1 8 5 
Site Preparation and Grading 5 72 62 <1 14 8 
Site Preparation, Grading, and Utility 
Trenching 5 78 69 <1 14 8 

Site Preparation and Utility Trenching 3 34 30 <1 9 5 
Site Preparation, Utility Trenching, and 
Building Construction 5 57 52 <1 11 7 

Utility Trenching and Building 
Construction 3 30 29 <1 3 2 

Building Construction 3 23 22 <1 2 1 
Phase 1 – Year 2021       
Building Construction 2 21 22 <1 2 1 
Building Construction, Paving, and 
Architectural Coating 16 36 39 <1 3 2 

Building Construction, Paving, 
Architectural Coating, Demolition, 
Portables Removal, and Finishing and 
Landscaping 

19 69 69 <1 6 4 

Building Construction, Paving, 
Architectural Coating, Demolition, and 
Finishing and Landscaping 

18 63 67 <1 5 3 

Building Construction, Paving, 
Architectural Coating, and Finishing and 
Landscaping 

16 39 43 <1 4 2 

Paving, Architectural Coating, and 
Finishing and Landscaping 14 18 22 <1 1 1 

Architectural Coating and 
Finishing/Landscaping  12 5 6 <1 1 <1 

Phase 2 – Year 2024 
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Table 5.1-14 Maximum Daily Construction Emissions with Mitigation 

Construction Activity 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/Day)1 

VOC2  NOx CO SO2 PM103 PM2.53 

Demolition 2 22 21 <1 2 1 
Demolition and Bleachers Removal 3 26 23 <1 2 1 
Site Preparation 3 27 19 <1 9 5 
Grading 2 22 17 <1 4 2 
Utility Trenching 1 5 6 <1 <1 <1 
Building Construction 2 18 25 <1 3 1 
Phase 2 – Year 2025       
Building Construction 2 17 24 <1 3 1 
Architectural Coating 6033 1 3 <1 1 <1 
Paving 1 9 15 <1 1 <1 
Finishing and Landscape <1 2 4 <1 <1 <1 
Maximum Daily Emissions 6033 78 70 <1 14 8 
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Threshold No No No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod, version 2016.3.2. Highest winter or summer emissions are reported. 
Notes: lbs = pounds.  
1 Based on information provided or verified by the District. Where specific information regarding project-related construction activities or processes was not available, 

construction assumptions were based on CalEEMod defaults, which are based on construction surveys conducted by the SCAQMD. 
2 A VOC content of 305 g/L was used in modeling for Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to provide the most conservative emissions. 
3 Includes implementation of fugitive dust control measures required by SCAQMD under Rule 403, watering disturbed areas a minimum of three times per day under 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2, use of Tier 3 construction equipment under Mitigation Measure AQ-1, reducing speed limit to 15 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces, 
replacing ground cover quickly, and street sweeping with Rule 1186–compliant sweepers. 

 

Page 5.5-6, Section 5.5.1.2, Existing Conditions. The following text is modified in response to Comment A5-1, 
from the Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County. 

There is storm drainage along Eagle Park Road and along the east boundary that conveys collected stormwater 
to the Lower San Gabriel Valley Reach 4, then to San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant along San Gabriel 
River to the north. 

Page 5.6-22, Section 5.6.6, Level of  Significance Before Mitigation. The following text is modified to correct an 
editorial error.  

The following impact would be less than significant: 5.6-2, and 5.6-3, and 5.6-4. 

Page 5.6-24, Section 5.6.8, Level of  Significance After Mitigation. The following text is modified to correct an 
editorial error.  

Impact 5.136-1 
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Page 5.9-6, Section 5.9.6, Level of  Significance Before Mitigation. The following text is modified to correct an 
editorial error.  

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.149-2 Tribal cultural resources could be adversely impacted by grading activities associated 
with the proposed project. 

Page 5.9-6, Section 5.9.7, Mitigation Measures. The following text is modified to correct an editorial error.  

