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Response to 
Comment Letter L43  
Collinsworth, Van K.  
February 3, 2014  

L43-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Van Collinsworth dated February 3, 2014. 
The commenter indicates that there are significant fire safety impacts that are not mitigated 
in the DEIR. The Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) provides detailed 
analysis of the site and its fire safety risk and then details the measures in place that will 
provide for fire safety. The analysis and the mitigation measures are consistent with 
measures used on similar project sites in southern California, but are customized to this site’s 
fire environment. The measures planned for Esperanza Hills are known to reduce fire risk, 
provide defensible homes, and require reduced fire response resource allocation. 

The commenter further quotes John Keeley regarding reducing development in fire-prone 
areas. The quote is taken out of context, as it refers to a focus on providing defensible space 
around homes by clearing vegetation. What is not stated is that defensible space alone will 
not provide an ignition resistant home. Because it became clear a decade or more ago that 
direct flame impingement was rarely the cause of structure losses in wildfires, and that 
ember penetration was the cause of most structure losses, hardening the structures became 
the focus of building code efforts. Those efforts resulted in a section within the California 
Building Code that requires strict ignition resistance for structures in the Wildland Urban 
Interface (WUI). Based on recent fires threatening these communities and the very good 
performance of the structures against wildfires, the building codes were well designed and 
are making homes less vulnerable to fire impingement and ember penetration.  

The commenter also inaccurately portrays the fire protection plan as a developer-created 
industry where unsafe projects are provided justifications for approval. The Fire Protection 
Plan and alternative means and methods are provided for in the Fire and Building Codes. 
Not every site is the same or can be neatly captured by blanket fire and building codes. 
Provisions for fire protection plans and alternative means and methods enable a qualified 
fire protection planner, in cooperation with the local fire agency, the ability to provide a 
site-specific solution to select areas where a project cannot meet the strict definition of the 
code or where additional protections are considered necessary. 

L43-2 Many developments occur within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZs) of 
California. This particular site, however, has not been prone to numerous recurring fires. Fire 
history indicates that three fires have occurred on the site in the last 150 years, none of 
which started on the site. Newer communities, especially those within jurisdictions that have 
adopted the latest California Fire and Building Codes, and that have a well-defined fuel 
modification zone requirements, perform well against wildfires. Examples include 4S Ranch 
in San Diego County, Stevenson’s Ranch in Santa Clarita, and Serrano Heights and many 
others in Orange County. Conversely, when structures are lost, it is typically in older 
communities that were built before strict ignition-resistant construction was required and 
where suitable fuel modification is not present. The results are clear after numerous post-
wildfire after action assessments (San Diego County 2003 and 2007 fire storms), which 
indicate that losses are primarily from older communities and losses in newer communities 
are typically limited to damage, not loss of the structure. 
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L43-3 The FPEP acknowledges that the development is in an area that is subject to occasional 
wildfire, although only three fires have burned onto the site in recorded history. This is the 
case with all of the thousands of lineal miles of wildland urban interface in California. The 
existing communities in eastern Yorba Linda were built in this same environment years ago, 
but without the advantage of new construction materials and techniques that have been 
required based on fire-lost home assessments. Structures and communities designed to 
restrictive codes are prepared for wildfires and perform well. There is no conflict, as 
suggested by the commenter, based on the title of the Fire Protection and Evacuation Plan. 
There are only five communities in California that are officially designated shelter in place 
communities (all within Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District). Even these official/formal 
shelter-in-place communities follow the “Ready, Set, Go!” model and conduct early 
evacuation if considered safe. This occurred in the 2007 Witch Creek Fire. Esperanza Hills is 
not an official shelter-in-place community. It has the capability, based on its ignition 
resistant structures and managed/maintained fuel modification zones and landscape, to 
temporarily refuge community members as a last resort, if early evacuation is not possible. 

The commenter points to the FPEP’s limitations language, which is standard legal language 
for a professional document. This language is not meant to acknowledge project 
vulnerability to fire so much as to indicate that the system will provide protection if 
maintained to the levels required. The Esperanza Hills fire protection system will be 
maintained by the HOA for common areas and fuel modification areas, and HOA monitors 
and enforces exterior structure maintenance. 

The commenter’s statement that the FPEP acknowledges that newer constructed homes were 
lost during the San Diego County fires is accurate. However, he fails to mention that most of 
the newer homes that were lost were due to controllable factors, such as fuel modification 
maintenance, closing garage doors or windows, or other human factors. Further, the 
commenter indicates there is not an “apples to apples” comparison and states that the 
number of newer homes in the fire threat zone was disproportionately small compared to 
older homes. The commenter provides no data supporting this statement. Further, codes at 
the time of the fires didn’t include the level of ignition resistance as the Proposed Project will 
be built to and didn't require sprinklers. The Proposed Project will include all of these in 
addition to other measures like attic sprinklers and fuel modification zones that are nearly 
twice as wide as the typical WUI adjacent 100 foot zone. 

L43-4 The commenter correctly identifies the significance thresholds. The analysis conducted for 
the project and documented throughout the FPEP, indicates that there would not be an 
exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss based on the application of 
leading fire protection features and systems. It should be noted that there was no emergency 
response plan in place in Yorba Linda in 2008. OC Sheriff's Department and the City of 
Yorba Linda created a traffic control evacuation plan in November 2013, and the traffic 
control/evacuation plan for the Proposed Project works in conjunction with the Sheriff's 
plan. 
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L43-5 It is an acknowledged fact that fires under extreme weather conditions will be aggressive 
and not likely controlled. It is that precise situation that formed the basis for the wide fuel 
modification zones, ignition resistant construction features, infrastructure, water 
provision/capacity, ingress/egress, and “Ready, Set, Go!” model for evacuation. The fire 
head will be a fluid, shifting location on the perimeter of this project, and the fuel 
modification zones and interior landscapes of the project are provided as protections from 
the fire head and the ember storm that would be likely. The embers will be a more 
significant threat than the fire head because of the wide fuel modification zones, but embers 
are planned for in the Proposed Project’s design and construction. 

