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B. Responses to Comment Letters 

Letter  Date    Page  

Comment Letter L1 State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit ................................ January 21, 2014 50 
Comment Letter L2 State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit ................................ January 21, 2014 56 
Comment Letter L3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ............................................. February 4, 2014 60 
Comment Letter L4 California Department of Fish and Wildlife ......................... February 3, 2014 82 
Comment Letter L5 California Department of Parks and Recreation ................... February 3, 2014 104 
Comment Letter L6 Native American Heritage Commission ............................... December 10, 2013 128 
Comment Letter L7 Caltrans District 12 .............................................................. December 20, 2013 134 
Comment Letter L8 Caltrans District 12 .............................................................. January 21, 2013 136 
Comment Letter L9 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board ............... February 1, 2013 142 
Comment Letter L10 The Metropolitan Water District of So. California ................ January 27, 2014 154 
Comment Letter L11 California Native Plant Society ............................................ February 2, 2014 164 
Comment Letter L12 Orange County Fire Authority .............................................. January 30, 2014 180 
Comment Letter L13 Orange County Transportation Authority ............................. February 3, 2014 182 
Comment Letter L14 Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) ................... January 30, 2014 184 
Comment Letter L15 Yorba Linda Water District .................................................. January 30, 2014 198 
Comment Letter L16 Orange County Sheriff’s Department ................................... January 31, 2014 204 
Comment Letter L17 City of Yorba Linda .............................................................. February 3, 2014 210 
Comment Letter L18 Engineering-Public Works Dept., City of Yorba Linda .......... February 3, 2014 318 
Comment Letter L19 Orange County Coastkeeper ................................................ February 3, 2014 324 
Comment Letter L20 Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School District ..................... February 3, 2014 326 
Comment Letter L21 Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks ................................ February 3, 2014 340 
Comment Letter L22 The Gas Company ............................................................... December 23, 2013 370 
Comment Letter L23 Ehrman, Edward .................................................................. December 23, 2013 372 
Comment Letter L24 Buie, Charles ....................................................................... January 22, 2014 376 
Comment Letter L25 Bartels, Robert G. ................................................................ January 20, 2014 378 
Comment Letter L26 Tewksbury, Mary ................................................................. January 27, 2014 384 
Comment Letter L27 Macheel, Gary and Jacquelynn ............................................ February 1, 2014 388 
Comment Letter L28 Paul, Danny and Kim .......................................................... February 1, 2014 396 
Comment Letter L29 Nelson, Marlene .................................................................. February 1, 2014 432 
Comment Letter L30 Nelson, Marlene .................................................................. February 1, 2014 440 
Comment Letter L31 Nelson, Marlene .................................................................. February 1, 2014 450 
Comment Letter L32 Nelson, Marlene .................................................................. February 1, 2014 454 
Comment Letter L33 Kanne, Bob .......................................................................... February 2, 2014 460 
Comment Letter L34 Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted .................................................. February 3, 2014 470 
Comment Letter L35 Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted .................................................. February 3, 2014 484 
Comment Letter L36 Ensign, William and Cynthia ............................................... February 3, 2014 516 
Comment Letter L37 Kuan, David ........................................................................ February 3, 2014 526 
Comment Letter L38 Hosford, Karen .................................................................... February 3, 2014 532 
Comment Letter L39 Schlotterbeck, Melanie ........................................................ February 3, 2014 536 
Comment Letter L40 Kanne, Diane D. .................................................................. February 3, 2014 540 
Comment Letter L41 Newman, Ken ...................................................................... February 3, 2014 576 
Comment Letter L42 Thomas, Steve ..................................................................... February 3, 2014 582 
Comment Letter L43 Collinsworth, Van K. ........................................................... February 3, 2014 584 
Comment Letter L44 Schumann, Edward .............................................................. February 3, 2014 698 
Comment Letter L45 Johnson, Kevin K. ................................................................ February 3, 2014 718 
Comment Letter L46 Johnson, Kevin K. ................................................................ February 3, 2014 750 
Comment Letter L47 Johnson, Kevin K. ................................................................ February 3, 2014 756 
Comment Letter L48 Johnson, Kevin K. ................................................................ February 3, 2014 766 
Comment Letter L49 Netherton, Laurence ............................................................ January 30, 2014 778 
Comment Letter L50 Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger ............................................... February 3, 2014 802 
Comment Letter L51 Department of Conservation ................................................ February 11, 2014 998 
Comment Letter L52 Constance Spenger .............................................................. April 2, 2014 1006 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L34  
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted  
February 3, 2014  

L34-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer specifically 
related to Public Services, Section 5.12 in the DEIR. Commenters are referred to Section 5.7 
- Hazards and Hazardous Materials for analysis related to “public safety in hillside areas” 
and “potential threats associated with this high-risk development located in Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ).” Section 5.12 - Public Services analyzes public services 
such as police and fire and the provision of such services to the Proposed Project. The 
information presented in these sections of the DEIR is based on information provided by the 
agencies responsible for providing the respective public service (e.g., police, fire, schools) 
and also reflects the findings and recommendations presented in specialized technical 
studies (e.g., the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan and the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment). 
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34-2 As noted in the DEIR in Section 5.2 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, a Fire Protection 
and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) has been prepared specifically addressing fire 
evacuation plans. In addition, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department has provided an 
evacuation plan (Exhibit 5-66, page 5-291) designed to move traffic off Yorba Linda 
Boulevard and through local neighborhoods. Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation 
Plan, which explains the manner in which an evacuation would occur in the event of a fire. 

34-3 Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

34-4 The DEIR is an information document that describes and analyzes the environmental 
impacts related to potential fires and earthquakes. The County Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors have been provided with all documentation related to the Proposed 
Project, including the DEIR and responses to all public comments for their review and 
consideration prior to hearings for Proposed Project approval. 

34-5 As indicated in Section 5.12, response times by the OCSD to an emergency at the Project 
site are estimated to be less than five minutes; OCFA response times vary from about 6.5 
minutes to 17.5 minutes, depending on the development option and distance to the site. 
OCFA and OCSD are fully trained and prepared to respond to emergency situations. In 
addition, fire and police personnel from adjacent jurisdictions can be requested to provide 
assistance. As noted in response to Comment L34-2 above, evacuation plans have been 
proposed to move all residents in the area to safety. Refer to Topical Responses 1 and 2 for 
additional information related to fire hazards and evacuation plans. Also refer to responses 
to Comments L34-7 through L34-13 below for additional information regarding response 
times and services. 

34-6 Data in the DEIR was obtained from OCFA and OCSD reports and documentation as 
referenced related to response times. Please see Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan, for 
information related to proposed evacuation plans. 
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L34-7 The commenters indicate that the DEIR understates wildfire service impacts. The OCFA’s 
response time goal of 7 minutes 20 seconds 80% of the time is designated for the first 
responding engine. Therefore, based on the closest station, which is how response time is 
typically calculated, the Proposed Project is within a response time for first responder that 
meets OCFA’s goal. This response time is based on a structure fire or a medical emergency. 
Fully sprinklered homes, like those within the Proposed Project would enable longer response 
times, because the sprinkler system has been shown to be very effective at minimizing fire 
spread and often extinguishing it in the room of origin; however, is not necessary for this 
project based on the location of Station 32. Medical response requires fast intervention for the 
most serious types of emergencies such as heart attack and stroke. Wildfires would not 
generally fall under the response time goals set for structures and medical emergencies. In 
addition to response times, there must be capacity to serve the number of new calls projected 
from a new development. The closest fire station has capacity to service the project with only 
0.17 additional calls projected per day from the Proposed Project, and that is likely a very high 
estimate based on the type of development and its demographics. Therefore, the comment is 
incorrect in its assumptions that fire service is significantly impacted by the project. 