TRCR-1 Prior to the issuance of  any permits allowing ground-disturbing activities that cause excavation 
to depths greater than artificial fill, the Hacienda La Puente Unified School District and the 
Applicant for the residential development shall retain qualified Native American Monitor(s), 
approved by tribal group who is traditionally and culturally affiliates with the project site and 
has demonstrated, by a written material, that there is a reason to suggest that there could be a 
tribal cultural resource (TRCR) within the project site, during construction-related ground 
disturbance activities. The monitor(s) shall be present on-site during construction that involve 
ground disturbing activities. The Native American monitor(s) shall be responsible for the 
following activities during the monitoring, as appropriate: 

Page 5.10-6, Section 5.10.4, Environmental Impacts, Impact 5.10-2. The following text is modified in response to 
Comment A5-2 from the Sanitation Districts of  Los Angeles County.  

There is existing 10-inch sewer line in Wedgeworth Drive to the south, which is connected to an 18-inch main 
in the sewer easement along the north property line before being conveyed to the Sanitation Districts of  Los 
Angeles County’s Joint Outfall H Unit 7C Trunk Sewer in a private right-of-way along the north side of  the 
San Jose Creek.  
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5. Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the RDEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 
of  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation measures 
to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements 
included in the RDEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter any impact 
significance conclusions as disclosed in the RDEIR. Changes made to the RDEIR are identified here in 
strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

5.2 RDEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the RDEIR. Deletions to the text 
are shown in strikethrough and additions are known underline. 

Page 1-7, Section 1.5.2, Alternative 2: New Expanded K-8 School and Two New Baseball Fields Retention 
Alternative. The following text is modified to correct an editorial error. 

Under this alternative, two eastern small baseball fields would be retained, and no residential units would be 
developed. This alternative is intended to reduce the significant and unavoidable recreation impacts. 

Page 1-7, Section 1.5.4, Alternative 4: New Expanded K-8 School and Four Baseball Fields Retention 
Alternative. The following text is modified to correct an editorial error. 

The project site would be developed as a K-8 school with 1,200 students as with the proposed project, but the 
athletic fields and hardcourts design would be modified to maintain the existing four baseball fields. This 
alternative is intended to reduce the significant and unavoidable recreation impacts. 

Page 5.7-1, Section 5.7.1.2, Existing Conditions, Project Site, has been modified in response to comments from 
the Gabriela Navar (Comment RR3). 

The project site is developed with the existing Wedgeworth Elementary School, four baseball fields used by 
Hacienda HeightsHighlander Little League, and a vacant lot. Wedgeworth ES has hardcourts, a kindergarten 
playground, and turf  playfields. The baseball fields and supporting facilities include small bleachers, two batting 
cages, dugouts, press boxes, storage containers, and parking, and two of  the four baseball fields are equipped 
with nighttime lighting.  
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Hacienda Heights Little League originally played at Salto Field in the 1970s. However, when that District 
property was turned over to the County, baseball could no longer be played there. In April 1978, Hacienda 
Heights Little League was allowed access to the vacant field owned by the District until a new permanent school 
is constructed there, which is the current project site. Wedgeworth ES was constructed in the early 1970s as a 
temporary facility for instruction until a permanent school could be built. However, by the mid-1970s, student 
enrollment declined, and the decision to build a permanent facility was postponed. Since 1978 the District-
owned fields have been used by Hacienda Heights Little League at no charge, with the initial understanding 
that field access would only be allowed until the District decides to build a permanent school facility. The project 
site is not zoned for public or recreational facilities, and the County’s Parks and Recreation Department does 
not list these baseball fields as part of  the County facilities. 

Page 5.7-4, Section 5.7.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.7-1, 1st paragraph, has been modified in response to 
Comment letter AA1 from the County of  Los Angeles Parks and Recreation. 

Therefore, compliance with Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140 additional park 
facilities would be provided by would ensure that the residential portion of  the proposed project that would 
adds value to the county recreation system without substantially impacting the existing recreation facilities. 

Page 5.7-4, Section 5.7.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.7-2, 1st paragraph, has been modified in response to 
Comment letter AA1 from the County of  Los Angeles Parks and Recreation. 

Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140, new recreational facilities may be 
provided on-site or elsewhere through the payment of  in lieu fees, or the fees can be used to improve the 
existing parks in Park Planning 9 (Hacienda Heights). 

Page 5.7-6, Section 5.7.5, Cumulative Impacts, Impact of  New Recreation Facilities, 2nd paragraph, has been 
modified in response to Comment letter AA1 from the County of  Los Angeles Parks and Recreation. 

