






































































































































































































































































































































my neighbors as well. Laer also mentioned that Jack Su, would talk to his maintenance
department to tackle rodent problems.

| never heard anything more. On August 17, 2023, | reached out to Mr. Su regarding the
hillside issues, | never heard back. At this time, | also contacted the City of Walnut for help.
On October 23, 2023, Joelle Guerra sent me an email stating that Mr. Su would address
the slopes in the coming weeks. On January 17, 2024, | notified the City of Walnut that no
action or follow-up had occurred.

My neighbors and | request timely responses and corrections to reasonable hillside
concerns. We are requesting the trimming of branches that extend onto our properties, as
well as the removal of dry brush and dead wood due to fire safety concerns. This does not
entail requesting the removal or trimming of trees solely for aesthetic considerations. And
in my case the removal of the pepper tree stump, on the southwest side of my property. The
hillside rodents appear to no longer being present, but | would like confirmation that
measures will be taken if they return.

Lastly for many years now years, raptors have consistently nested and been barn in May,
with the suspected nesting site being a large pine tree located on the east side of the
Brookside property. If this is indeed the case, | would like to request that the nest remain
undisturbed both now and in the future.

| have included the email correspondence with Brookside Properties as well as the City of
Walnut.

Sincerelx,

Ken Hoard L

Resident

10-2
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Response No. 10
Kenneth Hoard
Resident

August 20, 2025

Comment 10-1: Commenter states they are writing as a resident whose property borders the Brookside
Project and have no objections to having the project approved. However, they do have
some concerns regarding property development. Years ago, as residents, they met the
developer and were advised to direct any concerns to them.

Response: Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to the proposed Project, content, or adequacy
of the DEIR that require additional CEQA analysis. No further action or response is required under CEQA.

Comment 10-2: Commenter states they are a resident whose property borders the Brookside Project and
have no objections to having the project approved, but have concerns regarding property
development. Starting on August 31, 2021, they contacted Laer Pearce regarding trees on
the Brookside Property that extended over their property and neighbors’ properties,
inquiring about having them trimmed back. Their neighbors asked them to contact
Brookside on their behalf. At that time, there was concern regarding dry brush that had
not been maintained for more than 10 years and could be considered a potential fire
hazard. They also mentioned a pepper tree on their property’s south side because its
suckers were damaging their retaining wall, and requested information concerning
potential measures to address the rodent issue on the hillside. Due to the rodent issue,
they have lost approximately twenty plus thirty-year-old specimen plants along with their
lawn. On September 3, 2021, they received a response from Laer Pearce saying they could
trim trees with their arborist’s help and that Jack Su would talk to his maintenance
department to tackle rodent problems. The commenter never heard anything more. On
August 17, 2023, they reached out to Mr. Su regarding the hillside issues but never heard
back, and also contacted the City of Walnut for help. On October 23, 2023, Joelle Guerra
sent an email stating that Mr. Su would address the slopes in the coming weeks. On January
17, 2024, they notified the City of Walnut that no action or follow-up had occurred. The
commenter and neighbors request timely responses and corrections to reasonable hillside
concerns, including trimming of branches that extend onto their properties, removal of dry
brush and dead wood due to fire safety concerns, and in their case removal of the pepper
tree stump on the southwest side of their property. The hillside rodents appear to no
longer be present, but they would like confirmation that measures will be taken if they
return.

Response: The commenter describes ongoing property maintenance concerns with the existing conditions
on the Project Site, including tree trimming, brush management, fire safety, and rodent control issues.

The issues raised in this comment are primarily private property maintenance matters and neighbor
relations concerns that are outside the scope of CEQA environmental review. The DEIR analyzes the
environmental impacts of the proposed Project, not existing conditions, or ongoing maintenance disputes
between private parties.

However, the comment mentions concern for the following environmental topics:



Fire Safety: The DEIR addresses wildfire risks in Section 5.20, Wildfire. The analysis shows that only
a portion of the Project Site is located within a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone, with no areas
in High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (DEIR Section 5.20.2, page 5.20-1). The Project
would remove existing dry vegetation and dead brush through development and would be required
to comply with applicable fire codes. Fire Station No. 61 is located immediately adjacent to the
Project Site, providing close emergency response capability (DEIR Table 5.20-1, City of Walnut Fire
Station Locations, page 5.20-1).

Biological Resources: The DEIR analyzes impacts to wildlife and vegetation in Section 5.4, Biological
Resources. The Project includes a comprehensive Tree Preservation/Replacement Plan that would
remove 181 invasive tree species and replace all removed trees with 520 native species, resulting
in a net gain of 60 trees and improved habitat quality (DEIR Section 5.4.5, pages 5.4-25 through
5.4-26). The Project would also preserve 12.2 acres of open space, approximately 9.5 acres of which
are along Lemon Creek, to maintain wildlife habitat.

The specific property maintenance concerns raised by the commenter would need to be resolved through
direct coordination between the property owners, potentially with assistance from the City’s Code
Enforcement division for any violations of municipal codes.

This comment addresses private property maintenance issues but does not raise environmental impacts or
identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No
further response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 10-3: Commenter states that for many years now, raptors have consistently nested and been
born in May, with the suspected nesting site being a large pine tree located on the east
side of the Brookside property. If this is indeed the case, they would like to request that
the nest remain undisturbed both now and in the future.

Response: The commenter observes raptor nesting activity in a pine tree on the Project Site and requests
protection of the nest. The DEIR addresses impacts to nesting birds, including raptors, in Section 5.4,
Biological Resources. The analysis specifically discusses Cooper’s Hawks, which were observed during
biological surveys and are known to nest in the pepper tree/eucalyptus woodland areas onsite (DEIR
Section 5.4.5, page 5.4-18). The Project includes comprehensive protection measures for nesting birds.

Nesting Bird Protection: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys
and establishes protective buffers around active nests. Specifically, a 500-foot buffer would be
established around active raptor nests, and construction activities would be prohibited within this
buffer until the nesting cycle is complete (DEIR Section 5.4.7, page 5.4-27).

Tree Preservation: The Project’s Tree Preservation/Replacement Plan would preserve existing
healthy trees where feasible. The Project would maintain 6.8 acres of existing tree canopy and add
6.4 acres of new native tree canopy, resulting in a net increase in total tree coverage (DEIR Section
5.4.5, page 5.4-25).

Open Space Preservation: Approximately 12.2 acres (47%) of the Project Site would be preserved
as dedicated open space, approximately 9.5 acres primarily along Lemon Creek, providing
continued nesting and foraging habitat for raptors (DEIR Section 5.4.7, page 5.4-27).

The specific pine tree referenced by the commenter would be evaluated during the required pre-
construction surveys. If active nesting is confirmed, the tree and surrounding area would receive the full
protection measures outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-1.



This comment raises awareness of potential raptor nesting but does not identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s
environmental analysis, as the Project already includes comprehensive measures to protect nesting
raptors. No further response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 10-4: Commenter states they have included the email correspondence with Brookside
Properties as well as the City of Walnut.

Response: Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to the proposed Project, content, or adequacy
of the DEIR that require additional CEQA analysis. No further action or response is required under CEQA.
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Response No. 11
Rebecca Esparza
Resident

August 20, 2025

Comment 11-1: Commenter states they are a long-term Walnut resident and want to express concern over
the Brookside Property. They are a horse owner and have been saddened by the
deterioration of the property. They get fearful that a fire could destroy the remaining
buildings, fences and trees. The commenter rides and walks regularly through the property
and always wonders why the owner can get away with the poor maintenance of the
property. They note that of course they were heartbroken that Walnut couldn’t purchase
the property, but at least management should be enforced. The commenter worries about
the risk it puts to the City and thanks for consideration.

Response: The commenter expresses concerns about the current maintenance condition of the Project
Site, fire safety risks, and enforcement of property maintenance standards. The concerns raised regarding
existing property maintenance conditions are outside the scope of CEQA environmental review. The DEIR
analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, not existing conditions or potential code
enforcement matters. Property maintenance issues would fall under the City’s Code Enforcement
jurisdiction rather than the environmental review process.

However, the comment mentions concern for the following environmental topics:

Fire Safety: The DEIR addresses wildfire risks in Section 5.20, Wildfire. The Project would remove
existing structures and unmaintained vegetation that currently pose fire risks. The Project Site is
located within a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone with Fire Station No. 61 immediately adjacent,
providing close emergency response capability (DEIR Section 5.20.2, page 5.20-1 and DEIR Table
5.20-1, City of Walnut Fire Station Locations, page 5.20-1).

Property Access: It should be noted that the Project Site consists of private property and is not a
designated park, open space, or recreation area. The Project would create a new designated public
multiuse trail system along Lemon Creek that would be dedicated to the City for permanent public
use, providing legal public access that does not currently exist (DEIR Section 3.4, Project
Characteristics, page 3-12).

This comment expresses concerns about existing conditions but does not raise environmental impacts or
identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No
further response or action is required under CEQA.
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RE:  Brookside Property, Walnut
Maintenance Matters

This correspondence is to, once again, bring the above referenced property to the
attention of the Walnut City Council. Concerns are that the property remains an
eye sore to the public for lack of maintenance to the property, i.e., trees are
overgrown, there are many, many weeds, bushes overgrown, no maintenance of
the existing buildings, fences are damaged, etc., and it has sat that way for the
past 10-years, or so. Itis unbeknown to me, and | am sure the public, as to why
the Council has allowed this property to remain in this condition for so long. |
would appreciate a response from the Council to that comment. | don’t see
another property in Walnut wherein the City Council has allowed such a lack of
maintenance for such a long time. 1

12-1

Another concern is the lack of security patrol at this property. It is imperative that
the property be patrolled to insure that homeless persons are not using the 12-2
property which could be a security‘issue for all persons, children and adults.

| hope your review of this letter will bring to your attention the need to maintain
this property moving forward and to include security services. This request is to
help to keep children and all people in Walnut safe. The City’s lack of concern or 12-3
maintenance of this property is no longer acceptable.

Your response to this correspondence will be appreciated.

Yours Truly,

R
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Response No. 12
Marilyn Caldwell, et al.
Residents

August 24, 2025

Comment 12-1: Commenter brings the above referenced property to the attention of the Walnut City
Council once again. Their concerns are that the property remains an eye sore to the public
for lack of maintenance to the property, including trees that are overgrown, many weeds,
bushes overgrown, no maintenance of existing buildings, and damaged fences, and it has
sat that way for the past 10 years or so. It is unknown to them, and they are sure the public,
as to why the Council has allowed this property to remain in this condition for so long. They
would appreciate a response from the Council to that comment and state they don’t see
another property in Walnut wherein the City Council has allowed such a lack of
maintenance for such a long time.