L43-6 There are no designated on-site facilities that would be considered the shelter site on the 
Proposed Project. The site is not a designated shelter-in-place site. Instead, each of the 
residences, which will be ignition resistant, set back from fuels 170 or more feet and 
provided managed, inspected fuel modification, will provide temporary refuge opportunities 
for residents and firefighters should it be required in an emergency situation where 
evacuation is not considered safe. Temporary refuge in the homes would be a last resort, 
contingency option when evacuation is considered less safe. The first and preferred option is 
early evacuation. Evacuation that occurs may be a controlled evacuation that focuses first on 
the perimeter homes and as time allows, moves to interior homes. Even though these 
structures are only intended for last resort sheltering, there are many examples of residents 
and firefighters seeking temporary refuge within a well-constructed home that is provided 
significant fuel modification while the fire front passes. In fact, firefighters plan for temporary 
refuge should fire conditions force them to seek refuge within the Proposed Project and will 
have many opportunities within the community for safe refuge during large wildfires. 
Similarly, but with far less area available as safety zones, not a single home was lost in 
Casino Ridge, which was built to higher ignition resistant standards in 2006 (although not as 
ignition resistant as the Proposed Project’s structures will be). In addition, they had recently 
upgraded their fuel modification zones and the combination of newer construction and fuel 
modification allowed OCFA to allocate resources where most needed elsewhere. 
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L43-7 The planned early evacuation and contingency plan that allows the possibility of seeking 
temporary refuge within their own homes is not controversial and follows the same protocol 
that is in place for the existing community. It will not be a case where homeowners have 
their option of evacuating or temporarily refuging on site. They will be evacuated when it is 
safe to do so. The major difference between the Proposed Project plan and that of the 
existing communities of eastern Yorba Linda is that the Proposed Project provides a multi-
layered, redundant system designed to protect structures and, in turn, its residents. The 
cornerstone is early evacuation, but includes a contingency of temporary refuge on-site if 
considered safer than evacuation. 

L43-8 Proposed Project residents will not be “on their own” any differently than existing 
neighborhoods would be on their own to make decisions regarding when to evacuate. It is 
anticipated that firefighters, law enforcement, members of community emergency response 
teams, or other officials (through OC Alert and/or the Proposed Project’s internal alert 
system) will participate in the process. In the rare even that a temporary refuge situation 
occurs at the site, ongoing public training, education, and drills will provide the basis for 
making a decision to remain inside their homes rather than remain outside or attempt to flee 
in a vehicle. It is not the intent to give Proposed Project residents an option. Temporarily 
refuging in their homes is considered a last resort option. Evacuation will be mandatory, and 
the preferred approach that is practiced, reinforced by educational materials, the community 
Web site, and community meetings. The intent is that the homeowners could, if warranted 
as a last resort, seek shelter in their own home, not that of a stranger's, except in the rarest of 
situations. 
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L43-9 The community members will have a heightened awareness regarding the wildfire 
evacuation options and the HOA bylaws include the “Ready, Set, Go!” model, annual 
inspections by third parties of fuel modification zones, annual meetings for evacuation 
plans, and community wildfire education. In addition, there is an internal alert system in 
addition to Alert OC, regular communications, backed up and reinforced by mailers, 
community meetings, Web site, and annual drills. Temporarily seeking refuge in an ignition 
resistant structure would be for a short duration. The typical wind driven wildfire may affect 
a structure for 15 to 30 minutes which includes the ember storm and vegetation burn rate. 
Note, the fuel modification areas required for the Proposed Project provide significant set 
back from wildland fuels, so radiant and convective heat will be significantly reduced to the 
point that it will not impact the structures. Ignition resistant exteriors, vents, and windows 
along with sealed openings will prevent embers from penetrating. Interior sprinklers, 
including in attics, will provide life safety and structure protection (even though they aren't 
designed for structure protection, they more often than not extinguish interior ignitions in the 
room of origin). Above and beyond the required code, the Proposed Project attic spaces are 
also sprinklered, which provides significant protection from unseen ignitions. If a sprinkler 
head is triggered, it triggers an alarm that can then be responded to by firefighters that may 
patrol or be staged in the community.  

The overlap of wildfires has been a common occurrence during the last decade. In response, 
many policies have been put in place that provide for more robust response capabilities 
(both ground and air), better sharing of resources between agencies, and use of “must cover” 
stations/engines when away at fires out of the jurisdiction. In addition, the project will 
include a gravity flow reservoir for fire flow, which was not available in the last fire, includes 
fire engine staging areas incorporated into design of the Proposed Project with direct fed fire 
hydrants, accessways designed to facilitate wildland firefighting, and there is an existing fire 
station less than 1 mile from the project. The EH community is designed to require fewer 
firefighting resources so they can be allocated where they are most needed, namely in older 
communities with more vulnerable structures. Social behavior research conducted by 
several scientists and FEMA and summarized in the project’s FPEP provides the basis for the 
assumptions that people will react in a way that is reasonable, and when provided pre-
warning on a consistent basis, they will react with even better judgment and understanding 
of their options. 

L43-10 The Proposed Project reduces direct wildfire risks for neighboring structures. This statement 
is based on the fact that wildland fuels produce significant ember storms. Embers are a 
leading cause of structure ignitions, particularly for older, more vulnerable structures not 
provided specific ember resistant features. Embers can fly long distances, but most embers 
are small and decay (burn out) rapidly. The project removes/converts 469 acres of native 
fuel source, directly upwind from existing neighborhoods. By pushing the nearest native fuel 
source away from the existing homes and moving the Wildland Urban Interface east 
approximately one-quarter to one-half mile at a minimum, the ember storms will have lower 
likelihood of reaching the existing neighborhoods before they decay.  

The project does not create new wildland urban interface. Rather, it replaces existing WUI 
with designed fuel modification zones, fuel breaks, gravity fed water flow, ignition resistant 
homes, and staging areas, among other low flammability/low fuel landscapes.  
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The commenter suggests that leaving the site as is would result in less fire risk than 
constructing the project. The existing condition is significantly more hazardous to fire safety 
considerations as realized during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The Proposed Project 
reduces fuels and creates a low flammability buffer in a critical location for neighboring 
communities.  

It is an unsubstantiated statement to suggest that managed fuel modification on a funded 
master planned community results in a higher fire hazard condition than native California 
fuels. As reported by Dudek (M. Huff) in response to comments, the OCFA indicates that 
during the Freeway Complex Fire, they were able to focus resources on older, more 
vulnerable neighborhoods rather than in newer communities, because of the fuel 
modification and construction features that necessitated less of their time/effort. The fuel 
modification zones required for this project will be maintained, irrigated, spaced, and 
reduced in density and will in no way present a greater risk than existing native, 
unmaintained fuels. This statement indicates that the commenter is unfamiliar with the site 
and its dominant vegetation type – non-native grasses that readily ignite and spread fire 
more than almost any other vegetation in the area and native scrub communities over time. 
The shrub vegetation that could occur on the site would be less fire prone than grasses, but 
based on the area and its disturbance levels, would be many years before shrub layers 
returned. Even then, the fuel modification zones will outperform them in terms of ignition 
resistance and reduced fire intensity and spread rates. Irrigation provided by the fuel 
modification zones maintains hydrated plants that have higher fuel moistures and higher 
ignition temperatures. 