Table 5-12-1 - OCFA Response Time Configuration in the DEIR (page 5-495), shows the 
FPEP modeled average response times from the nearest five fire station locations to the 
Project site. 

L34-8 The commenters discuss travel times and response times and the response times during a 
major wildfire event. The purpose of the analysis of whether a station can respond to the 
project within the fire agency’s response time goal is to determine whether the project can 
be serviced in a timely matter for typical day-to-day emergencies. Travel time is the time 
required once “wheels roll” until arriving at the scene. Response time is the total time from 
receiving the call, dispatch, and turnout (firefighter preparation before leaving the station). 
Studies indicate that dispatch is typically on the order of 60 seconds, and turnout takes 
slightly longer at 78 seconds, on average. Adding these additional times to the travel time 
results in response time. The project is located where it can be provided initial response and 
effective firefighting force (multiple engines and personnel) within OCFA’s goals.  

Conditions during large wildfire events are not modeled for purposes of determining impacts 
of a project on the fire service. These are rare events, and the nature of a large wildfire does 
not lend itself to a fire engine arriving at individual structures. Some engines are focused on 
structure protection, usually in a triage scenario where the most well prepared and 
defendable structures may be provided protection, and other engines are engaged in a 
“bump and run” tactic attempting to stay mobile and able to react to the fire without 
anchoring to a hydrant. Attempting to consider response times in these situations would not 
be consistent with the purpose of response time modeling, which is for the vast majority of 
calls. Response time to the initial fire call, which would likely be somewhere adjacent to the 
Chino Hills State Park would be modeled, but would more than likely be within another 
station’s (not Station 32’s) primary response area. 

Please also see response to Comment L34-7 above. Specifically note that OCFA’s response 
time standard is 7 minutes 20 seconds. The table shows the total estimated response time, 
including travel time (to the farthest point in the Proposed Project) and 1.3-minute turnout as 
indicated in the table heading. Since the Project site is currently vacant, and OCFA/OCSD 
does not respond to normal calls on the site, an estimate is provided for information and 
analysis. The numbers are intended to present a scenario under normal conditions and not 
wildfire conditions. 
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L34-9 The commenters argue that the analysis of the typical circumstances for emergency response 
is not appropriate and that the focus should be on how the Proposed Project would alter 
OCFA’s response times during a major wildfire. As discussed in response to Comment L34-8 
above, response during major wildfires does not conform to the typical response time 
modeling. Reports of wildfires within the Chino Hills State Park, for example, would result in 
response to the wildland fire, but not to individual homes within the Proposed Project or 
existing residential areas that are a mile or more from the ignition. OCFA response with the 
Proposed Project would be expected to be similar to its current response with the possible 
exception that with the Proposed Project, OCFA engines would be able to place engines at 
the WUI within the project at staging areas or other strategic locations. OCFA would be able 
to place engines at the WUI (where they could not during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire) 
because they would have firefighter safety zones and temporary refuge areas throughout the 
Proposed Project that do not currently exist. As mentioned, response during a major wildfire 
is not measureable, because engines are not dispatched to individual properties. They are 
responding to the incident and then the Incident Command is directing where engines 
should focus structural protection, brush control, pre-treatments, etc.  

It is true that OCFA engines may be assigned to wildfires out of the area, but this does not 
mean that they leave stations uncovered. Reserve engines are called up and stations like 
Station 32 would have coverage. During extended attack wildfires that last many hours, 
engine companies may be arriving from out of the area and are an important part of the 
overall response. During Red Flag Warning periods, OCFA has protocols that activate 
additional engines and firefighters to avoid the possibility of understaffing. However, even 
with full staffing, there are limitations to what firefighters can accomplish against a wind-
driven fire. It would not be a safe assumption that full staffing and response would result in 
control of wind-driven wildfires. This important limitation is why it is critical that 
communities within the WUI include built-in protections that minimize their vulnerability to 
wildfires and embers. The Proposed Project includes a redundant layering of features that 
are designed to minimize the need for firefighter resources, thus enabling them to focus 
efforts where needed most. 

With regard to sheltering in place and who will aid residents in the Proposed Project if they 
are unwilling to shelter in their homes, it is important to note that the community is not a 
“shelter in place” site. It is a community that will follow the early evacuation model adopted 
by OCFA and many fire agencies, including CAL FIRE, known as “Ready, Set, Go!”. Early 
evacuation is the safest and preferred option for this community. Early evacuation means 
evacuations will occur hours before fire is threatening the community. It is only when 
officials determine that it is not safe to evacuate (such as if the roads are congested, or fire is 
burning close to the community) that a temporary refuge on site would be considered. The 
project and its structures are designed to enable citizens a brief refuge inside its homes while 
the fire front passes around the community. Wildfire safety education will be provided in a 
variety of formats to Proposed Project residents so that awareness levels are high. The 
internal alert system will include practice announcements and will assist with evacuations, 
on a conservative trigger so that the goal of evacuating early is the primary focus. The 
potential to remain in their homes is an option that is available due to the construction 
materials and methods, but is only to be used as a contingency or a last resort when it is 
considered safer than evacuating. 
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The commenter’s concern related to methane gas leaks and gas being transported is unclear 
with regard to an environmental concern. No additional oil wells are proposed, and there 
will be no change in operation of the existing wells. Commenters are referred to Topical 
Response 1 and Topical Response 2 regarding fire hazards and evacuation and Section 5.7 - 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials for discussion regarding sheltering in place. Please also 
refer to response to Comment L34-9 above. 

L34-11 The commenters inappropriately apply travel time and response time goals to wildfires. 
Response time goals are intended for structure fires and medical emergencies. Wildfires, 
especially large fires that involve multiple jurisdictions, are not considered under the 
standard response time goals. Wildfires may very well be responded to within the agencies’ 
goals, but in some cases, the fire is not controlled for many hours later and engines are 
engaged in a “bump and run” tactic with no particular end goal where the travel time would 
be terminated. The nature of wind-driven wildfires requires different strategies than a 
response to a structure fire or a medical emergency. The comment captures the situation 
accurately that there are not enough fire apparatus and personnel to provide protection for 
every home within a large wildfire perimeter. That fact has been analyzed and protections 
incorporated into the Proposed Project (e.g., interior automatic sprinklers, minimum one-
hour rated doors and walls, and ember-resistant vents) so that fire agencies can allocate 
resources where they are most needed. It is the responsibility of the OCFA and OCSD to 
provide adequate personnel in the event of a wildfire. During wildfire events, resources will 
be recruited from adjacent jurisdictions. 

L34-12 Commenters’ opinion is noted. As noted in response to Comment L34-7 above, the average 
annual calls for emergency assistance are related to normal calls and do not include wildfire 
emergencies. Wildfire occurrences are sporadic, sometimes several years apart, and cannot 
be modeled with any degree of accuracy for purposes of analysis regarding the number of 
responses anticipated by OCFA and OCSD. 

The commenters again confuse response statistics – which are based overwhelmingly on 
medical emergencies and structure fires – with that of response and risk associated with 
wildfires. The call volumes projected for the Proposed Project use average response calls for 
the entire Orange County area, which includes many different types of communities, some 
of which result in higher responses. For example, retirement communities and inner city 
communities statistically result in higher call volumes. Those call volumes are averaged into 
the factor used to calculate the Proposed Project’s calls, even though the population would 
be expected to be younger families with demographics resulting in fewer than average calls. 
Therefore, the DEIR statement is correct and needs no additional revisions. 