Response: The commenter expresses concerns about the current maintenance condition of the Project Site
and requests a response from the City Council regarding code enforcement matters.

The concerns raised regarding existing property maintenance conditions and code enforcement are outside
the scope of CEQA environmental review. The DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed
Project, not existing conditions. The CEQA process focuses on evaluating potential environmental impacts
of proposed development projects and identifying appropriate mitigation measures. Issues related to
current property maintenance or code enforcement policies are administrative matters that fall under the
City’s general governance and regulatory authority rather than environmental impact analysis.

This comment does not raise potential environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s
environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No further response or action is
required under CEQA.

Comment 12-2: Commenter states another concern is the lack of security patrol at this property. It is
imperative that the property be patrolled to insure that homeless persons are not using
the property which could be a security issue for all persons, children and adults.

Response: The concerns raised regarding current security conditions and unauthorized use of private
property are outside the scope of CEQA environmental review. The DEIR analyzes the environmental
impacts of the proposed Project, not existing security conditions or current property management
practices. Security and trespassing issues on private property are law enforcement and property
management matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department and
the property owner’s responsibility, rather than environmental impact analysis under CEQA. This comment
does not raise potential environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis
that would require additional CEQA review. No further response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 12-3: Commenter hopes their review of this letter will bring to the Council’s attention the need
to maintain this property moving forward and to include security services. This request is
to help keep children and all people in Walnut safe. The City’s lack of concern or
maintenance of this property is no longer acceptable. They state that a response to this
correspondence will be appreciated.

Response: As noted in responses to previous comments, concerns regarding current property
maintenance, security, and code enforcement are outside the scope of CEQA environmental review. It



should be clarified that the Project Site is private property, not City property. The City does not own or
maintain the Project Site, and property maintenance responsibilities rest with the private property owner.
The City’s role is limited to enforcing applicable municipal codes when violations are reported and
substantiated.

Questions about City policies, code enforcement practices, or requests for City Council responses should
be directed through appropriate channels such as:

Attending City Council meetings during public comment periods.

Contacting City staff directly.

Filing formal code enforcement complaints if specific violations are observed.
Submitting written correspondence to the City Council outside of the CEQA process.

This comment requests administrative action and City Council response but does not raise environmental
impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA
review. No further response or action is required under CEQA.



COMMENT LETTER NO. 13

From: Gladys [N

Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2025 5:24 PM
To: Joelle Guerra <jguerra@ci.walnut.ca.us>
Subject: Brookside Project

Dear Ms. Guerra,

My name is Gladys and | am a concerned community member of Walnut, CA. Below | have stated a few
comments and concerns regarding the EIR Draft.

According to section EIR 5.4, the following species mentioned in the draft have been categorized as
“Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated”. Under BIO-6, it states, “ A SWPT survey
shall be conducted by a qualified southwestern pond turtle biologist within 30 days of vegetation removal
ar ground disturbance.” | am concerned with the vague timeline of “within 30 days of removal/ground
disturbance” because surveying the species of concern, SWPT, has a minimum of four surveys during
the month of April-September. Why was this not emphasized in the draft? | personally have seen turtles
there myself, but could not confirm if it was a SWPT.

Furthermore, | have seen a sign on Meadow Pass Rd (less than a mile away from this project site) that
states that the area is habitat of the Least Bell's Vireo and is protected by the endangered species act of
1973. Can you confirm with written proof that this sign does not also correlate with the same habitat
residing at the project site? | would believe that the brookside location would be a more desirable
location for the Least Bell's Vireo to reside in (which it likely does since it's less than a mile from the
sign). Would the same rules not apply to this same habitat? | will attach a photo of this sign in my email.

According to surveys from 2022 and 2023, there have been sightings of these species of special
cencern; “yellow warbler (Sefophaga petechia), Least Bell's Vireo (one migrant; Vireo bellii pusillus
(LBVY), silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans), hoary bat {Lasiurus cinereus), and Crotch’s Bumble
Bee one in-transit; Bombus crotchii”.

Another concern | had with the EIR Draft report is difficulty understanding “Addressee Issue” which
simply provides "Sections” in response to the public comments made in 2022. | don’t understand how
this actually touches on the responses. | would suggest adding hyperlinks to this section so it increases
efficiency to locate information requested by the public.

Ultimately, | believe that the Brookside Equestrian Center should be used as a recreational area for the
community to enjoy. This project has been recently denied, why can’t we put this effort into replacing the
vacant Stater Brothers in Walnut? There are far more important upgrades that this city needs instead of
wanting to remove one of very few wildlife corridors in Walnut.

Thank you for your time,
Gladys

13-1
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Response No. 13
Gladys Grapes
Resident

August 24, 2025

Comment 13-1: Commenter identifies themselves as Gladys, a concerned community member of Walnut,
CA. They state they have a few comments and concerns regarding the EIR Draft below.

Response: Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to the proposed Project, content, or adequacy
of the DEIR that require additional CEQA analysis. No further action or response is required under CEQA.

Comment 13-2: Commenter identifies as Gladys, a concerned community member of Walnut, CA, with
comments and concerns regarding the EIR Draft. According to section EIR 5.4, species
mentioned in the draft have been categorized as “Less Than Significant Impact With
Mitigation Incorporated.” Under BIO-6, it states “A SWPT survey shall be conducted by a
qualified southwestern pond turtle biologist within 30 days of vegetation removal or
ground disturbance.” The commenter is concerned with the vague timeline of “within 30
days of removal/ground disturbance” because surveying the species of concern, SWPT, has
a minimum of four surveys during the month of April-September. They question why this
was not emphasized in the draft and note they have personally seen turtles there but could
not confirm if it was a SWPT.

Response: The commenter correctly notes that comprehensive Southwestern Pond Turtle (SWPT) surveys
typically require multiple surveys during the April-September activity period. However, the DEIR’s Section
5.4, Biological Resources analysis and mitigation approach is based on the findings of extensive biological
surveys already conducted for the Project. The DEIR is supported by comprehensive biological surveys,
including four focused SWPT surveys conducted on July 5 and 25, August 12, and September 1, 2022 (DEIR
Section 5.4.5, page 5.4-22). These surveys were conducted by qualified biologists during the appropriate
activity season and found that although suitable habitat is present, no SWPT or other turtle species were
observed or detected within the Project Site. Based on these findings, SWPT are considered absent from
the Project Site. In addition, the majority of SWPT suitable habitat within the Project Site is planned to be
avoided and is not located within the Project Impact Area (DEIR 5.4-27).

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 requires a pre-construction survey “within 30 days of vegetation removal or
ground disturbance” as a final verification measure, recognizing that this species could potentially colonize
the site between the time of the original surveys and Project implementation. This is a standard
precautionary measure rather than the primary assessment tool. The mitigation measure does not specify
the April-September timing because it is designed as a pre-construction verification survey that may need
to occur outside the primary activity season depending on construction scheduling. If SWPT are detected
during this final survey, the mitigation measure requires development of a SWPT Avoidance Plan with
appropriate protection measures. The commenter’s observation of turtles onsite is noted, though species
identification would require confirmation by a qualified biologist. This comment raises technical concerns
about survey protocols that have been addressed through the comprehensive biological assessment
already completed for the Project. No further response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 13-3: Commenter states they have seen a sign on Meadow Pass Road (less than a mile away
from this project site) that states the area is habitat of the Least Bell’s Vireo and is
protected by the endangered species act of 1973. They ask for confirmation with written
proof that this sign does not also correlate with the same habitat residing at the project



site. The commenter believes that the Brookside location would be a more desirable
location for the Least Bell’s Vireo to reside in (which it likely does since it’s less than a mile
from the sign) and asks if the same rules would not apply to this same habitat. They will
attach a photo of this sign in their email.

Response: The commenter references a sign indicating least Bell’s vireo (LBV) habitat in the area (“less
thana mile away”) and questions whether the same protections apply to the Project Site. The DEIR provides
comprehensive analysis of LBV at the Project Site based on detailed biological surveys conducted
specifically for this Project. Eight focused LBV surveys were performed between April 10 and July 29, 2022,
following established protocols (DEIR Section 5.4.5, page 5.4-19). One LBV was detected during the April
10 survey within the Project Site; however, due to the relatively narrow riparian corridor and lack of a dense
shrub layer canopy, the observed LBV was determined to be a migrant rather than establishing territory,
occupying the site, or breeding. The biological assessment concluded that the potential for LBV to occupy
the Project Site is low (DEIR Section 5.4.5, page 5.4-19). While Lemon Creek provides riparian habitat, the
DEIR notes that this habitat has been “heavily impacted by invasive plant species, impairing the biological
function of this riparian habitat” (DEIR Section 5.4.2, page 5.4-9). The Project would improve habitat quality
by removing invasive species and planting 520 native trees. Regardless of occupancy status, the Project
includes Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys and establishment
of a 500-foot protective buffer around any active LBV nests detected, with construction prohibited until
the nesting cycle is complete. LBV is protected under the federal Endangered Species Act throughout its
range. These protections apply regardless of signage and would be enforced if occupied habitat were
present. The presence of suitable habitat in the broader area does not automatically mean the Project Site
supports breeding populations, which is why site-specific surveys are required and were conducted. In
addition, new mitigation measure BIO-1b has been added to require additional preconstruction least Bell’s
vireo surveys. This comment raises questions about species protection that have been thoroughly
addressed through the comprehensive biological assessment conducted for the Project. No further
response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 13-4: Commenter states that according to surveys from 2022 and 2023, there have been
sightings of these species of special concern: “yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), Least
Bell’s Vireo (one migrant; Vireo bellii pusillus (LBV)), silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris
noctivagans), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), and Crotch’s Bumble Bee one in-transit;
Bombus crotchii”

Response: The commenter is correct that these five special status species were observed within the Project
Site during focused surveys conducted in 2022 and 2023. The DEIR provides detailed analysis of each of
these species’ observations and their implications for the Project (DEIR Section 5.4.5, pages 5.4-17 through
5.4-20). The DEIR acknowledges the presence of these species and includes comprehensive mitigation
measures to ensure impacts remain less than significant:

Yellow Warbler and Least Bell’s Vireo: Protected through Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which requires
pre-construction nesting surveys and protective buffers during the nesting season. In addition, new
mitigation measure BIO-1b has been added to require additional preconstruction least Bell’s vireo
surveys.

Silver-haired Bat and Hoary Bat: Protected through Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which requires pre-
construction bat surveys and appropriate avoidance measures if active roosts are found.