The project and its considerable fuel modification, including significant fuel reduction in 
Blue Mud Canyon, provide a fuel break that is considered to have a net positive effect on 
fire behavior (reduced intensity and spread rates) and therefore, benefits for existing 
structures to the west and south.  

Firefighter backfiring in this location was not a tactic during a wind-driven wildfire before 
the Proposed Project’s construction, and it will not be after the Proposed Project is in place. 
The Proposed Project will reduce the need for backfiring, since major fuels are already 
removed/converted to lower flammability, higher moisture content plants. Backfiring would 
not be a sound practice adjacent to older construction homes in a wildland urban interface. 
In fact, backfiring was not utilized in the Freeway Complex Fire from this location, most 
likely because of the danger to firefighters from the operation and the potential for escape 
and additional fire spread and potential damage to existing structures. This tactic is not 
considered feasible or particularly necessary in this location and therefore, is not a 
significant or adverse impact. Focus should be placed on providing adequate fuel 
modification for existing structures along with ember resistant retrofits. Backfiring typically 
causes more damage and leads to the establishment of more non-native, weedy, and 
flammable species in wildland areas than a wildfire may have if left to burn (Jon Keeley 
2012 personal communication). 
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L43-11 Water availability will be improved on-site with the Proposed Project’s proposed 
infrastructure additions.  

• Water Availability. YLWD will be the potable water purveyor for the Proposed Project. 
The NEAPS projected that the Proposed Project, along with the proposed Cielo Vista 
project, will add 542 acre-feet per year to the annual YLWD demand. This equates to a 
2% demand increase of the YLWD’s annual overall system demand of 25,388 acre-feet 
per year. The current maximum day demand is anticipated to increase by 0.7 million 
gallons per day (mgd) to 33.6 mgd.  

The Project Applicant is required to enter into a Development Agreement with YLWD for 
the provision of water service. Adequacy of water supply was confirmed in the Yorba 
Linda Water District Urban Water Management Plan which states that water is available to 
serve YLWD up to year 2035. (DEIR page 5-63) Provision of infrastructure as described in 
the DEIR will ensure that adequate facilities are provided to meet the water demands of 
the Proposed Project. 

• Water Pressure/Volume. The NEAPS recommended that two reservoirs be built on the 
Project site, one at the 1,200-foot elevation and one at the 1,390-foot elevation. The Zone 
1200 reservoir will have a capacity of approximately 0.70 mg and the 1390 Zone reservoir 
will have a capacity of 0.40 mg. A network of transmission water lines and two booster 
stations are proposed to supply water to the two underground reservoirs. Transmission and 
distribution pipelines were designed to allow an increase in velocity to a maximum of 15 
feet per second (fps) under a fire fighting scenario. 

As stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project is proposing to provide the 
minimum fire flow storage of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 2-hour duration with a 
minimum residual pressure of 20 psi to meet OCFA and YLWD fire flow requirements for 
single-family residential developments. The system will meet YLWD’s design minimum 
and maximum requirements for system pressures, pipe velocity, reservoir storage and fire 
flow capacities. The water distribution system complies with the California Fire Code fire 
flow requirement. The water improvements will be designed to meet the demands of the 
Proposed Project and also improve the water service reliability and fire protection for the 
surrounding area. 

As previously stated, firefighting resources will be able to be allocated more efficiently 
with the hardened Project because it removes/converts fuels that otherwise would be 
nearer existing structures. OCFA employed this tactic during the Freeway Complex Fire 
(After Action Report) by focusing on older construction neighborhoods that did not have 
adequate fuel modification. Backfiring is a risky operation that is generally not used in 
highly congested urban areas. In fact, it was not utilized in the Freeway Complex Fire from 
this location, most likely because of the danger to firefighters from the operation and the 
potential for escape and additional fire spread and potential damage to existing structures. 
This tactic is not considered feasible or particularly necessary in this location and 
therefore, is not a significant or adverse impact. Focus should be placed on providing 
adequate fuel modification for existing structures along with ember resistant retrofits. 

L43-12 Please refer to responses to Comments L43-1 through L43-11. 
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L43-13 Fuel modification zones are not considered to be the only fire protection needed for a 
community. This is exactly why the Proposed Project’s FPEP does not rely on fuel 
modification alone. There are required and volunteered fire protection features, all together 
forming a redundant, layered system that does not rely on one feature, but has back up 
features in case one fails. 

Consistent with the commenter’s indication, embers/fire brands clearly represent the biggest 
threat to any community in the WUI, but it is not an immitigable threat. Studies using ember 
generators and after fire assessments indicate that vulnerable openings can be effectively 
made ember resistant or ember proof. Those findings have been inserted within the fire and 
building codes for WUI areas and are incorporated into the Proposed Project.  

The Cohen study referenced in this comment is based on a forest setting with natural fuels 
throughout the community that are readily ignited by embers. This is a stark contrast to the 
Proposed Project’s managed fuel modification zones, both on the perimeter of the project 
and within the interior, along with restrictions on fencing material and hardened structures. 
The available “fuels” within the community that would be potentially exposed to embers 
will be limited to irrigated, lower flammable, reduced and spaced landscape irrigation 
which would not typically support ignition and fire spread. 

L43-14 The potential vulnerabilities within the commenter’s list are vulnerabilities that every 
structure in the WUI faces. Analysis in the DEIR considered these vulnerabilities along with 
others, and the Proposed Project includes features that minimize their potential impact. For 
example, embers/firebrands are a main focus of the ignition resistance of the project, fire 
tornadoes primarily present a threat of ember generation and fire spread, both of which have 
minimal effect on the design of the Proposed Project’s layered fire protection features as they 
are already designed to minimize fire impacts from these sources. Human error is minimized 
through proactive education, drills, and fire safety programs. Inadequate maintenance will 
not occur, because the project will be inspected and enforced by HOA CC&Rs, windows are 
dual pane (one pane tempered), and interior sprinklers are provided as a back-up if windows 
fail due to flying debris or being left open. Drapes being left over windows will not present 
ignitions because there will be no significant wildland fuels adjacent homes to provide 
sustained heat sources. Gas barbecue ignitions require significant heat, and all homes will 
include low fuel, ignition resistant landscapes that would not include heat levels and 
durations needed to cause propane tank explosion. Flammables stored near homes will be 
minimized through the active HOA CC&Rs that will prevent motorhomes and other large 
fuels from storage, and fuel modification zones will be maintained annually prior to June 15 
by the HOA and inspected by an independent FMZ inspector.  