L34-13 As noted on page 5-493 in the DEIR, the information regarding the OCSD standard for 
response times was provided in a personal communication with Lt. Bob Wren of OCSD on 
11/14/13. The reference on page 5-498 should have stated that the average response time is 
6 minutes 24 seconds per the OCSD Dispatch Time records in 2012. This was the average 
for combined incorporated and unincorporated areas served by OCSD.  

Commenters are referred to page 5-508 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure PS-1. The DEIR 
provides an analysis of the estimated impacts resulting from Proposed Project 
implementation. Because the primary concern in the project area is related to the threat of 
wildfire, the Project Applicant is required, per Mitigation Measure PS-1, to coordinate with 
OCFA to determine if any additional facilities will be needed, and to pay a fair share fee for 
impacts to capital and infrastructure needs. OCFA is best equipped to determine if, 
cumulatively, additional facilities will be required. 
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With regard to OCSD, their jurisdiction includes unincorporated Orange County (including 
the Project site) and as of January 2013, the City of Yorba Linda, at which time additional 
deputies were hired. The Project site is undeveloped and has no history of service calls on 
which to base an accurate projection of calls per day or per year. The impact is less than 
significant, and the Project site will continue to be under the jurisdiction of the OCSD, 
whether or not annexation occurs. 

L34-14 Please refer to responses to Comment L34-12 and -13 above. Also refer to response to 
Comment L45-12 (Kevin K. Johnson). 

L34-15 Please refer to Topical Response 5 regarding segmentation. As previously noted, CEQA does 
not require analysis of insurance costs. 
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L34-16 Comment noted regarding the Orange County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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Comment Letter L35 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L35 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted  
February 3, 2014  

L35-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter with attachments from Sharon and Ted 
Rehmeyer dated February 3, 2014. The commenters’ concerns in this section are related to 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, which have been discussed in Section 5.7 of the DEIR. 

With regard to buildings on or near the Whittier Fault Zone, the potential bridge structure 
across Blue Mud Canyon is not considered “habitable.” However, the bridge will be 
designed and constructed to be in strict and ongoing compliance with state and local 
building codes for projects within fire and earthquake zones. As noted on page 5-214 of the 
DEIR, based on its overall length, proximity to Los Angeles and Orange counties and 
recognition that earthquakes transfer seismic strain directly toward nearby metropolitan 
areas, the Whittier Fault represents one of the most prominent actively seismic hazards 
within southern California. A high magnitude earthquake at the Project site cannot be 
prevented or mitigated, but stringent code enforcement has the potential to reduce impacts. 
It is important to note that the potential exposure of the Proposed Project to strong ground 
shaking caused by seismic events is no greater than the exposure of existing homes. 
However, compliance with the mitigation measures, as well as with the California Building 
Code, will reduce structural damage and, most importantly, loss of life. 

With regard to preventing harm to people in existing neighborhoods, commenter is referred 
to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan, which describes the plan designed by the Orange 
County Sheriff’s Department for evacuation.  

The oil wells adjacent to existing development on the Project site are subject to regulation 
and oversight by the California Department of Conservation, Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Resources and are operated independently of the Proposed Project. The commenter is 
referred to Section 5.2 – Air Quality in the DEIR. Off-site wells using the fracking method of 
extraction were not considered in the DEIR since they would have no impact on the 
Proposed Project. 
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L35-2 Section 5.2 - Air Quality analyzed impacts from construction related to sensitive receptors. 
Page 4-25, Subsection 4.6, Construction Schedule, states that grading will occur over two 
phases. Phase 1 will last six to ten months and Phase 2 will last six to eight months. The 
health risk assessment discussed in Section 5.2, beginning on page 5-82, details the impacts 
to sensitive receptors would be below the ten in one million significance threshold for risk.  

Costs related to insurance and earthquake damage for the surrounding area are outside the 
scope of environmental review. Existing residences have been located within the fire and 
earthquake zones for many years, and the Proposed Project will not have an impact in that 
regard. 

L35-3 Contrary to the commenters’ statement, GHG can be mitigated, and Section 5.6 - 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Project impacts 
were analyzed using the SCAQMD working-group-recommended thresholds for residential 
and mixed use projects. However, in the absence of a County-approved Climate Action Plan 
or adopted significance thresholds by the SCAQMD, any contribution to GHG is likely 
significant. 

L35-4 The commenters are referred to the County General Plan consistency matrix and the City of 
Yorba Linda General Plan consistency matrix included in Section 5.9 - Land Use and 
Planning. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 488 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 489 

L35-5 As noted in Section 5.10 - Noise on page 5-482, the “With Project” traffic noise levels will 
not exceed the County noise standard of 65 dB CNEL. However, under CEQA Guidelines, a 
perceptible increase in ambient noise results in an impact. Because the noise increase 
exceeds the threshold, which is considered perceptible, the impact is considered significant. 
As indicated in the DEIR, off-site mitigation measures such as walls are typically not utilized 
in residential areas. Refer to Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47) for 
clarification regarding noise impacts under each access option. 

L35-6 The commenters state that all future developments should be considered together for 
purposes of analysis. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/ 
Piecemealing. 

L35-7 The Proposed Project has considered the fire environment within which the Proposed 
Project would be constructed. Because the site is considered to have a high risk of recurring 
wildfires, special requirements must be provided that drastically reduce a structure’s and a 
community’s susceptibility to wildfire ignitions. California and Orange County have 
developed and adopted very restrictive code requirements that include a system of fuel 
modification, ignition resistant construction, interior sprinklers, water availability, and 
emergency access, among others that provide for hardened communities. The Esperanza 
Hills project site is similar to many other newer communities that have been built at the 
wildland urban interface. These communities, including Stevenson’s Ranch in Los Angeles 
County, 4S Ranch in San Diego County, and Foothill Ranch and Portola Hills in Orange 
County, and many others throughout southern California have proven to withstand wildfire 
very well, to the point that fire agencies do not have to commit as many resources to these 
communities for structure protection as they do older, less-fire planned, more vulnerable 
structures and communities. 

 The commenters list several examples of other, non-wildfire-caused fires, such as from 
ruptured gas lines or downed power lines from earthquakes or interior electrical fire. The fire 
protection plan is a requirement geared toward protecting structures against the hazard of 
wildfire. Other types of fires may occur, and the code requirements take these into account. 
For example, any cause of a vegetation fire – whether from a downed power line, a 
discarded cigarette, or a catalytic converter – will have the same effect on the community. 
The community is designed to withstand significant wildfire. Structure fires, from smoking or 
other causes, are also minimized through building and electrical codes that require specific 
means, methods, and materials. If a fire does occur, the interior sprinklers, including attic 
spaces for Esperanza Hills, are designed to provide life safety, assisting occupants by 
providing time for them to evacuate the building. Sprinklers have proven very effective at 
minimizing fire spread from the room of origin, more often than not, extinguishing the fire 
before firefighters arrive. 

 The Proposed Project’s technical studies indicate that wildfire will occur in the vicinity of 
the project again, and probably on a recurring basis. However, absent the Proposed Project’s 
construction, these fires would continue to occur, and with more wildland fuel to consume 
that is closer to existing, more vulnerable structures, than when the project is built out. The 
Proposed Project will provide a significant wildland buffer, converting a large area from 
easily ignitable fuels to low-flammability and non-combustible materials and moving the 
WUI area away from existing residential development to the west of the Esperanza Hills 
project. The Proposed Project will slow the spread of fire and reduce fire intensity in the area 
and will help reduce fire impacts on neighboring communities to the west. 
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 The Proposed Project will not increase the risk of wildfires or earthquakes. Potential 
homeowners will be provided with information regarding the risks of living in a Very High 
Fire Hazard Zone and an Earthquake Zone as part of the disclosure requirements imposed 
on the developer. Redundant layering of fire protection design components has been 
included in the Proposed Project. Enforcement of stringent building codes in earthquake 
zones will also reduce potential impacts. The commenters’ questions regarding gas pipeline 
ruptures, electrical wiring ignition, etc. are speculative and beyond the scope of the DEIR 
hazards analysis, as they do not relate to environmental impacts. 