Crotch’s Bumble Bee: Protected through Mitigation Measure BIO-3, which requires pre-
construction surveys and protective buffers around any active nest colonies.




The Project preserves approximately 12.2 acres (47%) of the Project Site as open space, 9.5 acres of which
are primarily along Lemon Creek where these species were observed. This preservation, combined with the
replacement of non-native and invasive vegetation with 520 native trees, would maintain and enhance
habitat quality for these species. The mitigation measures ensure compliance with federal and state wildlife
protection laws, including the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, California Fish and Game Code, California
Endangered Species Act, and Federal Endangered Species Act. The identification of these species reinforces
the importance of the comprehensive mitigation program included in the Project to protect biological
resources. No further response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 13-5: Commenter states another concern they had with the EIR Draft report is difficulty
understanding “Addressee Issue” which simply provides “Sections” in response to the
public comments made in 2022. They don’t understand how this actually touches on the
responses. The commenter would suggest adding hyperlinks to this section so it increases
efficiency to locate information requested by the public.

Response: The commenter appears to be referring to Section 2.0, Introduction, Table 2-1, Summary of NOP
Comments (DEIR Section 2.0, pages 2-3 through 2-7), which summarizes comments received during the
Notice of Preparation process from November 10, 2022, through December 20, 2022. This table shows how
each comment topic was addressed in specific sections of the DEIR. While the suggestion for hyperlinks to
improve document navigation has merit for digital accessibility, CEQA documents must comply with specific
formatting requirements established by the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. The current
format follows standard CEQA practice by providing clear section references that allow readers to locate
the relevant analysis. This table serves the important function of demonstrating how scoping comments
were incorporated into the DEIR’s scope of analysis, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15082. Each
section reference directs readers to the comprehensive technical analysis of the environmental topic raised
during scoping. The DEIR includes a detailed Table of Contents and consistent section numbering system
to facilitate navigation. For example, when Table 2-1 references “Section 5.4, Biological Resources,” readers
can locate this analysis in the environmental analysis section. This comment addresses document format
and navigation but does not raise environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s
environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No further response or action is
required under CEQA.

Comment 13-6: Commenter ultimately believes that the Brookside Equestrian Center should be used as a
recreational area for the community to enjoy. This project has been recently denied, and
they ask why the effort can’t be put into replacing the vacant Stater Brothers in Walnut
instead. There are far more important upgrades that this city needs instead of wanting to
remove one of very few wildlife corridors in Walnut.

Response: The commenter expresses preference for recreational use of the Project Site, references a
previous project denial, suggests alternative development locations, and characterizes the site as a wildlife
corridor.

Four clarifications are necessary regarding the commenter’s statements:

Previous Project Status: The current Project (TTM 72798) has not been “recently denied.” The
commenter may be referring to a different project proposal (SCH No. 2016051030) that was denied
by the City Council in 2021. The current Project is a new proposal with a different design that is
undergoing environmental review through this DEIR process.

Wildlife Corridor Analysis: The DEIR provides detailed analysis of wildlife movement in Section 5.4.5
(page 5.4-24). The biological assessment concludes that while the Project Site may serve some




function in local wildlife dispersal and foraging, “due to the obstruction of the surrounding roads
and urban development, it is not expected that the Project Site would function as a regional wildlife
movement corridor.” (page 5.4-7)

Development Alternatives: CEQA requires analysis of project alternatives that meet project
objectives, not evaluation of alternative development sites in other locations. Section 6.0,
Alternatives Analysis, of the DEIR evaluates three alternatives including a No Project alternative
that would preserve existing conditions.

Public Access: The Project would provide public access by constructing a new multiuse public trail
that would be dedicated to the City for permanent public use, providing legal recreational access
that does not currently exist.

This comment expresses policy preferences but does not raise environmental impacts or identify
deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No further
response or action is required under CEQA.



COMMENT LETTER NO. 14

From: Becki King [

Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2025 6:53 PM
To: Joelle Guerra <jguerra@ci.walnut.ca.us>
Subject: The Brookside Project

Dear City of Walnut,

| am writing to respectfully request that the City of Walnut regularly have the Police

Department patrol the Brookside Project area. While walking on the public trails, we
have recently encountered unhoused individuals attempting to set up tents to live
there.

While we recognize that this is a difficult and tragic situation, we are concerned that
without regular monitoring, the Brookside Project could develop into a homeless
encampment. Our hope is to maintain the safety and accessibility of these public
spaces for all residents.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for your continued efforts to keep
our community safe.

Sincerely,

Becki King

928 N Hunters Hill Dr, Walnut, CA 91789

14-1



Response No. 14
Becki King

Resident

August 24, 2025

Comment 14-1: Commenter respectfully requests that the City of Walnut regularly have the Police
Department patrol the Brookside Project area. While walking on the public trails, they have
recently encountered unhoused individuals attempting to set up tents to live there. While
they recognize that this is a difficult and tragic situation, they are concerned that without
regular monitoring, the Brookside Project could develop into a homeless encampment.
Their hope is to maintain the safety and accessibility of these public spaces for all residents.
They thank you for attention to this matter and for continued efforts to keep the
community safe.

Response: The commenter requests police patrol of the Project Site due to concerns about unauthorized
camping and asks for continued safety monitoring of public spaces. The concerns raised regarding current
security conditions and unauthorized use of private property are outside the scope of CEQA environmental
review. The DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, not existing security
conditions or current property management practices. It should be clarified that the Project Site is currently
private property with no established public access rights. There are currently no designated “public trails”
on the Project Site. The proposed Project would create a new multi-use public trail along Lemon Creek that
would be dedicated to the City for permanent public use (DEIR Section 3.4, page 3-12). This comment does
not raise potential environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that
would require additional CEQA review. No further response or action is required under CEQA.



COMMENT LETTER NO. 15

From: Manuel Vargas [

Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 4:21 PM
To: Joelle Guerra <jguerra@ci.walnut.ca.us>
Subject: EIR Comments - Brookside Project

Please ensure the Brookside is maintained properly, especially during planning and pre-
construction phases. Maintenance includes trimming of trees and all vegetation, upkeep of fences,
and preserving pedestrian right of ways.

Please ensure that there is regular patrolling of the area through law enforcement to ensure there are
not any issues such as crime or vagrants or vandalism on the property that might create a blighted
environment.

Sincerely,

Maria Vargas
858 N White Horse Cir, Walnut, CA 91789

15-1



Response No. 15
Maria Vargas
Resident

August 25, 2025

Comment 15-1: Commenter requests that the Brookside is maintained properly, especially during planning
and preconstruction phases. Maintenance includes trimming of trees and all vegetation,
upkeep of fences, and preserving pedestrian right of ways. They also request that there is
regular patrolling of the area through law enforcement to ensure there are not any issues
such as crime or vagrants or vandalism on the property that might create a blighted
environment.

Response: The commenter requests the Project Site be maintained and patrolled by police patrol. The
concerns raised regarding current security conditions and unauthorized use of private property are outside
the scope of CEQA environmental review. The DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed
Project, not existing security conditions or current property management practices. If approved, the Project
would be subject to standard construction management practices and ongoing property maintenance
through homeowner association requirements. This comment addresses property maintenance and
security concerns but does not raise potential environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s
environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No further response or action is
required under CEQA.
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Response No. 16
Diana Dai

Resident

August 25, 2025

Comment 16-1: Commenter expresses strong and adamant opposition to the proposed Brookside project
in the city. While the EIR report has indicated that this development will not cause a
significant environmental impact, they respectfully disagree, not just as a concerned
resident, but as someone who has lived in Walnut long enough to remember a time when
the city was rich with open space, wildlife, and a peaceful, natural atmosphere.

Response: Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to specific content, or adequacy of the DEIR
that require additional CEQA analysis. No further action or response is required under CEQA.

Comment 16-2: Commenter remembers when deer could still be seen in the hills and when the land off
Lemon Avenue was a thriving habitat for wildlife. That area was a living symbol of the
natural beauty Walnut was known for. However, that changed dramatically when homes
were developed on those very hills. They state that they displaced the native wildlife and
slowly eroded the natural environment that once made this city feel so special.

Response: Comment noted. This comment does not pertain to the proposed Project, content, or adequacy
of the DEIR that require additional CEQA analysis. No further action or response is required under CEQA.

Comment 16-3: Commenter states that the Brookside project risks repeating this same pattern of
destruction. While environmental reports may downplay the impact, lived experience tells
a different story. They have already seen how wildlife has diminished and how sensitive
habitats have been lost. Further development will only accelerate this decline.

Response: The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to wildlife and habitat from development
patterns, and suggests the environmental analysis may underestimate impacts. The commenter raises
issues related to establishing baseline conditions for the environmental setting as well as evaluating
potential cumulative impacts.

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), “An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” Further, under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1), “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...”. The analysis is the DEIR established
appropriate baseline conditions and environmental setting, specifically for biological resources in Section
5.4.2 (page 5.4-1).

The DEIR also established a cumulative projects list in Section 4.0: Basis for Cumulative Impacts, based on
the baseline conditions for the environmental setting, and provided a cumulative impact analysis,
specifically for biological resources in Section 5.4.6 (page 5.4-26).

This comment expresses concerns about biological impacts and the biological impact analysis as it relates
to baseline conditions under the environmental setting and cumulative projects, which have appropriately
been addressed and disclosed pursuant to CEQA. No further action or response is required under CEQA.



Comment 16-4: Commenter states that beyond its environmental impact, the site proposed for the
Brookside project holds deep sentimental and cultural value to many in their community.
It has been the setting for weddings, family gatherings, and cherished life moments. People
have built memories there, not mansions. To destroy such a meaningful location simply to
construct more multi-million-dollar homes feels deeply wrong and sends a clear message
that profit is being prioritized over people, community heritage, and quality of life.

Response: The commenter expresses concerns about community sentimental value and references past
events held on the Project Site. While previous owners may have allowed events such as weddings and
gatherings, there are no established public access rights to the property. Additionally, the Project Site has
not functioned as an active equestrian center since 2014, when operations ceased, and the facilities have
been vacant for over a decade (DEIR Section 3.1, Project Overview, page 3-1) and the Project is consistent
with the site’s existing Very Low Density Residential General Plan designation and zoning.

The DEIR addresses cultural and historical significance in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources. This analysis,
conducted by qualified professionals, evaluated the site’s historical significance using established criteria
and methodologies. The Project was determined not to have significant impacts under CEQA from a local
perspective because the property no longer maintains “the appearance, configuration and features, and
environmental setting that existed in the historic period” (page 5.5-17). No significant historical resources
were identified that would prevent development under CEQA standards.