Regarding cluster burning, it would not be expected in this community due to the layered 
and redundant system of fire protection already described. Receptive fuel beds will not 
occur within the site’s landscape and the structures will be ignition resistant. If a home 
ignites, the possibility of a neighboring home being damaged exists, but would be less likely 
due to interior sprinklers that would reduce fire spread or extinguish the fire and the exterior 
requirements of adjacent homes would result in much longer timeframes before ignition. 
This type of domino structure burning would be more likely in older construction 
communities at the WUI or within reach of embers.  
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Regarding vulnerability of people outside to wildfire exposure, the project FPEP clearly states 
that early evacuation would be the preferred option. If evacuation not be considered safe, 
then residents will be advised to remain in their homes. In no case would residents be 
encouraged to remain outdoors.  

The last comment refers to elderly or weak residents. This type of vulnerability could occur, 
but there would be a disclosure to all residents that occasional wildfires may occur in the 
area and there are precautions that may need to be taken, training and drills that can help 
them make comfortable decisions, and the recommended action of early evacuation 
following “Ready, Set, Go!”. 
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L43-15 The analysis provided in the DEIR is based on worst case conditions and exceeds what 
would be gained by evaluating burned homes that may be several miles from the project. 
Noting major after fire findings from the Freeway Complex Fire is valuable and was 
incorporated into the FPEP and DEIR analysis and requirements. Further, the analysis 
incorporated findings from many southern California fires which identify vulnerabilities and 
why structures burned. From these studies, dating back decades, the recent ignition resistant 
codes applied to the Proposed Project have been found to minimize structure loss in 
wildfires, especially where adequate fuel modification is present. 

The commenter’s indication that “stay and defend” needs to be further evaluated has no 
relevance to the project. The project DEIR does not once mention or condone stay and 
defend, which is a concept that is a polar opposite of last resort, temporary refuge in a 
hardened, well maintained structure with the latest ignition resistant and life safety features. 
It is believed that the commenter is confusing stay and defend, which is a policy originating 
in Australia and later brought to America, then abandoned, with that of temporarily seeking 
refuge in a well-defended structure. Stay and defend requires one to be actively defending a 
structure, which requires such things as a level of fitness, understanding, firefighting 
capabilities, equipment, and protective clothing. This concept was proven disastrous in 
Australia's devastating 2009 brush fires. The concept failed in large part because the 
structures residents were attempting to stay and defend were not ignition resistant and, in 
fact, many included extremely vulnerable construction materials and methods. This is the 
opposite of what is required for new structures in Orange County’s WUI areas. Further, no 
resident is asked to actively defend their structure. The structure is designed to withstand fire 
and can be temporarily used as a refuge if early evacuation is not possible. History has 
proven that people die on the roads evacuating late from wildfires, and this project does not 
endorse late evacuations when determined by officials that it would be safer to seek 
temporary refuge.  

Regarding the exhibit “Illustration 1, How Fire Resistant Homes Can Burn,” the commenter 
is confusing a very old definition of a fire-resistant home with the most recent definition of 
an ignition-resistant home, as defined by California Fire Code. All of the weaknesses in the 
illustration are addressed through construction materials or techniques now required by the 
fire code. In fact, the illustration supports the construction that will be used for the Proposed 
Project as being ignition resistant based on mitigating the weaknesses illustrated. For 
example, roofs will have no openings and will be Class A systems. Trees will not be allowed 
to grow too close to roofs. Chimneys will include spark arrestors, gutters will be metal and 
covered to avoid build-up of leaf litter, and dual pane windows with one pane tempered 
glazing will be used in all windows. Human error of allowing an open garage door or a 
window to stay open will be mitigated through the application of interior sprinklers 
throughout the structure, including garages and attics. The homes in Yorba Linda that 
burned in the Freeway Complex Fire did not include all of these features as a planned, 
redundant system like the Proposed Project will. 
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L43-16 The commenter correctly reiterates that the FPEP assumes natural succession of burned areas 
to more mature/climax stand conditions, resulting in a conservative (near worst-case) 
estimate of fire behavior. For the purposes of fire behavior modeling conducted during 
preparation of the FPEP, Fuel Model SH5 was selected to represent on-site chaparral 
vegetation at an assumed mature/climax state, a model which presents greater fuel loading 
than observed in the field or expected in the mature chaparral the site will support. 
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L43-17 The FPEP presents all fire behavior modeling input variables, including fuel model 
classifications for existing conditions (Table 5; FPEP page 35), fuel model classifications for 
post-development conditions (Table 6; FPEP page 37), and wind speed/weather/fuel moisture 
input variables (Table 7; FPEP page 39). Slope percentages across the project site are variable 
(0-118%), derived from a digital terrain data set with 3-meter resolution, and accounted for in 
the FlamMap modeling analysis. Relative humidity is an important component to fire ignition 
potential and it is also directly linked to the dead fuel moisture values that are direct inputs 
into the fire behavior model (as noted in FPEP Table 7). Relative humidity is not a direct input 
in the FlamMap fire behavior modeling software, although does have a direct effect on 1-hour, 
10-hour, and 100-hour dead fuel moistures, which are directly input into the software (input 
values presented in FPEP Table 7).  

The commenter correctly notes that the maximum modeled flame lengths for the site are 
41 feet using Fuel Model SH5 to represent mature chaparral stands on-site. The comment 
regarding limited scenario inputs is not fully understood; however, the utilization of FlamMap 
fire behavior modeling software provides a comprehensive analysis of site-wide potential fire 
behavior. This approach effectively provides modeling scenarios across the entire site, as 
compared to an analysis using the BehavePlus fire behavior modeling software package, 
which limits analysis to a single point location. Additionally, while the text of the FPEP 
provides only a discussion of maximum modeled flame length values, the maps presented in 
Figure 7-9 of the FPEP present the variation in modeled flame length values across the entire 
site and region.  