Although the District development of  the K-8 school is not required to comply with the Los Angeles County 
Code Sections 21.24.340 and 21.28.140 to provide additional facilities, the additional use may overtax existing 
fields, requiring development of  additional facilities. The proposed project may result in a significant cumulative 
impact individually and cumulatively.  

Page 5.8-30, Section 5.8.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.8-2, has been modified in response to Comment letter 
RR7 from Jack Hacienda. 

For the Phase 1 school expansion portion of  the proposed project, a potentially significant VMT impact would 
occur if  the expanded school would result in a net increase in existing total VMT. The proposed project is not 
proposing a new school; instead, the capacity of  the existing school is being expanded to accommodate students 
in middle school grades, thereby allowing elementary students to continue their education in the same school 
through middle grades. For the purpose of  the VMT analysis, it was assumed that Tthese students within the 
Wedgeworth ES boundaries would likely attend Cedarlane Academy after graduation, about a mile to the west. 
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The attendance boundary for the new K-8 school has not been established. Therefore, the District, as the leady 
agency, determined that it would be reasonable to evaluate the school component of  the project in terms of  an 
overall net change in VMT associated with enrollment shifts, and not based on VMT per employee as the 
County’s guidelines suggested. 

Page 5.8-30, Section 5.8.4.1, Impact Analysis, Impact 5.8-2, has been modified in response to Comment letter 
RR7 from Jack Hacienda. 

Given that Cedarlane and Wedgeworth are in the same model TAZ, the VMT per employee would not change, 
and any changes in VMT from the proposed project would be related to a change in trips related to student 
drop-off/pick-up. 

Page 7-4, Section 7.3, Alternatives Selected for Further Analysis, Table 7-1, Alternative 3: New Replacement 
K-5 School and Residential Development Alternative. The following text is modified in response to Comment 
letter RR7 from Jack Hacienda. 

Table 7-1 Summarized Description of the Alternatives 
Alternatives Description 

Alternative 3: 
New Replacement K-5 School and 
Residential Development Alternative 

 A 600-student capacity K-5 school would be constructed on the 10-acre portion of the 
project site. 

 Reduction in total building area to accommodate 600 students instead of 1,200 
students, and all buildings would be one story high.  

 The remaining 10 acres would be developed with 160 residential units.  
 All four baseball fields would be removed (one large and one small fields with lights and 

two small fields without lights).  
 

Page 7-8, Section 7.5, Alternative 2: New Expanded K-8 School and Two New Baseball Fields Retention 
Alternative. The following text is modified to correct an editorial error. 

Under this alternative, two eastern small baseball fields would be retained, and no residential units would be 
developed. This alternative is intended to reduce the significant and unavoidable recreation impacts. 

Page 7-13, Section 7.6, Alternative 3: New Replacement K-5 School and Residential Development Alternative. 
The following text is modified in response to Comment letter RR7 from Jack Hacienda. 

With the maximum capacity of  600 students, it is assumed that one of  the buildings could be eliminated, or 
two of  the classroom buildings could be one story instead of  two stories, since the number of  classrooms could 
be reduced by approximately 50 percent. 
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Page 7-18, Section 7.7, Alternative 4: New Expanded K-8 School and Four Baseball Fields Retention 
Alternative. The following text is modified to correct an editorial error. 

The project site would be developed as a K-8 school with 1,200 students as with the proposed project, but the 
athletic fields and hardcourts design would be modified to maintain the existing four baseball fields. This 
alternative is intended to reduce the significant and unavoidable recreation impacts. 

Page E-6, Appendix E, VMT Technical Memo. The following text is modified in response to Comment letter 
RR7 from Jack Hacienda. 

These students would no longer have to attend other schools such as nearby Cedarlane Academy located 
approximately 1 mile to the west after completing 5th grade. Therefore it is more appropriate to evaluate the 
school component of  the project in terms of  an overall net change in VMT associated with enrollment shifts. 
Therefore fFor this analysis, a potentially significant VMT impact would occur if  the school component of  the 
project would result in a net increase in existing total VMT. For this analysis, For the proposed project, VMT 
change would primarily result from the change in local students in grades 6 to 8 within District boundaries 
attending Wedgeworth compared to another school in the District. 
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