This comment expresses community perspectives and sentiment but does not raise potential
environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require
additional CEQA review. No further response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 16-5: Commenter states that in addition to cultural and emotional losses, the project poses
serious traffic and public safety concerns. The proposed site is located in the heart of
Walnut, near Walnut High School and Suzanne Middle School - areas that already
experience heavy congestion during school hours. Introducing construction activity and
increased residential traffic will only make the situation worse, putting students at risk and
causing unnecessary delays for families. They still remember the chaos and long delays
during the Meadow Pass Road construction. The disruption was significant, and even
today, many residents avoid those roads because of the lingering impacts. They state they
cannot afford to repeat that mistake.

Response: The DEIR provides comprehensive analysis of transportation impacts in Section 5.17,
Transportation. This analysis is based on detailed traffic studies and modeling conducted by qualified
transportation engineers. The following addresses the commenter’s concerns:

Project Traffic Generation: The Project’s 27 homes would generate minimal traffic compared to
existing conditions. The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis shows the Project would generate
35.27 total VMT per service population, which is below the City’s significance threshold of 37.02
VMT per service population (DEIR Section 5.17.5, page 5.17-8).

School Safety: While the commenter references nearby schools, the transportation analysis
addresses pedestrian and bicycle safety through the Project’s design features, including sidewalks
and multi-use trails that would connect to existing infrastructure and minimize pedestrian-vehicle
conflicts.

Construction Traffic Management: The DEIR addresses construction impacts in Section 5.17.5
(page 5.17-12), noting that temporary construction activities would be coordinated with the City




to implement traffic control measures necessary to maintain emergency vehicle access and
minimize disruptions.

Sight Distance Safety: The analysis identified and addressed a sight distance issue at the Project’s
primary access point through Mitigation Measure TRA-1, which requires vegetation trimming and
potential warning signage to ensure safe intersection conditions.

Collision Analysis: The transportation study includes collision data analysis showing that the Project
would not create adverse roadway safety conditions or contribute to existing collision trends in the
area.

The transportation analysis follows current CEQA guidelines and concludes that all transportation impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No further response or action is required under
CEQA.

While traffic congestion (i.e., vehicle delay and level of service (LOS)) is no longer considered an
environmental impact under CEQA (DEIR 5.17-7), the DEIR Transportation Impact Study (Appendix K1)
included an LOS analysis consistent with General Plan requirements. The Transportation Impact Study
concluded the Project is “not expected to cause any of the study intersections to operate at a deficient LOS
(page 87).”

Comment 16-6: Commenter states that although the EIR may check legal boxes, it does not reflect the lived
reality of those who call Walnut home. It overlooks the cumulative impacts of
overdevelopment and underestimates the emotional, environmental, and public safety
concerns this project will create.

Response: The commenter expresses concerns that the DEIR does not adequately address community
concerns and suggests that legal compliance is insufficient to address local impacts. CEQA requires
environmental analysis to be based on substantial evidence. The DEIR provides a combination of qualitative
and quantitative analyses across 20 environmental topic areas using established protocols, field studies,
and technical assessments conducted by qualified professionals to substantiate the findings and
determinations made in the DEIR. While emotional concerns are acknowledged, emotional concerns are
not an environmental impact under CEQA. As previously discussed under response to Comment 16-3, an
appropriate cumulative impact analysis was provided in the DEIR pursuant to CEQA. Public safety concerns
related to CEQA were also addressed under response to Comment 16-5. This comment expresses
community perspectives and sentiment but does not raise potential environmental impacts or identify
deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require additional CEQA review. No further
response or action is required under CEQA.

Comment 16-7: Commenter states that under CEQA, environmental review is not only about technical
compliance —it's about making responsible and informed decisions that genuinely protect
the community and environment. This project has been proposed and brought forward
multiple times over the years, and each time, residents have consistently voiced their
concerns and opposition. They state that they are not being silent - they are being ignored.
The commenter urges the City of Walnut to truly listen to residents, hear the voices of
those who live there, who care deeply about this community, and who want to preserve
what makes Walnut special. It's time to end this proposal once and for all.

Response: CEQA requires lead agencies to identify potentially significant environmental impacts and adopt
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. While CEQA includes public participation
requirements, its primary function is disclosure through technical analysis.



The Project Site is private property, and the property owner has legal rights to develop their land in
accordance with applicable zoning and General Plan designations. The current Project (TTM 72798) is a
new proposal that has not been “proposed multiple times.” The commenter may be referring to a different
project proposal (SCH No. 2016051030) that was denied by the City Council in 2021. Each project must be
evaluated on its own merits through the environmental review process.

The environmental review process provides multiple opportunities for public input, including the scoping
process, public comment period on the DEIR, public hearings before the Planning Commission, and City
Council (if required). All written comments received during the DEIR review period will be responded to in
the FEIR and become part of the official record for decision-maker consideration.

This comment expresses community perspectives and sentiment but does not raise potential
environmental impacts or identify deficiencies in the DEIR’s environmental analysis that would require
additional CEQA review. No further response or action is required under CEQA.



This section contains revisions to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) based upon the following:

Additional or revised information required to prepare a response to a specific comment;
Applicable updated information that was not available at the time of the DEIR publication; and/or
Typographical errors.

This section also includes additional mitigation measures to fully respond to the commenters’ 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 to the DEIR are noted below. A double-underline indicates additions to the text; strikethrough
indicates deletions to the text. Changes have been analyzed and responded to in Section 2.0, Response to
Comments, of the FEIR. The changes to the DEIR do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental
document. Changes are listed by page and, where appropriate, by paragraph. All mitigation measure
modifications have been reflected in Section 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the
FEIR.

SECTION 1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The mitigation measures under “Section 1.5, Environmental Issues/Mitigation Summary” have been
revised in the table as follows:

EIR . Significance
. Impact Statement Mitigation Measure .
Section After Mitigation

5.4 Biological Resources

Note, Mitigation Measures BIO-1b, BIO-10,

BIO-1b: Least Bell’s Vireo. The Project proponent

and BIO-11 have been added in response to

shall retain a gualified biologist to conduct two

comments received from the California

pre-construction surveys for least Bell’s vireo.

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

These surveys shall be conducted no more than 14

during the public circulation of the DEIR.

days before commencement of construction

These measures do not require additional

within those areas of the Project site that include

CEQA analysis _as the original mitigation

habitat for least Bell’s vireo. If the results of the

measures included in the DEIR were

surveys determine that no least Bell’s vireo are

determined by the City to adequately

present, no additional mitigation is required. If the

address _impacts to biological resources.

results of the surveys determine least Bell’s vireo

Nonetheless, the City has agreed to require

are present and take of least Bell’s vireo cannot be

additional mitigation based on CDFW's

avoided, the Project proponent shall consult, if

recommendations _and to ensure pre-
construction surveys are implemented

required and as applicable, with USFWS and CDFW
to obtain appropriate take authorization from

before commencement of construction in

USFWS and CDFW. If applicable, the Project

those areas of the Project site that include

proponent shall _comply with the mitigation

potential least Bell’s vireo (LBV) habitat and
to further ensure long-term protection of

measures detailed in the take authorization issued
by USFWS and/or CDFW. If applicable, the Project

Lemon Creek.

proponent shall provide a copy of a fully executed
take authorization prior to the issuance of a
grading permit and before any ground disturbance
and vegetation removal.




EIR
Section

Significance

Impact Statement Mitigation Measure .
. < After Mitigation

BIO-10: Protective Instrument. The Project
proponent shall protect the approximately 9.5
acres of open space along lLemon Creek in
perpetuity under a deed restriction, open space
easement, or conservation easement (Protective
Instrument) prior to occupancy of the first tenant
or as otherwise required by applicable regulatory
permits. The Protective Instrument will prohibit
use of the 9.5 acres except for public trail and
passive open space purposes, enforceable by the
City. Management of the 9.5 acres shall be
performed by a restoration  contractor
(experienced with riparian habitat) under the
supervision of a qualified biologist (experienced
with southern California native riparian vegetation
and wildlife) as funded either by the HOA budget
or an endowment.

BIO-11: If any special status wildlife species are
found, harmed during relocation, or a dead or
injured special status wildlife species is found,
work in the immediate area shall stop
immediately, the designated biologist shall be
notified, and dead or injured wildlife documented
immediately. A formal report shall be sent to
CDFW and the City within 3 calendar days of the
incident or finding. The report shall include the
date, time of the finding or incident (if known),
and location of the carcass or injured animal and
circumstances of its death or injury (if known).
Work in the immediate area may only resume
once the proper notifications have been made and
additional _mitigation _measures _have been
identified to prevent additional injury or death.

SECTION 5.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Section 5.4.7, Mitigation Measures, beginning on page 5.5-27 of the DEIR is amended as follows:

The following mitigation measures are required. Note, Mitigation Measures BIO-1b, BIO-10, and

BIO-11 have been added in response to comments received from the California Department of

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) during the public circulation of the DEIR. These measures do not require

additional CEQA analysis as the original mitigation measures included in the DEIR were determined

by the City to adequately address impacts to biological resources. Nonetheless, the City has agreed

to require additional mitigation based on CDFW’s recommendations and to ensure pre-

construction surveys are implemented before commencement of construction in those areas of

the Project site that include potential least Bell’s vireo (LBV) habitat and to further ensure long-

term protection of Lemon Creek.

BIO-1b:

Least Bell’s Vireo. The Project proponent shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct two

pre-construction surveys for least Bell’s vireo. These surveys shall be conducted no more
than 14 days before commencement of construction within those areas of the Project site
that include habitat for least Bell’s vireo. If the results of the surveys determine that no




least Bell’s vireo are present, no additional mitigation is required. If the results of the
surveys determine least Bell's vireo are present and take of least Bell’s vireo cannot be
avoided, the Project proponent shall consult, if required and as applicable, with USFWS
and CDFW to obtain appropriate take authorization from USFWS and CDFW. If applicable,
the Project proponent shall comply with the mitigation measures detailed in the take
authorization issued by USFWS and/or CDFW. If applicable, the Project proponent shall
provide a copy of a fully executed take authorization prior to the issuance of a grading
permit and before any ground disturbance and vegetation removal.

BIO-10: Protective Instrument. The Project proponent shall protect the approximately 9.5 acres of
open space along Llemon Creek in perpetuity under a deed restriction, open space
easement, or conservation easement (Protective Instrument) prior to occupancy of the
first tenant or as otherwise required by applicable regulatory permits. The Protective
Instrument will prohibit use of the 9.5 acres except for public trail and passive open space
purposes, enforceable by the City. Management of the 9.5 acres shall be performed by a
restoration contractor (experienced with riparian habitat) under the supervision of a
qualified biologist (experienced with southern California native riparian vegetation and
wildlife) as funded either by the HOA budget or an endowment.