The comparison of modeling results to other documents/analyses cannot be verified without 
presentation of all model input assumptions and variables used in such analyses. However, 
the results provided by the commenter are those resulting from utilization of a Fuel Model 4 in 
BehavePlus modeling efforts. Fire behavior modeling results using Fuel Model 4 far exceed 
observed fire behavior in all but the most extreme conditions15. Further, the large dead 1-hour 
fuel load values included in Fuel Model 4, which produce such high values, have not been 
observed in actual chaparral fuel inventory work16. Therefore, the FPEP utilized Fuel Model 
SH5 as an alternative to Fuel Model 4, which is assumed to more accurately represent 
mature/climax chaparral vegetation on site. 

The commenter correctly states that fire behavior models are only accurate for their variable 
inputs and that such variables change under real conditions. This issue is acknowledged and 
discussed in more detail in Section 2.9.3 of the FPEP (page 40). The statement by the 
commenter that field observations have documented flame lengths exceeding 100 feet during 
extreme weather conditions is noted, but no context or citation is provided so that such 
documentation can be verified or analyzed in relation to the project site. Finally, the 
commenter’s reference to a range in potential maximum flame lengths and limitations to the 
fire behavior models is addressed in the preceding paragraphs. The effect of fire behavior on 
firefighter and public safety during the evacuation process is addressed in Section 4.3.4 of the 
FPEP (page 91). 

15  http://web.physics.ucsb.edu/~complex/research/hfire/fuels/problems_nffl4.html 
16  Weise, D.R. and J. Regelbrugge. 1997. Recent chaparral fuel modeling efforts. Prescribed Fire and Effects Research Unit, 

Riverside Fire Laboratory, Pacific Southwest Research Station. 5 p. 
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L43-18 No resident or evacuee will be advised to evacuate the community so late that they are risking 
their lives because the fire is at the project perimeter. Instead, officials will have the option of 
temporarily sheltering residents in their homes. Conversely to the commenter’s indication, 
master planned communities do not need to account for firefighter safety zones.  

Firefighter safety zones are typically identified by firefighters during a fire fight. Firefighter 
safety zones are typically areas away from the fire that require no further action – i.e., 
firefighters with protective equipment and clothing (not civilians) can go to these places and 
be out of harm's way. By definition, firefighter safety zones are open air areas and require 
larger setbacks from adjacent fuels. This would typically be in an area away from the WUI. 
Temporary refuge areas are numerous on the site and can be used by firefighters including 
remaining in their engines on any of the interior streets, refuging on the lee (downwind, 
unexposed) side of the site's structures, or entering structures for temporary refuge. Areas 
with ignition resistant structures provide possibilities to reduce the setback and or use TRAs 
for firefighter safety due to their abundance on this site. The entire interior of the project site 
can be considered a firefighter safety zone due to the large distances between wildland fuels 
and interior, low-combustibility landscapes. The commenter overlooks the multiple areas 
within the project that can be considered firefighter safety zones that provide more than 4x 
flame length setbacks. These areas occur on streets and roads within and throughout the 
project and include 170 feet up to several hundred feet of fuel modification. The Proposed 
Project’s roadways are wide, with adjacent fuel modification.  

As also detailed in the response to Comment L43-19 below, the commenter’s suggestion that 
FM 4 should be used on the Project site is incorrect. FM 4 over-predicts results. Fire 
behavior modeling at the Project site differs from that at the commenter’s two San Diego 
County sites for a variety of factors, such as fuel type, terrain, slopes, and fuel moisture. See 
response to Comment 43-19 below. Further, eye-witness documentation by OCFA of flame 
lengths during Freeway Complex Fire included 40 foot flame lengths with jackpots (short 
duration heavier fuel loads) that may exceed 50 feet flame lengths, consistent with fire video 
and modeling outputs. 
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L43-19 The commenter attempts to apply fuel models that were run for two projects in San Diego 
County with the Project site. The problem with applying fire behavior results from one site 
with that of a different site, especially when located very remotely from each other, is that 
the model’s output is based on the site specific input variables. Changes in fuel type, terrain, 
slopes, aspect, and wind/humidity and fuel moisture have significant effects on the predicted 
fire behavior. The model outputs indicated in the comment were run with a FM 4, which is 
the most aggressive scrub model and has been proven to over-predict fire behavior for 
chaparral. The Project site does not support the fuel densities needed to classify it as a FM 4. 
Fire behavior modeling results using Fuel Model 4 far exceed observed fire behavior in all 
but the most extreme conditions17. Further, the large dead 1-hour fuel load values included 
in Fuel Model 4, which produce such high values, have not been observed in actual 
chaparral fuel inventory work18. Therefore, the FPEP utilized Fuel Model SH5 as an 
alternative to Fuel Model 4, which is assumed to more accurately represent mature/climax 
chaparral vegetation on site. 

Discussion regarding the size of firefighter safety zones is not applicable within the Proposed 
Project, even though the entire interior of the Proposed Project can be considered firefighter 
safety zones and TRAs which meet the definition of both, even if the FM 4 were used, which 
is inappropriate for this site. The commenter’s analysis is being used in a manner that it is 
not intended by the definition of a firefighter safety zone. Firefighter safety zone setbacks are 
meant for firefighters in the open air and what is an appropriate setback given offsite fuels. 
This has nothing to do with fuel modification zones for hardened structures (i.e., firefighter 
protective clothing and skin versus Class A 1 hour exterior materials). Further, the 
commenter also is confusing “stay and defend,” a disastrous model from Australia, with last 
resort and temporary refuge proposed for the Proposed Project. This is a contingency plan if 
early evacuation is considered less safe or not possible. Again, the definition of a firefighter 
safety zone is misapplied to the Proposed Project as the entire site can be used as a safety 
zone. The term firefighter safety zone applies to wildland and wildland urban interface areas 
where firefighters identify escape routes to a safe zone during a firefight. 