L35-8 The commenters incorrectly refer to the Esperanza Hills project as a “shelter in place” 
community. The Proposed Project is not a shelter in place community. The Proposed Project 
includes many of the same fire protection features as a shelter in place project, and 
temporarily seeking refuge when evacuation is considered unsafe will be an available option 
during wildfires. However, even communities designated as shelter in place will evacuate as 
a preferred option. Esperanza Hills will follow the “Ready, Set, Go!” program adopted by 
many fire agencies in California, including OCFA. The community will evacuate as early as 
possible when a fire ignition occurs in the vegetated open space areas to the east, especially 
during Red Flag Warning events when fires are more likely to escape initial containment 
efforts. Law enforcement and fire officials will determine when evacuation occurs and the 
OC Alert and EH internal alert system will aid early evacuation of the community. The only 
anticipated wildfire scenarios where temporarily remaining on site within ignition resistant 
structures would be enacted would be when a wildfire ignites close to the community 
during extreme fire weather or when roadways are not available or are congested and fire 
and law enforcement officials determine that evacuation is considered more dangerous than 
temporarily remaining in the site’s homes. As previously noted in several comments in this 
Responses to Comments document, law enforcement personnel cannot force people to 
evacuate or to shelter in place. However, information to educate the area residents will 
allow an informed decision. 

L35-9 The Proposed Project’s Fire Protection Plan includes an analysis of wildfire evacuation and 
indicates that the Proposed Project will follow the “Ready, Set, Go!” model, which includes 
informed and ready residents, a robust educational outreach program, ongoing training, and 
a contingency plan if evacuation is considered less safe than temporarily seeking refuge in 
the projects protected structures. The Proposed Project has duly considered evacuation 
during wildfire and analyzed the fire environment, the type of protective features that will 
minimize structure damage, the type of evacuation roadways that will service the 
community, and enhanced fuel modification along the Proposed Project perimeter and 
along the primary ingress/egress route. The evacuation planning for Esperanza Hills must tie 
into a broader Yorba Linda community evacuation plan, but that document has not been 
available/completed at the time of the EIR’s preparation. At the time of the 2008 Freeway 
Complex Fire, the neighboring communities had no evacuation plan, whether at the City, 
community, neighborhood, or street level. 

In October 2013, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department presented their plans to ease 
traffic issues during evacuations, and the Proposed Project’s evacuation plan is consistent 
with that plan. The plan focuses on controlling key intersections to keep traffic moving away 
from the wildland urban interface areas. This is a direct response to the issues experienced 
during the 2008 evacuation. A key will be for cities, communities, neighborhoods, streets, 
and individual homeowners to adopt a “Ready, Set, Go!” program and prepare for the 
eventuality that they will be evacuated.  
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All homeowners in the WUI areas of Yorba Linda, including those with special needs 
persons, animals, or other special circumstances that may require longer to evacuate, need 
to proactively plan for evacuations whether the Proposed Project is constructed or not. The 
DEIR includes emergency evacuation information in Section 5.7 based on the preparation of 
the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan. In addition, Exhibit 5-66 (page 5-291) 
depicts the above-referenced evacuation plan provided by the Orange County Sheriff’s 
Department. Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan. 

L35-10 The commenters have provided a personal narrative of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire 
experience. The existing residences are immediately adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard 
Zone. The Proposed Project will not increase the risk of wildfire occurrences, and with the 
implementation of a wide fuel modification zone, may provide a degree of protection for 
existing homes to the west. Please refer to Topical Response 1. 

L35-11 See responses to Comments L35-1 and L35-2 above related to oil wells and grading impacts, 
as well as potential unhealthful emissions. 

L35-12 See responses to Comments L35-1, L35-2, and L35-7 above. As noted in the DEIR, the 
County General Plan and the Yorba Linda General Plan considered the eventual residential 
development of the Project site. Because the County does not own either the Esperanza Hills 
or Cielo Vista properties, it does not have the legal authority to exchange the properties for 
land in another location, to force the property owners to exchange property between 
themselves, or to compel any other governmental agency to purchase the property for other 
purposes such as inclusion into Chino Hills State Park. 
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L35-13 The commenters’ narrative regarding previous animal grazing in the area is noted. This 
comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

L35-14 This comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

L35-15 As noted, a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be required (Mitigation 
Measure Haz-2, page 5-334) prior to the issuance of grading permits. The ESA will identify 
any hazardous substances in the soils, and remediation will be required if such substances 
are discovered to ensure that no hazardous or potentially hazardous conditions exist either 
during grading and construction or in the long term. Please also see response to Comment 
L35-2 above. 
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L35-16 The commenters’ summary of information in Attachment D is acknowledged. As noted on 
page 5-231 of the DEIR, extensive trenching and mapping documented the fault locations on 
the Project site. A seismic setback zone has been established, and no habitable structures 
have been included within the setback zones. All structures, including the potential bridge 
in Blue Mud Canyon, will be constructed in compliance with California’s building 
regulations and standards to ensure maximum structural integrity and safety (DEIR page 5-
240). CEQA does not require analysis regarding financial responsibility for damage from 
natural occurrences such as fire and earthquakes. 
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L35-17 Potential buyers will be provided with information regarding the area and the risks. Full 
disclosure in real estate transactions is a legal requirement. As noted in response to 
Comment L35-16 above, CEQA does not require analysis of costs related to insurance and 
damage repair due to naturally occurring incidents.  
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L35-18 The existing wells on-site have been in place for several years. The wells that have been 
abandoned will be required to comply with California Department of Conservation 
standards for closure of wells. Operation of active wells will continue as they currently do 
(i.e., fracking is not currently employed to extract oil deposits under the property). Changes 
in operation, such as the use of fracking, would be subject to Department of Conservation 
regulatory compliance. Possible fracking occurring in wells that are not on the Project site is 
required to comply with California Department of Conservation standards, but these wells 
are not included as part of the Proposed Project. Analysis of fracking is, therefore, not 
included in the DEIR and commenter is referred to the Department of Conservation for 
further information in that regard. 
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Comment Letter L36 
Ensign, William and Cynthia 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L36  
Ensign, William and Cynthia  
February 3, 2014  

L36-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from William Ensign dated February 3, 2014, 
including attachment of a letter to Ron Tippets dated January 21, 2014. Responses are 
included herein for the commenters’ February 3, 2014; January 21, 2014; and August 6, 
2012 letters. The public review and comment period on the Draft EIR was extended an 
additional 17 days, from 45 days to 62 days. 
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L36-2 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. The analysis 
presented in the DEIR included a thorough assessment of each of the environmental issues 
affected by the Proposed Project. In addition, the DEIR addressed cumulative impacts 
anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project and the adjacent Cielo Vista project. 

L36-3 Commenter is referred to Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, page 5-54, which states 
that the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix O in the DEIR) identified key intersections for 
analysis based on consultation with the County and the City of Yorba Linda. In addition, 
County and City standards for levels of service were analyzed, and impacts were based on 
those standards. All of the technical reports were prepared by independent consultants and 
reviewed by County of Orange staff to ensure their adequacy. 