BIO-11: If any special status wildlife species are found, harmed during relocation, or a dead or
injured special status wildlife species is found, work in the immediate area shall stop
immediately, the designated biologist shall be notified, and dead or injured wildlife
documented immediately. A formal report shall be sent to CDFW and the City within 3
calendar days of the incident or finding. The report shall include the date, time of the
finding or incident (if known), and location of the carcass or injured animal and
circumstances of its death or injury (if known). Work in the immediate area may only
resume once the proper notifications have been made and additional mitigation measures
have been identified to prevent additional injury or death.

SECTION 5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The first paragraph under the subheading “PROJECT SITE” of Section 5.5.2, £nvironmental Setting, on
page 5.5-4 of the DEIR is amended as follows:

According to the Historical Report (Attachment D to the Cultural Report (Appendix E)), originally
comprising Rancho La Puente, between 1880 and 1890 the land was purchased and developed by the
Sentous Brothers, an early family in area history involved in the cattle and meat business through
ownership of a slaughterhouse and butcher shop in Los Angeles. In 1938, 1,800 acres of the original
3,500-acre Sentous family land holding was sold to P.G. Winnett who established a hobby farm and
recreational equestrian ranch (“Rancho San Vicente”). At the time of Winnett’s purchase, all buildings
relating to the Sentous era of ownership were demolished except the Sentous Family ranch house
dating to 1890. During Winnett's ownership period, 1938-1968, roughly 1,720 acres were further
subdivided and sold and developed leaving roughly 80 acres of the original holding to a group of private
colleges, after Winnett’s death in 1968, who maintained ownership through 1983. Between 1968 and
1983, roughly 55 acres were sold off for private development leaving the existing 25-acre Project Site
(or Brookside property). In 1983, the remnant 25 acres were purchased and in 1986 were opened as
the Brookside Equestrian Center. At the time of purchase, there were an estimated six historic-era®
buildings, at least 45 to 50 years old, on the Brookside property that dated to the Winnett era of

1w

Historic-era” means at least 45 to 50 years old (built earlier than 1978) but not necessarily evaluated as significant.

A “contemporary period” property is one that was built after 1978 or is less than 45 to 50 years old.



ownership: the Sentous Family Ranch House (1890), the Winnett Ranch House (1938), the Main Barn
and Stables (1938), the Minor Stables (1938), the Horse Barn (1938), and an unidentified structure
(1952-1960). Following renovation in the 1980s, the Brookside property maintained two historic-era
buildings, the Main Barn and Stables (1938) and the Minor Stables (1938), as well as eleven
contemporary period buildings and structures: the covered riding arena, paddocks, sheds, holding
pens, and riding rings, all constructed between the 1980s and 2000s. From 1983 to 2014, the Brookside
property was occupied by the Brookside Equestrian Center, and today is colloquially referred to as
Brookside by area stakeholders. Refer to Figure 5.5-1, Existing Structures Locations, for the locations of
the existing structures and Figure 5.5-2, Barn and Stables Photographs, for photographs of the historic-
era structures. For a more detailed description of the Project Site refer to the Historical Report
(Attachment D to the Cultural Report (Appendix E).

Figure 5.5-1, Existing Structures Locations, on page 5.5-6 of the DEIR has been revised to reflect the
correct date of 1938 rather than 1935:

e SN AT

Brookside Residential Project Area
y 800 Meadow Pass Road Walnut, CA

D Main Barn/Stables - Built 1938, Altered 1985/1995/1996
Minor Stables - Built 1938, Altered 1985/1995

[ Open Air Riding Arena - Built 1984
Ancillary Structures/Sheds - Built 1980s to 2000s

] Project Boundary

Source: Urbana Preservation & Planning; September 2025
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SECTION 5.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

The first paragraph under the subheading IMPACT USS-1 “WASTEWATER SERVICE” of Section 5.19.5,
Environmental Impact Analysis, on page 5.19-15 of the DEIR is amended as follows:

The Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) would provide wastewater service to the Project.
According to correspondence with the LACSD (2022), the wastewater flow originating from the Project
would discharge to a local sewer line (not maintained by the Districts) for conveyance to the Districts’
Lemon Avenue Trunk Sewer, located in Lemon Avenue at Valley Boulevard, which has a capacity of 7.8
million gallons per day (mgd). The Project’s wastewater would be treated at the San Jose Creek Water
Reclamation Plant located adjacent to the City of Industry, which has a capacity of 100 mgd. The
proposed Project is expected to increase an average wastewater flow of 7,020 gallons per day.
Construction connections to offsite wastewater service systems would involve excavation and minor
trenching. Potential impacts would be short-term and construction BMPs would be in place to minimize
construction-related impacts. The construction of the sewer utility service systems would be
coordinated with the City of Walnut to ensure that wastewater service systems comply with
construction standards and that adverse impacts to the environment are avoided. Therefore, less than
significant impacts associated with wastewater service would occur, and no mitigation is required.

The first paragraph under the subheading “IMPACT USS-3” of Section 5.19.5, Environmental Impact
Analysis, on page 5.19-17 of the DEIR is amended as follows:

Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) facilities provide sewer system services to the City of
Walnut. According to correspondence with LACSD (2022), the wastewater flow originating from the
Project would discharge to a local sewer line (not maintained by the Districts) for conveyance to the
Districts” Lemon Avenue Trunk Sewer, located in Lemon Avenue at Valley Boulevard, which has a
capacity of 7.8 million gallons per day (mgd). The Project’s wastewater would be treated at the San
Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant located adjacent to the City of Industry, which has a capacity of
100 mgd and currently processes an average recycled flow of 62.6 mgd. The Project is expected to
increase an average wastewater flow of 7,020 gallons per day. The Project’s addition of 27 residential
homes and the average additional 7,020 gallons per day of wastewater is not expected to notably
impact LACSD’s service capabilities. In September 2022, LACSD issued a “Will Serve” letter for the
proposed Project, indicating adequate wastewater service would be available. Potential impacts
associated with wastewater treatment and facilities would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.

SECTION 6.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The first paragraph under the subheading Section 6.10.19, Utilities and Service Systems, on page 6-19
of the DEIR is amended as follows:

Alternative 3 would involve the construction of seven more residential units than the proposed Project
(34 units total) and would therefore generate approximately 8,840 gallons per day of wastewater flow
after demolition of existing structures, compared to 7,020 gallons per day for the proposed Project’s
27 unitshave-a-reminaty-greaterdemand-forutititiesand-service-systems. Proposed Project mitigation
required under USS-1 and USS-2 would be the same for Alternative 3. Potential impacts would also be
less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that when a public agency completes an
environmental document which includes measures to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects,
the public agency must adopt a reporting or monitoring program. This requirement ensures that
environmental impacts found to be potentially significant or significant will be mitigated. The reporting or
monitoring program must be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation (Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6).

In compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, Table 4-1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Checklist, has been prepared for The Brookside Project (Project). This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Checklist is intended to provide verification that all applicable mitigation measures relative to significant
environmental impacts are monitored and reported. Monitoring will include: 1) verification that each
mitigation measure has been implemented; 2) recordation of the actions taken to implement each
mitigation; and 3) retention of records in the City of Walnut The Brookside Project file.

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) delineates responsibilities for monitoring the
Project but also allows the City flexibility and discretion in determining how best to monitor
implementation. Monitoring procedures will vary according to the type of mitigation measure. Adequate
monitoring consists of demonstrating that monitoring procedures took place and that mitigation measures
were implemented. This includes the review of all monitoring reports, enforcement actions, and document
disposition, unless otherwise noted in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist (Table 4-1). If an
adopted mitigation measure is not being properly implemented, the designated monitoring personnel shall
require corrective actions to ensure adequate implementation.

Reporting consists of establishing a record that a mitigation measure is being implemented, and generally
involves the following steps:

The City distributes reporting forms to the appropriate entities for verification of compliance.

Departments/agencies with reporting responsibilities will review the EIR, which provides general
background information on the reasons for including specified mitigation measures.

Problems or exceptions to compliance will be addressed to the City as appropriate.

Periodic meetings may be held during project implementation to report on compliance of
mitigation measures.

Responsible parties provide the City with verification that monitoring has been conducted and
ensure, as applicable, that mitigation measures have been implemented. Monitoring compliance
may be documented through existing review and approval programs such as field inspection
reports and plan review.

The City prepares a reporting form periodically during the construction phase and an annual report
summarizing all project mitigation monitoring efforts.

Appropriate mitigation measures will be included in construction documents and/or conditions of
permits/approvals.

Minor changes to the MMRP, if required, would be made in accordance with CEQA and would be permitted
after further review and approval by the City. No change will be permitted unless the MMRP continues to



satisfy the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.

The following subsections of the DEIR contain a detailed environmental analysis of the existing conditions,
project impacts (including direct and indirect, short-term, long-term, and cumulative impacts),
recommended mitigation measures, and significant unavoidable impacts, if any.

Based on the DEIR, no significant impacts would occur in regard to the following environmental issue areas,
which are addressed in the DEIR:

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality

Energy

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources

Noise

Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation

Wildfire

In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the following environmental issue areas were
determined in the DEIR to have a potentially significant impact:

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Transportation

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities and Service Systems

For the purposes of the environmental analysis in the DEIR, impacts were analyzed in each environmental
issue area for the proposed Project. If a potentially significant impact remained after implementation of
existing regulations, mitigation measures were recommended in order to reduce any significant impacts.
Where mitigation measures were not required, it is noted in the following table.
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Checklist

Table 4-1

AESTHETICS

Mitigation measures are not required.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Mitigation measures are not required.

AIR QUALITY

Mitigation measures are not required.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

BIO-1 Nesting Birds. If feasible, vegetation removal
activities shall be conducted outside the
nesting season (September 1 to February 14 for
songbirds; September 1 to January 14 for
raptors) to avoid potential impacts to nesting
birds. Any construction activities that occur
during the nesting season shall require that all
suitable habitats be thoroughly surveyed for
the presence of nesting birds by a qualified
biologist ~ within  three  days  before
commencement of vegetation clearing/ground
disturbance activities depending on which
season work falls within. If any active nests are
detected a buffer of 500 feet of an active
threatened or endangered species or raptor
nest, 300 feet of other sensitive species (non-
listed), and 100 feet of most common species
shall be delineated, flagged, and avoided until
the nesting cycle is complete.