 

17 http://web.physics.ucsb.edu/~complex/research/hfire/fuels/problems_nffl4.html 
18 Weise, D.R. and J. Regelbrugge. 1997. Recent chaparral fuel modeling efforts. Prescribed Fire and 
Effects Research Unit, Riverside Fire Laboratory, Pacific Southwest Research Station. 5p. 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 

                                                



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 614 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 615 

L43-20 The pinch points identified were considered in the analysis of the Proposed Project’s fire 
safety. The pinch points include 20 to 170 feet of fuel modification and wide, paved 
roadways between vehicles and off-site fuels. In addition, in the rare event that wildfire 
occurs and the Proposed Project has not been able to evacuate early, if the roadway is 
considered unsafe, residents would be advised to temporarily refuge in their homes. In 
addition, the alignment of the comment’s stated “pinch points” is not such that off-shore 
winds would exasperate fire spread. Extreme fire weather would not promote fire spread in 
the directions indicated on the commenter’s map. Fuel in these areas would likely burn, but 
fuel modification areas would burn with less consistency, lower flame lengths, and slower 
spread, and winds would be moving fire across the slopes and from north/east to south/west 
rather than directly up-slope toward the roadways. With regard to firefighter safety, the 
escape routes and safety zones are numerous on the project site. The interior of the 
community provides safety zones as previously identified. In summary, the project’s FPEP 
has provided analysis and based on the results from that analysis, have customized fire 
protection features that meet or go above and beyond what is considered to result in safe 
projects. The commenter is referred to previous responses regarding preferred early 
evacuation, last resort temporary refuge, safety zones, and cluster burn. 
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L43-21 Comment regarding traffic noted. However, the statement regarding allowing residents to 
remain in their homes versus a late evacuation contradicts standard wildland fire results that 
indicate that people are more likely to die fleeing a fire late than temporarily sheltering in a 
well-defended structure. The key to any evacuation is early evacuation, well before a fire is 
within an area. As indicated in the FPEP, the Proposed Project, due to its design and 
construction materials and methods, will enable a last-resort option, such as if roadways are 
blocked and traffic is not moving, to prepare the community for a temporary refuge, which 
would not add to the traffic issues and would be expected to be safer for the residents. 

As noted on pages 5-288/289 of the DEIR, law enforcement agencies do not have the legal 
authority to force residents to evacuate. However, they may impose restrictions on people 
entering evacuation areas. It is incumbent upon the residents in the area to adhere to the 
proposed evacuation plans and advance warning systems not only in the Esperanza Hills 
community, but in the adjacent residential neighborhoods to avoid harm and in order to 
ensure that residents are placed out of harm’s way at the earliest possible time. The Orange 
County Sheriff’s Department and the City of Yorba Linda are in the process of preparing a 
Community Evacuation Plan as stated on page 5-289 of the DEIR. OCFA has adopted the 
“Ready, Set, Go!” program which provides information and education for residents related 
to preparation and early evacuation and the Esperanza Hills HOA will have its own 
notification system and conduct annual evacuation meetings with its residents. Alert OC 
allows residents to sign up and have messages sent to cell phones to alert residents of 
emergency evacuation events. However, key to all of the plans and programs is immediate 
and full participation by area residents. 

With specific regards to the Proposed Project, a Community Evacuation Plan has been 
designed specifically for the Proposed Project to work in conjunction with the Evacuation 
Plan designed by OCSD and the City for the immediate surrounding area, and the County’s 
Evacuation Plan adopted by the Orange County Office of Emergency Services. The County’s 
Community Evacuation Plan, when adopted, will be included in the Esperanza Hills 
evacuation plan (DEIR page 5-317). The recommended triggers for Proposed Project site 
evacuation plan/closure are noted on page 5-318 of the DEIR. However, the triggers will 
ultimately be determined by fire and law enforcement officials. 

Notification of residents will be via the HOA alert system, Alert OC, or radio and television 
news sources or through direct notification by OCSD on site through site patrols. Once 
aware of a fire, the community’s pre-planned and practiced emergency response would be 
initiated. If it is determined by fire and law personnel that on-site relocation is safer than off-
site evacuation, the contingency on-site relocation plan will be initiated. Residents cannot 
be mandated to follow on-site relocation directions, but resident education and training 
information will be provided and reinforced to raise awareness of the potential danger and 
potential options during a wildfire emergency. (DEIR page 5-325) 
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Emergency Access Roads for Emergency Vehicles 

Emergency access for emergency vehicles is provided under all four access options 
analyzed in the DEIR as follows: 

• Option 1 (Stonehaven Drive) - Emergency access is proposed via Esperanza Hills 
Parkway as well as an emergency only access roadway provided off Via del Agua 
approximately 130 feet northeast of Via de la Roca. 

• Option 2 (Aspen Way) - Emergency access is proposed via the extension of Aspen 
Way and the existing emergency access roadway located off Stonehaven Drive, 
which will connect to the southernmost internal roadway. 

• Option 2A - Access to the site will be provided via a main access roadway 
connected to San Antonio Road approximately 1,850 feet south of Aspen Way. 
Emergency access (Exhibit 6-5) will be provided off Stonehaven Drive and will 
connect to the southernmost internal street system within the project site via an 
existing emergency access roadway. 

• Option 2B - Access to the site will be provided via both San Antonio Road 
approximately 1,850 feet south of Aspen Way and Stonehaven Drive. The 
emergency access to Stonehaven Drive provided under Option 2A would be 
converted to a secondary access point. The access road from Stonehaven Drive 
would be expanded to accommodate both daily ingress/egress and emergency 
ingress/egress. 

The Proposed Project includes mitigation measures, design features and recommendations 
based on OCFA and OCSD emergency plans that will ensure all feasible steps will be taken 
to provide a safety factor to area residents which do not currently exist. A fuel modification 
zone along the open space/residential boundary, plus construction methods that reduce 
possible ember-related fires, will provide a buffer to existing residences. A traffic control 
evacuation plan advocated by OCFA and OCSD and the City is designed to assist in traffic 
flow and relieve congestion for evacuees. The provision of firefighting staging areas will 
allow emergency personnel better access to fight approaching fires. Resident adherence to 
evacuation plans will provide the greatest measure of safety to ensure safe and orderly egress 
from Esperanza Hills and the adjacent neighborhoods. The measures proposed in the DEIR 
have been provided in consultation with OCFA, YLWD, the City, and OCSD to ensure 
compliance with all codes and requirements. 