L36-4 The Proposed Project is currently within the jurisdiction of the County, and the development 
application for the Proposed Project was submitted to and is being processed by the County. 
The County of Orange is the “lead agency” under CEQA. Project Applicant’s application for 
annexation has not been processed by the County Local Agency Formation Commission at 
this time. 
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L36-5 As noted on page 4-12 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project proposes an average lot size of 
18,553 square feet with lots ranging from 12,044 square feet to 39,354 square feet. Building 
pads are clustered to maximize open space and preserve natural ridgelines. Construction of 
the homes will occur in several phases, based generally on market demand. 

L36-6 Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) identifies the existing biological resources on the site. 
Field surveys were conducted to assess and map the habitat, wildlife, and special status 
plants and animals. Where necessary, the DEIR provides mitigation to reduce or eliminate 
potential impacts to biological resources (beginning on page 5-164). 

L36-7 Commenter is referred to Section 5.4 (Cultural Resources) where results of an Archaeological 
and Paleontological Resources Assessment are presented. There was no evidence of 
historical or archaeological resources, fossils, or human remains within the project 
boundaries. 

L36-8 Analysis of the geology and seismicity of the Project site is included in Section 5.5 - Geology 
and Soils. As indicated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project is located in a seismically active 
region of Southern California. A seismic setback zone has been delineated in which no 
habitable structures can be built. The Whittier Fault is recognized as being the most active 
branch of the greater Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone. The entire area, therefore, is subject to 
seismic ground shaking, but it is difficult to confirm a direct correlation between grading and 
seismic activity.  

L36-9 Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) discusses the existing oil wells on the Project 
site. Exhibit 5-67 depicts the location of the active and inactive/abandoned wells. All oil 
wells are subject to Department of Conservation overview for operations, including well 
closures. A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment will be conducted prior to grading to 
ensure that all inactive/abandoned wells are in compliance with the Department of 
Conservation regulations. The Proposed Project does not propose any grading activities in 
close proximity to the active wells, as the wells will continue in operation. 

L36-10 Commenter is referred to Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), which identifies the 
impacts to existing drainage patterns. The DEIR includes project design features and 
conditions of approval (beginning on page 5-387) designed to ensure that runoff volumes do 
not exceed existing flows. As a result, changes in the hydrologic conditions of the site will 
not adversely affect downstream properties, because the project design and Best 
Management Practices will effectively reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
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L36-11 Section 5.13 - Recreation details the parks and trails that are included in the Proposed 
Project. All parks and trails are available to the public and accessible through pedestrian, 
bicycle, or equestrian access. 

L36-12 Commenter is referred to Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, and Appendix O – Traffic 
Impact Analysis in the DEIR. As indicated in the DEIR, the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del 
Agua intersection is currently operating at LOS F during the morning peak hour. Project-
related traffic will contribute to the deficient operating conditions of that intersection. As a 
result, the Proposed Project will be required to pay a fair share fee for the installation of a 
traffic signal to return the intersection to an acceptable level of service. Please also refer to 
Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress. 

L36-13 The DEIR includes a thorough analysis of the potential fire hazards associated with the 
project area and emergency response based on information provided by the OCSD and 
OCFA, as well as technical studies prepared for the Proposed Project. Commenter is referred 
to Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials for details regarding the Proposed 
Project’s Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) and the evacuation plan 
presented by the Orange County Sheriff’s Department (Exhibit 5-66, page 5-291). Also 
please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

L36-14 As noted in Section 5.12 - Public Services (page 5-505), the Placentia-Yorba Linda School 
District has experienced a trend towards declining enrollment overall. The addition of 177 
potential new students will not result in a significant impact. Nonetheless, the Proposed 
Project will be responsible for paying the applicable school fees. 

L36-15 The Proposed Project will not, in and of itself, increase the danger of wildfires. As indicated 
in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems, the Proposed Project includes two 
underground water reservoirs with a combined storage capacity of 1.3 million gallons. 
Water pipe infrastructure has been designed to meet OCFA fire flow requirements, and on-
site hydrants will be gravity fed from two reservoirs that are to be built at 1,200 and 1,390 
feet above mean sea level. These facilities will also result in improved water pressure and 
supply for firefighting. 

L36-16 Comment noted regarding the same issues as related to the proposed Cielo Vista project. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 524 

 
 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 525 

 
 
 
[this page intentionally blank] 
 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 526 

Comment Letter L37 
Kuan, David 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L37  
Kuan, David  
February 3, 2014  

L37-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from David Kuan, Traffic Control Engineering, 
Inc., dated February 3, 2014. Comment noted regarding the installation of traffic-calming 
measures, which will be forwarded to decision makers for consideration. 

L37-2 Comment acknowledged. The approved TIA adequately addresses the capacity utilization at 
the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua with the recommended 
mitigation measure to install a traffic signal and add a westbound left-turn lane. Northbound 
right turn lanes along Yorba Linda Boulevard are not needed, because the curb lane width 
provides for a “de facto” right-turn lane. In addition, the median modification issue is fully 
addressed in Section 11.5 of the approved TIA and Figure 11-3 shows the concept median 
modification plan. 

L37-3 The Level of Service (LOS) calculations at the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via 
del Agua are correct based on the appropriate guidelines. The LOS F is a result of the delay 
to traffic attempting to access southbound Yorba Linda Boulevard in the AM peak hour. 
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L37-4 The TIA Guidelines do not require the analysis of local street intersections. The scope of the 
analysis was determined in consultation with the County and City traffic engineers 
(page 5-544 of the DEIR). 

L37-5 This location is in the City of Anaheim, and the DEIR was submitted to the City of Anaheim 
for comment. No comments were received from the City of Anaheim. 

L37-6 The four-lane roadway segment provided within the Proposed Project is a Project Design 
Feature and was not required based on traffic volume needs. The approved TIA adequately 
addressed the traffic impact to Stonehaven Drive and Via del Agua. 

L37-7 The four-lane roadway segment provided within the Proposed Project is a Project Design 
Feature and was not required based on emergency access needs. The Proposed Project 
design includes two emergency access points as shown in Figures 11-2 and 17-2 of the 
approved TIA. Via del Agua satisfies the minimum emergency access requirement. 

L37-8 The single eastbound left-turn pocket (with improvements) will be able to accommodate the 
forecast left-turn volume at Yorba Linda Boulevard/San Antonio Road. San Antonio Road 
only has one receiving lane and, therefore, cannot receive dual left turn lanes. 

L37-9 It is standard practice that new development is required to pay a fair-share portion towards 
mitigation of the projected impacts. However, the request regarding payment of the entire 
traffic signal improvement will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

L37-10 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter L38 
Hosford, Karen 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L38  
Hosford, Karen  
February 3, 2014  

L38-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Karen Hosford dated February 3, 2014. 
Commenter’s concerns related to public safety and the environment are addressed herein. 

L38-2 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. While the 
Project Applicant has submitted an application to the County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO), the application has not moved forward to approval at this point. 
Therefore, the Project site remains within the jurisdiction of the County. However, the 
commenter is referred to Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, which includes analysis of 
consistency with City of Yorba General Plan goals and policies. 

L38-3 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared consistent with the appropriate Guidelines 
and did include traffic analyses of Yorba Linda Boulevard and La Palma Avenue. As stated 
on page 5-544, the Traffic Impact Analysis key study intersections were selected by Linscott, 
Law and Greenspan Engineers in consultation with the County and the City of Yorba Linda. 
The intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard at La Palma Avenue is key intersection #12. As 
reflected in Table 5-14-10, Table 5-14-11, and Table 5-14-12, this intersection is forecast to 
operate at acceptable levels of service (i.e., LOS D or better) in each future development 
scenario. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 3 - Traffic Ingress/Egress for additional 
information regarding traffic movement in the event of an evacuation. Section 5.3 - 
Biological Resources discusses the impacts to wildlife and vegetation under both access 
options proposed. 