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Biologist

Within 3 days
Prior to
Vegetation/
Ground
Disturbance
Activities and
During
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction

BIO-1b Least Bell’s Vireo. The Project proponent shall
retain a qualified biologist to conduct two pre-
construction surveys for least Bell’s vireo.
These surveys shall be conducted no more than
14  days before commencement of

construction within those areas of the Project

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Biologist

Within 14 days
Prior to
Vegetation/
Ground
Disturbance
Activities and

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction
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site that include habitat for least Bell’s vireo. If
the results of the surveys determine that no
least Bell’s vireo are present, no additional
mitigation is required. If the results of the
surveys determine least Bell’s vireo are present
and take of least Bell’s vireo cannot be avoided,
the Project proponent shall consult, if required
and as applicable, with USFWS and CDFW to
obtain appropriate take authorization from
USFWS and CDFW. If applicable, the Project
proponent shall comply with the mitigation
measures detailed in the take authorization
issued by USFWS and/or CDFW. If applicable,
the Project proponent shall provide a copy of a
fully executed take authorization prior to the
issuance of a grading permit and before any
ground disturbance and vegetation removal.

During
Construction

BIO-2

Bat Protection. Prior to construction, all
suitable areas within the Project Site and an
appropriate survey buffer shall be surveyed for
the presence of bat roosts by a qualified
biologist. Surveys are recommended as follows:

(1) Aninitial pre-construction survey shall be
conducted in the spring prior to
vegetation removal and ground disturbing
activities by a qualified biologist to
confirm no maternity roosts, and

(2) A pre-construction survey shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist no more
than two weeks prior to the initiation of
vegetation removal and ground disturbing
activities.

Surveys may entail direct inspection of the
trees/suitable habitat or nighttime surveys. The
following measures shall be implemented (as

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified Bat
Biologist

Initial Survey in
Spring Prior to
Vegetation
Removal; Within
2 weeks Prior to
Vegetation
Removal and
Ground
Disturbing
Activities; During
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction
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applicable) based upon the results of the
surveys:

a. If active bat roosts are present, a qualified
bat biologist shall determine the species
of bats present and the type of roost (i.e.,
day roost, night roost, maternity roost). If
the biologist determines that the roosting
bats are not a special- status species and
the roost is not being used as a maternity
roost, then the bats may be evicted from
the roost by a qualified biologist
experienced in developing and
implementing  bat  mitigation  and
exclusion plans.

b. If special-status bat species or a maternity
roost of any bat species is present, but no
direct removal of active roosts will occur,
a qualified biologist shall determine
appropriate avoidance measures, which
may include implementation of a
construction-free buffer around the active
roost during the appropriate season.

c. If special-status bat species or a maternity
roost of any bat species is present and
direct removal of habitat (roost location)
will occur, then a bat mitigation and
exclusion plan shall be developed subject
to approval by the City of Walnut. As
appropriate and depending on the specific
findings of the survey results, this plan
shall include, for example, avoidance
measures such as work timing restrictions
and work zone buffers, methods for
relocation and/or exclusion, creation of
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alternative roosts, and/or construction
monitoring and reporting requirements.

To reduce impacts to foraging bats, all
construction activity shall be limited to
daylight hours. If night-time work
activities must occur, night-time lighting
should be restricted or avoided to avoid
attracting insects and consequently bats
to the site.

The implementation of demolition shall be
planned in phases for both structures and
trees on the site to reduce potential
impacts by providing day roosting bats the
opportunity to leave the site prior to
demolition of all structures and trees on
the site.

BIO-3

Crotch’s Bumble Bee mitigation includes the
following (Rincon Consultants, Inc., January 11,
2023):

a.

Pre-construction surveys for CBB and
nests shall be conducted within all suitable
habitats within the Project Site prior to
initial ground-disturbing activities (e.g.,
grubbing/removing vegetation,
excavation, grading, construction). The
purpose of these surveys is to identify
active nest colonies inside of permanent
and temporary impact areas.

The pre-construction surveys shall follow
the survey methodologies set out in the
CDFW Survey Considerations for CESA
Candidate Bumble Bee (CDFW, 2023g) or
other survey methodology approved by
CDFW.

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Biologist

Prior to initial
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities/
Vegetation
Removal; During
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction
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c. The pre-construction surveys shall be
conducted during appropriate survey
periods as either described in the CDFW
Survey Considerations or otherwise
approved by CDFW.

d. If the pre-construction surveys identify
active nest colonies inside of permanent
and temporary impact areas within the
Project footprint, an appropriate no
disturbance buffer zone shall be
established around the active nest colony
to reduce the risk of disturbance or
accidental take. The buffer distance shall
be established by a qualified biologist and
will provide no less than 50 feet of
clearance around active nest entrances
and the proponent/operator shall consult
with a qualified biologist to discuss
considerations and recommendations on
the implementation of Project activities to
avoid take of the CBB.

e. If a no disturbance buffer zone is both (i)
appropriate per Paragraph 4a above and
(ii) feasible, construction activities will not
occur within that buffer zone until a
qualified  biologist determines the
previously active nest to no longer be
active (i.e., no CBB are seen flying in or out
of the nest for three consecutive days
indicating the colony has completed its
nesting season and the next season's
queens have dispersed from the colony),
after which construction activities may
resume within that buffer zone.

Administrative Draft | October 2025 4-7 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program



THE BROOKSIDE PROJECT
Environmental Impact Report

f. If avoidance of the active nest is not
feasible, the Project proponent/operator
shall consult with CDFW regarding
potential for Project activities to result in
take of the CBB and shall comply with the
avoidance, minimization, and
compensatory mitigation requirements
set forth in any Incidental Take Permit
issued for the Project by CDFW.

BIO-4

Monarch  Butterfly  (Overwintering). To
minimize the potential for loss of monarch
overwintering colonies, removal of Eucalyptus
trees will be conducted between April 1 —
September 30 to avoid the overwintering
season, if feasible. If Eucalyptus tree removal
occurs outside of the overwintering season, no
further mitigation will be required.

If Eucalyptus tree removal occurs within the
overwintering season (October 1 — March 31),
a qualified biologist shall assess suitable habitat
within the Project Site for monarch colonies no
more than 14 days prior to Eucalyptus tree
removal. If the species is not observed
colonizing within the site, tree removal can
proceed, and no further mitigation will be
required.

If monarch colonies are identified within the
Project Site, they shall be demarcated with
flagging or high-visibility construction fencing
at the direction of the qualified biologist to
prevent removal of the stand of trees
containing the overwintering colony. Monarch
overwintering colonies shall be protected
throughout the duration of their presence
within the site. Once the qualified biologist has

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Biologist

Prior to and
During
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction
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determined that the species has left the site,
tree removal can proceed.

BIO-5

Burrowing Owl. A preconstruction presence/
absence survey for burrowing owl shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist within 30
days prior to the commencement of ground
disturbing activities including vegetation
clearing, grubbing, or tree removal and if an
owl or owls are detected, reported to the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW). If no burrowing owls are observed
during the survey, site preparation and
construction activities may begin.

If burrowing owl are determined present within
500 feet of the Project Site, then avoidance or
minimization measures shall be undertaken in
consultation with the City and CDFW. CDFW
shall be sent written notification within 48
hours of detection of burrowing owls. The
qualified biologist and Project
Applicant/Developer shall coordinate with the
City and CDFW to develop a Burrowing Owl
Plan, as described below, to be approved by the
City and CDFW prior to commencing Project
activities. Additionally, the Project Applicant/
Developer may be required to obtain a Section
2081 Incidental Take Permit, if it is believed
take will occur. The Project Applicant/
Developer shall implement the 2081 Incidental
Take Permit if required.

If applicable, the Burrowing Owl Plan shall
describe proposed avoidance, relocation,
monitoring, minimization, and/or mitigation
actions. The Burrowing Owl Plan shall include
the number and location of occupied burrow

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Biologist

Within 30 days
Prior to Ground
Disturbing
Activities; During
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction
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sites and details on proposed buffers if avoiding
the burrowing owls or information on the
adjacent or nearby suitable habitat available to
owls for relocation. If no suitable habitat is
available nearby for relocation, details
regarding the creation and funding of artificial
burrows (numbers, location, and type of
burrows) and management activities for
relocated owls shall also be included in the
Burrowing Owl Plan. The Applicant/Developer
shall implement the Burrowing Owl Plan
following CDFW review and approval.

If burrowing owls are observed within the
Project Site during Project implementation and
construction, the Project Applicant/Developer
shall notify CDFW immediately in writing within
48 hours of detection. If required based on the
nature of the observance, a Burrowing Owl Plan
shall be submitted to CDFW for review and
approval within two (2) weeks of detection and
no Project activity shall continue within 500
feet of the burrowing owls until CDFW
approves the Burrowing Owl Plan. The
Applicant/Developer shall be responsible for
implementing appropriate avoidance and
mitigation  measures, including  burrow
avoidance, passive or active relocation, or
other appropriate mitigation measures as
identified in the Burrowing Owl Plan.

If applicable, a final report shall be prepared by
a qualified biologist documenting the results of
the burrowing owl surveys and detailing any
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures. The final report shall be submitted
to the City within 30 days of completion of the
survey and burrowing owl monitoring for
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mitigated at a ratio of 3:1 through the
enhancement and restoration of portions of
Lemon Creek within the Project Site, or as
otherwise required by the regulatory agencies
(USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW) pursuant to the
issuance of federal and state permits or other
authorizations for impacts to these features.

If required by the regulatory agencies,
enhancement shall include the one-time
removal of invasive species, and restoration
shall include the one-time planting of native
willow (Salix spp.) cuttings obtained from
mature individuals on-site and following
standard installation procedures in

Planning Division

mitigation monitoring compliance record
keeping.

BIO-6 Southwestern Pond Turtle. A SWPT survey shall | Project Applicant, Within 30 days Community Prior to and
be conducted by a qualified southwestern Construction of vegetation Development During
pond turtle biologist within 30 days of Contractor, Removal or Department Construction
vegetation removal or ground disturbance. A Qualified Ground Planning Division
report shall also be submitted to the City Biologist Disturbance;
detailing the findings of the survey(s). If SWPT During
are observed, additional avoidance, exclusion, Construction
and  minimization measures shall be
implemented through the development and
implementation of a SWPT Avoidance Plan in
coordination with the City, which may include
the relocation of the SWPT upstream or
downstream to an area of suitable habitat,
installation of exclusionary fencing, and/or
construction monitoring to ensure the species
is not adversely affected from Project activities.