L43-22 With no change in the immediate Project area, the current residents and firefighters face 
higher risks from wildfire encroachment and burning embers than they would with the 
Proposed Project in place due to the presence of more unmanaged fuels and an interface 
that is closer to the existing developed areas. Comparison of the Proposed Project to 
wildland firefighter casualty events is a poor comparison. Wildland firefighters who lost their 
lives were not defending large, master planned communities with coordinated fuel 
modification and the latest ignition resistant construction. Firefighters attempting to protect 
structures with multiple vulnerabilities to embers and inadequate fuel modification, typically 
in older communities and as scattered individual structures in rural, wildland intermix 
settings are what resulted in the firefighter deaths the commenter notes. Firefighters will not 
need to traverse through fuels on the Project site. They will be able to utilize the Proposed 
Project site as a large staging area and firefighter safety zone.  
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Master planned communities perform well against wildfires as evidenced by recent wildfires 
that threatened but caused little or no damage, examples: 4S Ranch and Cielo (San Diego 
County), Stevenson’s Ranch (Los Angeles County), Serrano Heights (Orange County), and 
many others throughout California. It is anticipated that fewer firefighting resources will be 
needed within the Proposed Project community and firefighters have personally endorsed 
this type of development as providing firefighter safety options. Based on those 
endorsements, it can be expected that firefighters will position themselves in the community 
in the event of a wildfire. 

L43-23 As described in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems - in the DEIR (page 5-625), 
Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) prepared a Northeast Area Planning Study (NEAPS) to 
assess the capacity of existing water distribution system facilities and to provide 
recommendations for meeting future demands, including the Proposed Project.  

• Water Availability. YLWD will be the potable water purveyor for the Proposed Project. 
The NEAPS projected that the Proposed Project, along with the proposed Cielo Vista 
project, will add 542 acre-feet per year to the annual YLWD demand. This equates to a 
2% demand increase of the YLWD’s annual overall system demand of 25,388 acre-feet 
per year. The current maximum day demand is anticipated to increase by 0.7 million 
gallons per day (mgd) to 33.6 mgd.  

The Project Applicant is required to enter into a Development Agreement with YLWD 
for the provision of water service. Adequacy of water supply was confirmed in the Yorba 
Linda Water District Urban Water Management Plan which states that water is available 
to serve YLWD up to year 2035. (DEIR page 5-63) Provision of infrastructure as 
described in the DEIR will ensure that adequate facilities are provided to meet the water 
demands of the Proposed Project. 

• Water Pressure/Volume. The NEAPS recommended that two reservoirs be built on the 
Project site, one at the 1,200-foot elevation and one at the 1,390-foot elevation. The 
Zone 1200 reservoir will have a capacity of approximately 0.70 mg and the 1390 Zone 
reservoir will have a capacity of 0.40 mg. A network of transmission water lines and two 
booster stations are proposed to supply water to the two underground reservoirs. 
Transmission and distribution pipelines were designed to allow an increase in velocity to 
a maximum of 15 feet per second (fps) under a fire fighting scenario. 

As stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project is proposing to provide the 
minimum fire flow storage of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 2-hour duration with 
a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi to meet OCFA and YLWD fire flow requirements 
for single-family residential developments. The system will meet YLWD’s design 
minimum and maximum requirements for system pressures, pipe velocity, reservoir 
storage and fire flow capacities. The water distribution system complies with the 
California Fire Code fire flow requirement. The water improvements will be designed to 
meet the demands of the Proposed Project and also improve the water service reliability 
and fire protection for the surrounding area. 
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L43-24 Please see response to Comment L43-23 above. 
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L43-25 Please see responses to Comments L43-18 and L43-19 regarding firefighter safety zones.  

This near-miss incident described in the comment, although unfortunate and thankfully 
ending without injury or death, could have been avoided if the engine had not responded on 
a service road surrounded by native vegetation (fuels). The Proposed Project would not 
include this type of service road access and internal streets have been designed with fuel 
modification and setbacks. The example is not pertinent to the Proposed Project's analysis. 
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L43-26 Hydraulic fracking is not being considered at this site. Existing oil production occurs away 
from the development area and the project will comply with OCFA Guideline C-02: 
Requirements for the Construction of Structures Adjacent to Oil Wells, as applicable. 
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L43-27 The commenter suggests that alternative site designs would better protect from wildfire, but 
provides no substantiation for an alternative. Based on the site fire risk evaluation, the 
proposed design, which includes managed fuel modification, ignition-resistant homes, 
access and water infrastructure, firefighting staging areas and access points to fuel 
modification and wildland areas, and ongoing maintenance will provide fire protection for 
the Proposed Project. The reduced fire risk is accomplished through a layered and redundant 
system of design features that are described fully in the FPEP. Please refer to previous 
responses regarding evacuation/escape routes and firefighter safety zones.  
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L43-28 Please refer to responses to Comments L43-1 through L43-27 above regarding this 
commenter's stated opinion on the Proposed Project's analysis of the Proposed Project’s fire 
safety and provisions for fire safety. The FPEP thoroughly evaluates the site’s fire risk, 
required fire protection features, and where considered necessary, provides for additional 
measures such as attic sprinklers, funded fuel modification inspections, and public 
education and outreach amongst others. 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L44 
Schumann, Edward 
February 3, 2014 

L44-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Edward Schumann dated February 3, 2014 
that expresses his opposition to the Proposed Project. 

L44-2 Commenter requested an extension of the public review period. The County provided for a 
62-day review period, which exceeds the 45-day state-mandated review period. Please refer 
to response to Comment Email E9-8. 

L44-3 Section 5.1, Aesthetics, starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR, provides a complete analysis of the 
Proposed Project’s aesthetic impacts and cumulative impacts. The analysis provides 12 view 
simulations found a page 5-27 through 5-57. The Proposed Project as depicted in the view 
simulations and discussed on page 5-57, Visual Character, do not substantially degrade 
scenic vistas or the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The 
Proposed Project’s short-term impacts to aesthetics are discussed on page 5-26 of the DEIR. 
Although construction areas will be visible from surrounding land uses including 
construction vehicles, construction storage bins and office trailer, construction fencing, slope 
stabilization materials, areas cleared of vegetation, and graded areas, these impacts to 
aesthetics are considered short-term and not significant. 
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L44-4 Refer to response to Comment L43-3 concerning Proposed Project impacts to aesthetics as 
analyzed in Section 5.1 - Aesthetics - of the DEIR. View 6 found on page 5-41 and discussed 
on page 5-34 represents views from Casino Ridge Road. Project design features PDF 1 
thought PDF 10 and Mitigation Measure AE-1 have been incorporated into the Proposed 
Project to lessen visual impact of the Proposed Project from off-site views. 