L38-4 Fire and police protection would be provided by OCFA and OCSD whether the Proposed 
Project is within County or City jurisdiction. The DEIR includes a thorough analysis of the 
provision of fire and police protection during a fire. The analysis is based on information 
provided by each agency, as well as technical analysis related to wildfire. Commenter is 
referred to Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials for information related to the 
Proposed Project’s Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (Appendix J in the DEIR) 
and the OCSD proposed evacuation plan (Exhibit 5-66, page 5-291). 
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L38-5 Commenter is referred to Section 5.12 - Public Services, page 5-498. Table 5-12-1 
summarizes the OCFA fire stations that serve the area. As indicated in that table, Station 32 
is the first responding station; however, other fire stations would be available in the event of 
an emergency to provide back-up firefighting support. In addition, OCFA maintains mutual 
aid agreements with other firefighting agencies. Subsection 5.12.3.2 (Fire/Paramedic 
Services) details the analysis provided in the FPEP related to the number of calls generated 
by the Proposed Project per day (0.17) and per year (61). The Project Applicant will be 
required to pay fair share fees if the OCFA determines that additional facilities will be 
required by new development in the area. 

L38-6 As noted in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the active and inactive oil wells 
must comply with California Department of Conservation regulations for operation and 
closure/abandonment. A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment is required prior to grading 
to ensure remediation if contaminated soils are present. Commenter is referred to 
Section 5.2 – Air Quality pages 5-88 and 5-89 for Mitigation Measures that are specifically 
designed to minimize dust. To ensure that all of the mitigation measures prescribed in the 
DEIR are implemented, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be 
adopted in the event the Proposed Project is approved. The MMRP identifies each mitigation 
measure, the timing of implementing the mitigation measures, the method of verifying the 
mitigation measures, and the individual or agency responsible for ensuring that each 
mitigation measure will be implemented. 

L38-7 As stated in Section 5.9 - Land Use, the Proposed Project density is consistent with the 
proposed amended County General Plan and the City General Plan, as well as the zoning. 
The County and City both considered that the Murdock Property, of which the Proposed 
Project is a part, would be developed with residential uses at 1 dwelling unit per acre. The 
Proposed Project density is .73 units per acre. 

L38-8 The DEIR analyzed all environmental topics and found that unavoidable adverse impacts 
will occur due to greenhouse gas emissions and noise (DEIR page 10-1). All other impacts 
can be mitigated to less than significant with the application of conditions of approval, 
project design features, and mitigation measures included in the DEIR. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 536 

Comment Letter L39 
Schlotterbeck, Melanie 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L39  
Schlotterbeck, Melanie  
February 3, 2014  

L39-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Melanie Schlotterbeck dated February 3, 
2014. The commenter’s concerns related to wildfires are discussed in Section 5.7 - Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials in the DEIR. Additional information is provided in Topical 
Response 1 and Topical Response 2. 

L39-2 It is acknowledged that the Project site is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. 
However, it must be noted that none of the wildfires recorded since 1943 within a two-mile 
radius have started on the site of the Proposed Project. Further, there is no factual evidence 
provided that the type of development proposed, which includes fire protection and 
prevention measures as listed in the DEIR Section 5.7 (also see Topical Response 1), will 
result in additional fires or exacerbate any future fires in the Proposed Project vicinity. It 
should be noted that the article referenced in commenter’s letter states that all homes that 
burned in the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire were built prior to 1996 fire codes. The Proposed 
Project will be built to current building codes, which are significantly more stringent and 
more effective in protecting structures and reducing damage caused by fires. 

Commenter does not provide any factual information about how the Proposed Project would 
create a major financial obligation to the City, the County, and other public agencies. 
Rather, the Proposed Project will provide fuel modification zones, hardened buildings, and a 
gravity-fed water system for firefighting, among other features, none of which were in place 
during previous wildfire events. This ability to reduce the intensity and spread rate of a fire 
would likely reduce damage and thus reduce impacts from fires. 

L39-3 The article provided by the commenter pertains to costs and lawsuits related to fire events. 
CEQA does not require cost analyses related to project implementation, but rather focuses 
on environmental concerns and impacts. However, as noted in the response to Comment 
L39-2 above, the Proposed Project provides fire protection and prevention measures to 
increase safety and protect lives and property. 
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Comment Letter L40 
Kanne, Diane D. 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L40  
Kanne, Diane D.  
February 3, 2014  

L40-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Diane D. Kanne dated February 3, 2014, 
which included a request that more time be provided for public review of the DEIR. It is 
important to note that the public comment period for the Esperanza Hills DEIR was extended 
17 days, to 62 days rather than the state-mandated 45 days. 

L40-2 Commenter suggests that analysis of the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista 
projects should be combined. Cumulative impacts are discussed in each topical section of 
the DEIR in addition to Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts. 
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L40-3 The DEIR prepared for the Proposed Project addressed each of the issues identified below. 
The analysis presented in the DEIR is based on existing current information relevant to 
facilitate that analysis as well as detailed technical analysis in several areas, including traffic, 
noise, air quality, soils and geology, and wildland fires. The potential impacts anticipated to 
occur as a result of project implementation have been extensively and thoroughly analyzed; 
the findings and recommendations are detailed in the DEIR. Without additional information 
provided by the Commenter as to the nature of the inadequacy, it is not possible to provide 
further responses related to the issues enumerated in this comment. Please refer to response 
to Comment L40- 2 above. 
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L40-4 Comment noted. The commenter does not identify specific individual concerns for each 
topical category listed. 

L40-5 Project impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions are analyzed in 
Section 5.2 (Air Quality) and Section 5.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Results of a health 
risk assessment for the Proposed Project construction phase impacts to sensitive receptors 
are found beginning on page 5-83 of the DEIR. 

L40-6 The Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission is the agency responsible for 
review and approval of annexation requests from the landowner or the city. Pre-annexation 
proceedings were initiated, but at this time LAFCO has not taken action. Therefore, the 
project remains under the jurisdiction of the County of Orange. 

Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Proposed Project will be required to pay fees for 
public services such as schools and fire/police protection. The commenter is referred to 
Section 5.12 - Public Services for specific information regarding fees. 

L40-7 Comment noted. CEQA does not require analysis of this aspect of a project, and whether the 
project is gated or not does not raise an environmental issue. Access to the community will 
be provided via pedestrian, equestrian, hiking, and biking trails. Because the Proposed 
Project is located in an unincorporated portion of the County, the responsibility for land use 
decisions rests with the County of Orange. However, as noted in several sections of the 
DEIR, development is consistent and compatible with the existing land uses and has been 
designed to comply with development standards prescribed by the City of Yorba Linda given 
its location within the City’s sphere of influence. 
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L40-8 Commenter is correct that a significant part of the Proposed Project site will be left in 
natural, undisturbed condition. The Murdock Property was considered for development in 
the County General Plan and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. Project implementation 
is consistent with the anticipated development of the site. 

L40-9 Please refer to Section 5.13 in the DEIR. As shown in Table 5-13-1 on page 5-517, the 
Proposed Project will provide in excess of the County, City, and Quimby Act requirements 
for new developments. The 11 park areas are in addition to approximately seven miles of 
trails that will be available to the Proposed Project residents and general public. 