BIO-7 Jurisdictional Waters. Permanent impacts to | Project Applicant, Prior to and Community Prior to and
Waters of the State, Riparian/Riverine Construction During Development During
resources, and Waters of the U.S. shall be Contractor Construction Department Construction
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replacement. Planting shall occur immediately
prior to onset of the rainy season.

If required by the regulatory agencies, he
Applicant shall prepare an enhancement and
restoration plan, to be approved by CDFW prior
to any ground disturbance within Waters of the
State or Riparian/Riverine resources located on
the Project Site. The Plan shall include
restoration and monitoring methods, annual
success criteria, contingency actions should
success criteria not be met, and long term
management and maintenance goals.

BIO-8 Jurisdictional Waters. Prior to the issuance of a | Project Applicant | Prior to Issuance Community Prior to
grading permit, the Applicant shall provide of Grading Development Issuance of
evidence to the City all appropriate permits and Permit Department Grading Permit
other authorizations have been obtained from Planning Division
the RWQCB, CDFW, and USACE.

BIO-9 Tree Canopy. Prior to occupancy of any homes Project Applicant Prior to Community Prior to
in the Project, the Applicant shall implement its Occupancy Development Occupancy
Tree Preservation/Replacement Plan. Department

Planning Division

BIO-10 Protective Instrument. The Project proponent | Project Applicant Prior to Community Prior to
shall protect the approximately 9.5 acres of Occupancy Development Occupancy
open space along Lemon Creek in perpetuity Department
under a deed restriction, open space Planning Division
easement, or  conservation  easement
(Protective Instrument) prior to occupancy of
the first tenant or as otherwise required by
applicable regulatory permits. The Protective
Instrument will prohibit use of the 9.5 acres
except for public trail and passive open space
purposes, enforceable by the City.

Management of the 9.5 acres shall be
performed by a restoration contractor
(experienced with riparian habitat) under the
Administrative Draft | October 2025 4-12 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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supervision of a qualified  biologist
(experienced with southern California native
riparian vegetation and wildlife) as funded
either by the HOA budget or an endowment.

BIO-11

If any special status wildlife species are found,
harmed during relocation, or a dead or injured
special status wildlife species is found, work in
the immediate area shall stop immediately, the
designated biologist shall be notified, and dead
or injured wildlife documented immediately. A
formal report shall be sent to CDFW and the
City within 3 calendar days of the incident or
finding. The report shall include the date, time
of the finding or incident (if known), and
location of the carcass or injured animal and
circumstances of its death or injury (if known).
Work in the immediate area may only resume
once the proper notifications have been made
and additional mitigation measures have been
identified to prevent additional injury or death.

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Biologist

Within 3 Days of
Finding a Special
Status Wildlife
Species that is
Harmed, Dead
or Injured

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division;
CDFW

Prior to and
During
Construction

CULTURAL RESOURCES

CR-1

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the
applicant shall provide written verification that
a qualified Archaeologist has been retained to
implement the monitoring program. This
verification shall be presented in a letter from
the Project Archaeologist to the Lead Agency.

Project
Applicant/Develo
per, Qualified
Archaeologist

Prior to Issuance
of Grading
Permit

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

During Grading,
Excavation, and
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities

CR-2

The Project applicant shall provide Native
American monitoring during grading if the Lead
Agency determines it is necessary pending
results of the AB 52 Consultation process. If
applicable, the Native American monitor shall
work in concert with the archaeological
monitor to observe ground disturbances and
search for cultural materials. The Lead Agency

Project Applicant/
Developer, Native
American Tribal
Representative(s)

Prior to and
During Grading

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

During Grading,
Excavation, and
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities
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shall coordinate with the consulting Tribe(s) to
facilitate communications with the Project
Developer/Applicant so that all Parties can
develop a mutually agreeable Tribal Monitoring
and Treatment Agreement which includes the
scope of monitoring, scheduling of monitors
from individual consulting Tribe(s), and the
course of action for inadvertent discoveries.

and the surrounding area; what resources
could potentially be identified during
earthmoving activities; the requirements of the
monitoring program; the protocols that apply
in the event inadvertent discoveries of cultural
resources are identified, including who to
contact and appropriate avoidance measures

CR-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the | Project Applicant, | Prior to Issuance Community Prior to
Project Archaeologist, in consultation with the Qualified of Grading Development Grading,
Consulting Tribe(s), the Project Applicant, and Archaeologist, Permit Department Excavation, and
the City, shall develop a Cultural Resources Consulting Planning Division Ground-
Monitoring Plan (CRMP), to address the Tribe(s) Disturbing
implementation of the City’s Tribal Cultural Activities
Resource Mitigation Measures including but
not limited to, timing, procedures and
considerations for Tribal Cultural Resources
during the course of ground disturbing
activities that will occur on the Project Site. The
CRMP shall be subject to review by Tribe(s) and
final approval by the City.

CR-4 The Project Archaeologist and the Consulting | Project Applicant, | Prior to Grading Community Prior to Grading
Tribes(s) shall attend the pre-grading meeting Qualified Development
with the City, the construction manager and Archaeologist, Department
any contractors and will conduct a Cultural Consulting Planning Division
Resources Worker Sensitivity Training to those Tribe(s),
in attendance. The Training will include a brief Construction
review of the cultural sensitivity of the Project Contractor
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until the find(s) can be properly evaluated; and
any other appropriate protocols.

CR-5

The protocols and stipulations that the
contractor, City, Consulting Tribe(s) and Project
Archaeologist will follow in the event of
inadvertent cultural resources discoveries,
including any newly discovered cultural
resource deposits that shall be subject to a
cultural resources evaluation.

1. During the original cutting of previously
undisturbed deposits, the archaeological
and Tribal monitor shall be onsite, as
determined by the consulting
archaeologist, to monitor excavations.
The frequency of inspections will depend
upon the rate of excavation, the materials
excavated, and the presence and
abundance of artifacts and features. The
consulting archaeologist shall have the
authority to modify the monitoring
program if the potential for cultural
resources appears to be less than
anticipated.

2. lIsolates and clearly non-significant
deposits will be minimally documented in
the field so the monitored grading can
proceed.

3. In the event that previously unidentified
cultural resources are discovered, the
archaeologist shall have the authority to
divert or temporarily halt ground
disturbance operation in the area of
discovery to allow for the evaluation of
potentially significant cultural resources.
The archaeologist shall contact the Lead

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Archaeologist,
Consulting
Tribe(s)

During Grading,
Excavation, and
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

During Grading,
Excavation, and
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities
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Agency at the time of discovery. The
archaeologist, in consultation with the
Lead Agency, shall determine the
significance of the discovered resources.
The Lead Agency must concur with the
evaluation before construction activities
will be allowed to resume in the affected
area. For significant cultural resources, a
Research Design and Data Recovery
Program to mitigate impacts shall be
implemented by the  consulting
archaeologist and approved by the Lead
Agency before being carried out using
professional archaeological methods. If
any human bones are discovered, the
county coroner and Lead Agency shall be
contacted. In the event that the remains
are determined to be of Native American
origin, the Most Likely Descendant (as
identified by the NAHC) shall be contacted
in order to determine proper treatment
and disposition of the remains.

Before construction activities are allowed
to resume in the affected area, the
artifacts shall be recovered, and features
recorded using professional
archaeological methods. The Project
Archaeologist in consultation with the
consulting Tribe(s) shall determine the
amount of material to be recovered for an
adequate artifact sample for analysis.

CR-6 Project Applicant, | During Grading, Community During Grading,
One or more of the following treatments, in Qualified Excavation, and Development Excavation, and
order of preference, shall be used in the event Archaeologist, Ground- Department Ground-
of a cultural resources discovery: Consulting Disturbing Planning Division Disturbing
Tribe(s) Activities Activities
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1. Preservation-in-Place.  Avoidance, or
preservation-in-place, involves leaving a
resource where it was found with no
development affecting its integrity.
Pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21083.2(b) avoidance is the
preferred method of preservation for
archaeological and cultural resources.

2. Reburial on the Project Site in an area not
subject to future disturbance. Reburial of
a resource shall include provisions to
protect the selected reburial area from
any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial
shall not occur until all required cataloging
and basic recording have been completed,
with the exception of sacred items, burial
goods and Native American human
remains. Any reburial process shall be
culturally appropriate. The listing of
contents and the location of the reburial
shall be included in a confidential Phase IV
monitoring report.

3. If Preservation-in-Place or reburial is not
feasible, all cultural material collected
during the grading monitoring program
shall be processed and curated according
to the current professional repository
standards in a curation facility that meets
State Resources Department Office of
Historic Preservation Guidelines for the
Curation of Archaeological Resources
(OHP  1993). The collections and
associated records shall be transferred,
including title and accompanied by
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payment of the fees necessary for
permanent curation.

CR-7

A Phase IV Monitoring Report, documenting
the field and analysis results and interpreting
the artifact and research data within the
research context, shall be completed, and
submitted to the satisfaction of the Lead
Agency prior to the issuance of any building
permits. The report will include DPR Primary
and Archaeological Site Forms. The Phase IV
report shall be filed with the City under a
confidential cover and not subject to Public
Records Request and a copy of the report shall
be submitted to the consulting Tribe(s).

Qualified
Archaeologist

Completion of
Grading,
Excavation, and
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to
Issuance of
Building
Permits

ENERGY

Mitigation measures are not required.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

GEO-1

Prior to issuance of final grading permits, the
Project Applicant or designee shall prepare and
submit for review and approval by the Director
of Building and Safety, a site-specific, design-
phase geotechnical report, which shall consider
the recommendations in the Preliminary
Geotechnical Investigation Report and revise as
necessary for site preparation and construction
in a design-phase Geotechnical
Recommendations report. The report shall, at a
minimum, address remedial and design
grading, concrete foundation system, and
building foundations. The recommendations of
the design-phase geotechnical report shall be
implemented during site grading and
construction.

Project Applicant,
Public Works
Director

Prior to Issuance
of Final Grading
Permits

Building and
Safety Division

Prior to
Issuance of
Final Grading
Permits
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Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the
Project Applicant shall provide written
evidence to the City, that the Applicant has
retained a qualified paleontologist to observe
grading activities and salvage and catalogue
fossils, as necessary. These requirements shall
be documented by the Project paleontologist in
a Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation
Program (PRIMP). This PRIMP shall be
submitted to the Community Development
Department for review and approval prior to
issuance of a Grading Permit.

The paleontologist shall be present at the pre-
grade conference, shall discuss the PRIMP,
describe procedures for paleontological
resource surveillance, and shall establish, in
cooperation with the Applicant and City,
procedures for temporarily halting or
redirecting work to permit sampling,
identification, and evaluation of the fossils. If
the paleontological resources are found to be
significant, the paleontologist shall determine
appropriate actions, in cooperation with the
Applicant, which ensure proper exploration
and/or salvage.