L44-5 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Yorba Linda’s General Plan 
is found in Section 5. 9 - Land Use and Planning, starting on page 5-431 of the DEIR. A 
complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with County of Orange General 
Plan is found in Section 5.9 starting on page 5-431. The DEIR determines that the Proposed 
Project is consistent with the Yorba Linda General Plan and the County of Orange General 
Plan concerning hillside area development, density, and preservation of natural terrain, 
landform, and preservation of open space. The commenter does not offer any evidence on 
how the Proposed Project is not consistent with the Yorba Linda General Plan or County of 
Orange General Plan; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L44-6 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Yorba Linda’s Hillside 
Development/ Grading/Fire Protection ordinance is found starting on page 5-445 through 
5-447 in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning and on page 5-59 and 5-60 in Section 5.1 - 
Aesthetics. The DEIR concludes that the Proposed Project is consistent with the Yorba Linda 
Zoning Code. The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed Project is 
not consistent with the Yorba Linda Zone Code; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. Refer to response to Comment L49-14 concerning project views from CHSP. It 
should be noted that the Project site is in the jurisdiction of the County of Orange and is, 
therefore, analyzed from the standpoint of consistency with County planning and zoning 
requirements. 
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L44-7 A complete project description is provided in Section 4.3 - starting on page 4-11 of the 
DEIR. Exhibit 5-5, Esperanza Hills – Option 1 on page 5-17 and Exhibit 5-6, Esperanza Hills 
– Option 2 on page 5-19 provide a three dimensional depiction of the Proposed Project. As 
shown on Exhibit 5-5 and 5-6, the Proposed Project is designed to conform to the existing 
landform of east-west trending slopes and the northern natural ridgelines have been 
preserved for the low-density (.73 du/ac) residential development. The Proposed Project’s 
impacts to aesthetics were evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in 
Section 5.1 - Aesthetics. As described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant impacts under Project or cumulative conditions as described on page 5-62 and 5-
63. 
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L44-8 As discussed in the Section 4.3 - Project Description - starting on page 4-11, the Proposed 
Project is comprised of single-family homes on large lots with building pads of a minimum 
of 70 feet wide by 140 feet deep in Area 1 and a minimum of 90 feet wide and 110 feet 
deep in Area 2. The Proposed Project also includes an equestrian trail system that connects 
to an existing equestrian trail located just north of Aspen Way and extends to CHSP. The 
Proposed Project consists of low-density, large lot, single-family homes, open space, and 
trails; therefore as discussed on pages 5-62 and 5-63, the Proposed Project will not result in 
substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings 
due to density, equestrian amenities, lot size or housing type. 

L44-9 Section 5.2 - Air Quality, page 5-82, provides an analysis of construction impacts to 
Sensitive Receptors based on a Health Risk Assessment prepared specifically for the 
Proposed Project. Also, on page 5-84, analysis is shown regarding localized significance 
thresholds and Proposed Project emissions for PM10 and PM2.5 particulates. Commenter is 
referred to these analyses.  

Regarding oil field operations, the active oil wells on the site will continue in operation as 
they have for several years. No additional oil wells will be included in the Proposed Project. 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment has been conducted and a Phase II ESA will be 
conducted prior to grading to determine if contaminated soil is on the site and the methods 
for removal and remediation. Please refer to Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
for analysis regarding potential hazards. 

L44-10 Please see response to Comment L44-9 above regarding health risk analyses in the DEIR. 
Valley Fever is most prevalent in the Central Valley area, especially the San Joaquin area, 
Kern County, Kings County and Fresno County. The disease is reportable to the Center for 
Disease Control (CDC). The CDC and the California Department of Public Health both 
indicate that wetting of the ground prior to disturbance will reduce the risk of dust spreading 
the spores. The risk would most likely be to the workers directly involved with soil 
disturbance.  

Ensuring that fugitive dust mitigation (for PM10 and PM2.5) is followed, including wetting the 
disturbed surface and curtailing grading/excavation when wind speeds increase, will reduce 
the potential for airborne dispersal of the coccidioidomycosis spore, if such spores exist on 
site, and therefore the potential health risk it poses. Please see Mitigation Measures AQ-2 
and AQ-3. 
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L44-11 Active and inactive oils wells are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of 
Conservation Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR). DOGGR is 
mandated to supervise the drilling, operation, maintenance and plugging and abandonment 
of wells for the purpose of preventing: 1) damage to life, health, property and natural 
resources, 2) damage to underground and surface waters suitable for irrigation or domestic 
use, 3) loss of oil, gas or reservoir energy, and (4) damage to oil and gas deposits by 
infiltrating water and other causes. Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Mitigation Measure Haz-1 (page 5-334), which requires preparation of 
a Combustible Gas/Methane Assessment Study prior to issuance of building permits. 

L44-12 Commenter summarizes a 2006 study by Union of Concerned Scientists. In the eight years 
since the report was published, California has made significant strides in the reduction of 
pollutants, largely as a result of compliance with recent federal and state standards for 
reductions in air pollution. Contrary to commenter’s statements, Section 5.2 - Air Quality 
provides a complete analysis of construction and operational impacts for the Proposed 
Project. With the exception of NOX, the remaining construction-related pollutant emissions 
would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds. Mitigation measures, including the use 
of Tier 3 construction equipment, will be required to reduce NOX emissions to a less than 
significant level. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Subsection 5.2.7 (page 5-90) in 
Section 5.2 and in Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts. 
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L44-13 Slope stability is fully discussed in Section 5.5 - Geology and Soils. As indicated in this 
comment, the site may be subject to slope stability problems. The geologic assessment 
prepared for the Proposed Project identified potential slope instability if not properly 
designed. However, mitigation measures (Geo-1 and Geo-2) have been prescribed to 
minimize the potential for such occurrences. Commenter is referred specifically to page 
5-224, page 5-241 and Mitigation Measures Geo-1 and Geo-2. 

L44-14 Please refer to response to Comment L44-9 above. 
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L44-15 Please refer to response to Comment L44-11 above and Mitigation Measures Haz-1 and 
Haz-2 (page 5-334). 

L44-16 Please see response to Comment L44-11 above regarding regulation of potential methane 
gas impacts. 

L44-17 Commenter’s experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is noted. Please refer to 
Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for details regarding recently approved evacuation 
plans and safety features built into the Esperanza Hills community that were not available at 
the time of the 2008 Fire. 
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L44-18 Please refer to response to Comment L44-17 above. 
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