L40-10 The Proposed Project geology and soils conditions were fully analyzed in Section 5.5 
beginning on page 5-203. In addition, seismic hazards were discussed, including fault 
trenching, surface mapping, and LIDAR imagery review, which identified fault locations. 
Based on findings, a seismic setback zone was established to ensure no habitable structures 
are located within the setback zone. 
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L40-11 Earthquake hazards and the potential for earthquakes to occur are addressed and thoroughly 
evaluated in Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) based on the results of extensive soils and 
geologic testing and analysis. Refer to response to Comment L40-10 above. Mitigation 
measures have been prescribed and will be implemented to ensure that potential impacts 
resulting from seismic activity, including ground rupture, are avoided or reduced to less than 
significant level. 

L40-12 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan, which restate and update the proposed fire hazard/fire evacuation analysis. 
Detailed analysis can be found in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 
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L40-13 Contrary to commenter’s statement, the Proposed Project will provide a number of measures 
designed to reduce the intensity and spread rates of wildfires. Please refer to Topical 
Response 1 for a list of the measures that are proposed, none of which were in place prior to 
the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire because the site was undeveloped. In addition, fire codes 
and building codes have been updated since that time and include more stringent 
requirements for safety. In addition to the fuel modification plan that provides a buffer 
between the proposed homes and the wildland urban interface, the Proposed Project will 
include interior sprinklers, one-hour doors and walls, and other measures to reduce the 
potential for the spread of fires through the project and adjacent areas. 

L40-14 Please refer to Topical Response 2 for additional information regarding fire evacuation plans. 
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L40-15 Comment noted regarding commenter’s opinion about proposed mitigation measures. 

L40-16 Please refer to Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, and Topical Response 3 – Traffic 
Ingress/Egress for analysis regarding traffic circulation and impacts. The Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared to address potential project-related impacts concluded that the roadways 
in the project area have adequate capacity to accommodate the projected future traffic 
volumes. Although the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua intersection is forecast to 
operate at an unacceptable level of service with the Proposed Project, mitigation has been 
proposed to improve the operational characteristics of that intersection to an acceptable 
level (LOS D or better). 

L40-17 The DEIR analyzes four ingress/egress options. The approving authorities will determine the 
option to be used during the public hearing process. Please refer to response to Comment 
L40-16 above. 
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L40-18 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-16 and L40-17 above. 

L40-19 Please refer to response to Comment L40-7 above. 

L40-20 Please refer to response to Comment L40-9 above. 
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L40-21 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-6 and L40-9 above. 

L40-22 Commenter is referred to Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) for analysis of water 
provision and requirements. The analysis presented in this section is based on information 
provided by the Yorba Linda Water District and the most recent Urban Water Master Plan, 
which has indicated that the City has adequate long-term water supplies to accommodate 
the Proposed Project. Also refer to Topical Response 4 for additional information. 
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L40-23 Wind and climate conditions were considered in the modeling for preparation of the Fire 
Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan because wind conditions significantly impact fire 
behavior during wildfire events. Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials for additional information. 

L40-24 Please refer to response to Comment L40-5 above. As indicated in the DEIR, NOX emissions 
during construction will exceed the SCAQMD threshold, necessitating the implementation 
of mitigation measures, which have been prescribed to ensure that construction-related NOX 
emissions are reduced to a less than significant level. In addition, the Proposed Project will 
be required to comply with dust suppression and related SCAQMD rules to further reduce 
pollutant emissions. 
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L40-25 The SCAQMD operates and maintains several air monitoring stations throughout the region, 
including the Anaheim station, which is the closest station to the project site and which 
would be most representative of the ambient air quality in the project environs. Information 
presented in Table 5-2-1 provides a summary of the most recent air quality characteristics 
for several pollutants monitored at the Anaheim station in order to characterize ambient air 
conditions in the project area. The Proposed Project has been conditioned to comply with 
standard practices in the South Coast Air Quality Management District Handbook related to 
emissions. In addition, best management practices, including the use of enhanced control 
measures for diesel exhaust, are included as Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (page 5-88). Best 
management practices for dust control are included in AQ-3. Compliance with these 
regulatory measures will reduce potential impacts. Please refer to response to Comment 
L40-5 above. 

L40-26 Please refer to response to Comment L40-25 above. 

L40-27 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5 and L40-24 above. With regard to cumulative 
impacts, please refer to response to Comment L40-2 above. In addition, Chapter 7 of the 
DEIR (refer to Table 7-1-2) concludes that project-related emissions, when combined with 
the adjacent Cielo Vista project and other approved and proposed projects, would result in 
“… cumulatively considerable and significant impacts to air quality.” 
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L40-28 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5 and L40-24 above. 

L40-29 Please refer to response to Comment L40-2 above. 

L40-30 Commenter is referred to pages 5-82 through 5-85 (Section 5.2 - Air Quality) for the results 
of analysis related to sensitive receptors (Table 5-2-10 and Table 5-2-11), localized 
significance thresholds (construction) (Table 5-2-13), operational emissions (Table 5-2-14), 
and microscale impact analysis (Table 5-2-15). In each case, the potential impacts are less 
than significant. The section also includes mitigation measures requiring compliance with all 
SCAQMD regulations to ensure that NOX emissions that exceed the SCAQMD significance 
threshold are reduced to a less than significant level and compliance with other SCAQMD 
rules to minimize dust and other construction emissions. 
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L40-31 Please refer to response to Comment L40-24 above. 

L40-32 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5 and L40-24 above. 
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L40-33 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5, L40-24, and L40-29 above. 

L40-34 A complete discussion of the Project’s impacts on aesthetics is found in Section 5.1 – 
Aesthetics starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR. Views from Via del Corral, Via del Agua, and 
Via del Roca are similar to the view simulated in View 8, page 5-43 from the end of 
Davenport Court. Views from Dorlinda Road are simulated in View 7 on page 5-43 
depicting the Proposed Project from the end of Dorlinda Road. Although the Proposed 
Project is viewed from off-site as seen in these View Simulations, the Proposed Project does 
not significantly degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings, because the upward trending slopes of the landforms have been preserved, 
landscaping has been incorporated to create a buffer, and important distant ridgeline 
features have been preserved (refer to the discussion on visual character on page 5-57). The 
Proposed Project impacts on aesthetics were evaluated consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA as presented in Section 5.1, Aesthetics of the DEIR. As described therein, the 
Proposed Project would not result in any significant impact under Project or cumulative 
conditions (refer to pages 5-62 and 5-63. 
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L40-35 A complete analysis of Project impact to biological resources is found starting on page 5-91 
in Biological Resources (Section 5.3) of the DEIR. As reflected in that extensive analysis, 
potential impacts to biological resources will be mitigated through the implementation of 
several mitigation measures prescribed in in the DEIR; no significant unavoidable biological 
impacts will occur. Concerning Project impact to scenic resources, refer to response to 
Comment L40-33 above. 

L40-36 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-12 and L40-13 above. 
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L40-37 Construction equipment will be located on the Project site prior to commencement of 
construction and will remain on the site until the equipment is no longer required. 
Equipment will not be transported to an off-site location on a daily basis. The daily traffic 
will be the result of construction workers commuting to the site to operate the equipment. It 
can be assumed that workers will access the site in personal cars or trucks typical of vehicles 
in the residential areas. Table 5-2-7 on page 5-80 of the DEIR depicts the type of equipment 
used to model the air quality impacts. The table represents a typical number of each piece of 
equipment. As shown, the daily number of workers will be minimal and will not 
significantly impact local roadways. 

L40-38 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-13 and L40-23 above and Topical Response 1. 