Project Applicant,
Qualified
Paleontologist

Prior to Issuance
of Grading
Permit; Present
at Pre-Grade
Conference;
During
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to and
During
Construction

PALEO-2 If paleontological resources are uncovered and | Project Applicant, Completion of Community After
after completion of the Project, the Applicant Qualified Grading, Development Completion of
shall submit a Paleontological Monitoring Paleontologist Excavation, and Department Construction
Report for approval by the City. The report shall Ground- Planning Division
include the period of inspection, a catalogue Disturbing
and analysis of the fossils found, and the Activities
present repository of the fossils. The Applicant
shall prepare excavated material to the point of
identification. The Applicant shall offer
excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the
City or its designee, on a first refusal basis.
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These actions, as well as final mitigation and
disposition of the resources, shall be subject to
approval by the City. Applicant shall pay
curatorial fees for the storage of these
resources in perpetuity.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Mitigation measures are not required.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZ-1

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit,
demolition of buildings that are expected to
contain asbestos containing building materials
or lead based paint, the Applicant shall prepare
an asbestos and lead paint survey and present
the findings to the City Community
Development Department and Building and
Safety Division. In the event asbestos
containing building materials or lead paint are
identified, it shall be removed and disposed of
in accordance with local, state and federal
regulations and guidance of a California
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(Cal/OSHA) - Certified Asbestos Consultant
(CAC) and/or Lead-Related Construction
Inspector/Assessor. If contaminated materials
are identified and removed, proof of proper
disposal (e.g., report, email, or receipts from
the certified consultant/inspector/ assessor)
shall be provided to the City prior to issuance
of a building permit.

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor

Prior to Issuance
of Demolition
Permit

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division,
Building and
Safety Division

Prior to
Issuance of
Demolition and
Building
Permits

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Mitigation measures are not required.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Mitigation measures are not required.

MINERAL RESOURCES
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Mitigation measures are not required.

NOISE

Mitigation measures are not required.

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Mitigation measures are not required.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Mitigation measures are not required.

RECREATION

Mitigation measures are not required.

TRANSPORTATION

TRA-1 To maintain adequate motorist site distance,
the Project Applicant/Developer or designee
shall remove existing landscaping and/or install
new landscaping to create a clear line of sight
for vehicle movement at the proposed Street
“A” and Meadow Pass Road intersection/
driveway. Prior to issuance of a building permit,
the landscaping plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the Community Development
Department to ensure planting placement and
species are appropriate to maintain a clear and
unobstructed line of site at this location. The
Project  Applicant/Developer  shall  also
construct or fund the construction of advance
intersection/driveway warning signage on
Meadow Pass Road, if determined necessary by
the City Public Works Department based on
City roadway design standards and
requirements. If determined necessary, the
signage shall be installed prior to issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for any of the
proposed homes.

Project Applicant,
Construction
Contractor

Prior to Issuance
of Building
Permit and

Certificate of
Occupancy

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division,
City Public Works
Department

Prior to
Issuance of
Building Permit
and Certificate
of Occupancy

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
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Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to
Commencement of Ground-Disturbing
Activities.

Prior toissuance of grading permits, the Project
Applicant/Developer shall provide evidence to
the Community Development Department that
a certified Registered Professional
Archaeologist (RPA) has been contracted to
implement a Cultural Resources Monitoring
Program (CRMP) that addresses the details of
all activities that must be completed and
procedures that must be followed regarding
tribal cultural resources associated with this
Project. The CRMP document shall be provided
to the Community Development Director or
their designee for review and approval prior to
issuance of the grading permit. The CRMP
provides procedures to be followed and are to
ensure that impacts on tribal cultural resources
will not occur without procedures that would
reduce the impacts to less than significant.

These measures shall include, but shall not be
limited to, the following:

A. The Project Applicant/Developer shall
retain a Native American Monitor from or
approved by the Gabrielefio Band of
Mission Indians —Kizh Nation. The monitor
shall be retained prior to the
commencement of any  “ground-
disturbing activity” for the subject Project
at all Project locations (i.e., both onsite
and any offsite locations that are included
in the Project description/definition
and/or required in connection with the
Project, such as public improvement

Project Applicant/
Developer,
Construction
Contractor,
Qualified
Archaeologist,
Native American
Tribal
Representative(s)

Prior to Issuance
of Grading
Permits

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

During Grading,
Excavation, and
Ground-
Disturbing
Activities
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work). “Ground-disturbing activity” shall
include, but is not limited to, demolition,
pavement removal, potholing, auguring,
grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading,
excavation, drilling, and trenching.

B. Archaeological Monitor - An adequate
number of qualified monitors shall be
present to ensure that all earthmoving
activities are observed and shall be onsite
during all grading activities for areas to be
monitored including offsite
improvements. Inspections will vary based
on the rate of excavation, the materials
excavated, and the presence and
abundance of artifacts and features. The
frequency and location of inspections will
be determined by the Project
Archaeologist, in consultation with the
Native American Monitor.

C. A copy of the executed monitoring
agreement shall be submitted to the Lead
Agency (City) prior to the early
commencement of any ground-disturbing
activity, or the issuance of any permit
necessary to commence a ground-
disturbing activity.

D. The Archaeological Monitor or Native
American Monitor will complete daily
monitoring logs that will provide
descriptions of the relevant ground-
disturbing  activities, the type of
construction activities performed,
locations of ground-disturbing activities,
soil types, cultural-related materials, and
any other facts, conditions, materials, or
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discoveries of significance to the Tribe.
Copies of the logs completed shall be
provided to the City monthly, until
completion of any ground disturbing
activities. Monitor logs will identify and
describe any discovered TCRs, including
but not limited to, Native American
cultural and historical artifacts, remains,
places of significance, etc., (collectively,
tribal cultural resources, or “TCR”), as well
as any discovered Native American
(ancestral) human remains and burial
goods.

E. Onsite tribal monitoring shall conclude
upon one of the following (1) written
confirmation to the Kizh from a
designated point of contact for the Project
Applicant/Developer, and verified by the
City, that all ground-disturbing activities
and phases that may involve ground-
disturbing activities on the Project Site or
in connection with the Project are
complete  (note:  completeness s
anticipated to mean all soils have been
turned and/or excavated to maximum
depth in all work locations. Monitoring of
stockpiling or backfilling material is not
anticipated unless evidence is provided to
the City that such material is sensitive); or
(2) a determination and written
notification by the Kizh to the Project
Applicant and City that no future, planned
construction activity and/or
development/construction phase at the
Project Site possesses the potential to
impact Kizh TCRs.
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Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural
Resource Objects (Non-Funerary/Non-
Ceremonial).

Upon discovery of any TCRs, all construction
activities in the immediate vicinity of the
discovery shall cease and shall not resume until
the discovered TCR has been fully assessed by
the Kizh monitor and/or Kizh archaeologist. The
Kizh will recover and retain all discovered TCRs
in the form and/or manner the Tribe deems
appropriate, in the Tribe’s sole discretion, and
for any purpose the Tribe deems appropriate,
including for educational, cultural and/or
historic purposes.

Subsequent to the discovery of a TCR, the
Applicant/Developer or any successor in
interest shall comply with the following for the
life of the grading permit, and shall implement
the following procedures:

1. Allground disturbance activities within 50
feet of the discovered tribal cultural
resource shall be halted until a meeting is
convened between the developer, the
Project  Archaeologist, the Native
American tribal representative(s) from
consulting tribes (or other appropriate
ethnic/cultural group representative),
and the Community Development
Director or their designee to discuss the
significance of the find.

2. The Applicant/Developer shall call the
Community Development Director or
his/her designee immediately upon
discovery of the tribal cultural resource to
convene the meeting.

Project Applicant/
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Qualified
Archaeologist,
Native American
Tribal
Representative(s)
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At the meeting with the aforementioned
parties, the significance of the discoveries
shall be discussed, and a decision is to be
made, with the concurrence of the
Community Development Director or
his/her designee, as to the appropriate
mitigation (documentation, recovery,
avoidance, etc.) for the tribal cultural
resource.

Further ground disturbance shall not
resume within the area of the discovery
until a meeting has been convened with
the aforementioned parties and a
decision is made, with the concurrence of
the Community Development Director or
their designee, as to the appropriate
mitigation measures.

TCR-3

Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains

Project Applicant/

During Grading,

County Coroner,

During Grading,

and Associated Funerary or Ceremonial Developer, Excavation, and Community Excavation, and

Objects. Construction Ground- Development Ground-

A Native American human remains are Contractor, Disturbing Department Disturbing
defined in PRC 5097.98 (d)(1) as an County ;qroner, Activities Planning Division Activities
inhumation or cremation, and in any state Quallﬂed.
of decomposition or skeletal Ar.chaeolog{st,
completeness. Funerary objects, called Native Amencan
associated grave goods in  Public Tribal
Resources Code Section 5097.98, are also Representative(s)
to be treated according to this statute.

B. If Native American human remains and/or
grave goods are discovered or recognized
on the Project Site, then Public Resource
Code 5097.9 as well as Health and Safety
Code Section 7050.5 shall be followed.

C. Human remains and grave/burial goods
shall be treated alike per California Public
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Resources Code section 5097.98(d)(1) and
(2).

D. Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is
the preferred manner of treatment for
discovered human remains and/or burial
goods.

E. Any discovery of human remains/ burial
goods shall be kept confidential to
prevent further disturbance.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Uss-1

Prior to the issuance of a demolition or grading
permit, the Project Applicant/Developer or
designee shall prepare and submit a
construction debris reduction/recycling plan
designed to minimize the volume of
construction debris requiring landfill disposal
and incorporating measures for the separation
and short-term onsite storage of construction
waste materials in a manner conducive to
collection and recycling/diversion efforts. The
plan shall include a fire component so that
reclamation activities are conducted in a fire
safe manner.

Project Applicant/
Developer

Prior to Issuance
of Demolition or
Grading Permit

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division

Prior to
Issuance of
Demolition or
Grading Permit

Uss-2

Any hazardous waste that is generated onsite,
or is found on site during demolition,
rehabilitation, or new construction activities
shall be remediated, stored, handled, and
transported in compliance per appropriate
local, County, State, and Federal laws.

Project Applicant/
Developer,
Construction
Contractor

During
Demolition and
Construction

Community
Development
Department
Planning Division,
Building and
Safety Division

During
Demolition and
Construction

WILDFIRE

Mitigation measures are not required.
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