L40-39 Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) for an analysis of 
oil well operations. As noted on page 5-290 in the DEIR, a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) was performed to evaluate environmental risks from the operating and 
abandoned well. As noted on page 5-332, a Phase II ESA will be performed which will 
identify abandoned well locations, hidden pits, or accumulations of drilling mud. Regulatory 
compliance will be required, including preparation of a Remedial Action Plan to address 
appropriate remedial measures necessary for well closures. Please refer to Mitigation 
Measures Haz-1 through Haz-4 which address oil well operation/abandonment 
requirements. 
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L40-40 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-12 and L40-13 above and Topical Response 2 
regarding wildfire evacuation. 
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L40-41 Comment noted regarding the adequacy of the DEIR analysis. As indicated in prior 
responses, the DEIR provides a thorough analysis of each of the environmental issues 
identified in this letter based on the findings and recommendations of several detailed 
technical studies that document baseline conditions, identify potential project-related 
impacts, and prescribe mitigation measures intended to reduce potential significant impacts 
to a less than significant level. The commenter’s environmental concerns have been noted 
and responses to Comments L40-1 through L40-40 above provide guidance regarding where 
each concern has been adequately addressed in the DEIR and in this Responses to 
Comments document. 
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Comment Letter L41 
Newman, Ken 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L41  
Newman, Ken  
February 3, 2014  

L41-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email and letter from Kenneth Newman dated 
February 3, 2014. Identical comments were listed in the letter and email, and responses are 
provided herein. Commenter notes that the Proposed Project will negatively affect his 
family’s lifestyle, property valuation, and the wildlife surrounding his home. 

L41-2 The commenter states that the Proposed Project should be combined with all projects 
proposed in the area. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/ 
Piecemealing. 

L41-3 Comment does not raise an environmental impact issue. No factual information is provided 
to support the contention that the Proposed Project will result in reductions in property 
values in the area. 

L41-4 The DEIR has concluded that a significant long-term impact on noise will result from the 
Proposed Project (Section 5.10, Noise). While the increase results in a perceptible increase 
under CEQA along San Antonio Road, the increase does not exceed the County’s 65 dBA 
CNEL threshold. Noise at the nearest existing residences on San Antonio Road could reach 
59 dB CNEL (DEIR, page 5-479). Also refer to Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts 
(beginning on page 47) for clarification regarding noise impacts under each access option. 
Refer to Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic) and Chapter 6, Alternatives 2 and 3, for 
analysis about the additional traffic resulting from the Proposed Project. Traffic distribution 
will vary depending on the Option or Alternative selected for project ingress/egress. Topical 
Response 3 herein provides additional information related to Proposed Project traffic 
distribution. As noted in Section 5.14, the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del 
Agua is currently operating at Level of Service (LOS) F, and the addition of Proposed Project 
traffic requires mitigation. Therefore, as noted on page 5-619, installation of a three-phase 
traffic signal has been included as mitigation with the Proposed Project, which will improve 
the existing level of service. 

L41-5 Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and Topical 
Response 2 herein for details related to proposed evacuation plans in the event of a fire. The 
Orange County Sheriff’s Department has also developed a plan to control and move traffic 
off Yorba Linda Boulevard and through local neighborhoods. 
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L41-6 Comment noted regarding the commenter’s experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex 
Fire. The Proposed Project provides additional measures to reduce the intensity and the 
spread rate of the fire (fuel modification zones, hardened structure construction) and 
additional water supply (two underground reservoirs providing gravity-fed water supply to 
fire hydrants throughout the Proposed Project). 

L41-7 Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 for information regarding 
evacuation plans. 

L41-8 Easements for Southern California Gas, Southern California Edison, Metropolitan Water 
District, and Yorba Linda Water District, and on-site active and abandoned oil well sites 
have been mapped (see Exhibit 4-8, page 4-10). Development of the site will be in 
accordance with standard practices and regulations related to the presence of utility lines 
and wells. Southern California Gas lines are located in Aspen Way and Stonehaven Drive. 
Mitigation Measure U-4 requires coordination with Southern California Gas to ensure 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements. 

L41-9 The commenter is referred to Section 5-10 – Noise, which provides analysis of the traffic 
noise impacts. The Noise Analysis determined that long-term operational traffic noise would 
increase significantly along Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive and Aspen Way under 
Option 2, but will not exceed the County 65 dB CNEL threshold. (DEIR page 5-481). See 
response to Comment L41-4. Also refer to Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning 
on page 47) for noise impact information under each access option. 
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L41-10 Please refer to Section 4.2 - Air Quality. Page 5-82 discusses impacts on sensitive receptors 
and provides the results of a health risk assessment prepared for the Proposed Project. 
Page 5-84 details the analysis of localized significance thresholds during the construction 
phase. In addition, mitigation measures (page 5-88) are specifically designed to reduce 
emissions and to control dust during construction. 

L41-11 Section 5.3 - Biological Resources provides analysis related to plant and wildlife species on 
and near the Project site. Although potentially significant impacts to some biological 
resources will occur as a result of project implementation, no significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts were identified with implementation of the mitigation measures and project 
design features included in the DEIR. Refer to Topical Response 6 – Biological 
Resources/Open Space (beginning on page 40. 

L41-12 Comment noted. The hydrologic analysis and the Water Quality Management Plan prepared 
for the Proposed Project include a storm drainage system and related features that will 
ensure that project-related storm flows do not adversely affect downstream properties. No 
specific environmental concerns are identified. 

L41-13 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2, which provides information regarding 
evacuation plans. 

L41-14 Regarding overcrowding in classrooms, the commenter is referred to Section 5.12 - Public 
Schools. As noted on page 5-505, the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District has experienced 
a trend towards declining enrollment overall. The Traffic Impact Analysis (Section 5.14 in 
the DEIR) analyzed anticipated peak hour traffic volumes based on existing traffic conditions 
with the addition of the Proposed Project. This analysis captures all anticipated traffic for 
existing residences and new development, including school trips. Air pollutant emissions 
were estimated based on the total project-related vehicle trips. 

L41-15 As indicated in Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic the peak hour analysis was 
conducted on one day (5/2/12), which was mid-week on a typical work/school day. In 
response to several comments about additional counts, Linscott, Law & Greenspan has 
conducted another traffic count. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 3, Traffic 
Ingress/Egress for additional information. 

L41-16 Comment noted. Please refer to Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan, and Topical 
Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress. Esperanza Road lies miles to the south of the Proposed 
Project, and there are hundreds of houses, miles of streets, and various other structures 
between the Proposed Project and Esperanza Road. Fairmount Drive lies approximately one 
mile to the east of the Proposed Project, and there are existing residences and streets that 
would have to be torn down for a road to be built from the Proposed Project to Fairmount 
Drive. For these reasons, the comment that either of their roads should be constructed is not 
feasible. No environmental issue is identified. 

L41-17 Comment noted. No environmental issue is identified. 
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Comment Letter L42 
Thomas, Steve 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L42  
Thomas, Steve  
February 3, 2014  

L42-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Steve Thomas dated February 3, 2014. 
Commenter is referred to Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress for details regarding the 
projected daily traffic on roadway segments. In addition, Section 5.14 of the DEIR provides 
analysis of traffic impacts under Option 1 and Option 2. Chapter 6 - Alternatives discusses 
two additional access options. In each option scenario, mitigation has been provided to 
reduce impacts, including payment of fair share fees to implement mitigation. As noted in 
Section 5.14, the County cannot compel the City to approve the recommended 
improvements. 

L42-2 As noted in response to Comment L42-1 above, the DEIR presents analysis of four 
ingress/egress options. Selection of the approved option will occur during the County 
hearing process. 

L42-3 Please see responses to Comments L42-1 and L42-2 above. 

L42-4 Comment is noted regarding application of standard conditions of approval and concurrent 
processing of four proposed developments. The commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. Although the timing of the decision-making 
process cannot be strictly controlled, each project will be carefully reviewed to ensure that 
all applicable development conditions are imposed consistent with County requirements to 
ensure that each complies with current County policy. 
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