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Response to 
Comment Letter L50  
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 
February 3, 2014  

L50-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Gabriel Ross of Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger dated February 3, 2014. The information presented below responds to the 
comments presented in this and following comments asserting that the Draft EIR fails to 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

L50-2 The DEIR provides a complete and thorough analysis of all environmental impact topics 
identified in the CEQA Guidelines checklist. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, detailed 
information, including technical reports and studies prepared to assess project-level impacts 
as required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, has been included to provide public 
agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effects the Proposed 
Project is likely to have on the environment. The DEIR is adequate, and no recirculation is 
required. 
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L50-3 Chapter 4 – Project Description provides a comprehensive description of the Proposed 
Project, including development acreages, proposed residential details, access options, 
recreation amenities, infrastructure, and provision of fuel modification zones due to the 
Proposed Project’s location in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Commenter does not 
provide specific information regarding the contention that the project description is flawed, 
and no further response is required. 

 With regard to the commenter’s statement that the Proposed Project consists of three 
components, the Proposed Project, Bridal Hills LLC, and the proposed Cielo Vista project 
are owned by separate, private entities, requiring separate approvals and analyses. It was not 
anticipated that the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project would be 
processed together and, in fact, the proposed Cielo Vista project was submitted to the 
County in April 2010 while the Esperanza Hills project was submitted in August 2012. 
However, the proposed Cielo Vista project was considered and analyzed in the Esperanza 
Hills DEIR. With regard to Bridal Hills LLC, the landowners were approached and declined 
to participate in development at this time. Commenter is referred to Chapter 7, Table 7-1-2 – 
Cumulative Impacts Summary (page 7-4) for cumulative impacts including the proposed 
Cielo Vista project. In addition to the analysis provided in Chapter 7 - Summary of 
Cumulative Impacts, assessment of impacts as they relate to the proposed Cielo Vista project 
was included in each topical environmental discussion in Chapter 5. 
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L50-4 The commenter is correct that the Proposed Project DEIR and the Cielo Vista DEIR were 
released within weeks. Access will not be constructed as part of the proposed Cielo Vista 
project, but may traverse the property, which was thoroughly analyzed in the DEIR. The 
proposed Cielo Vista project disputes that access, which is why several access options were 
analyzed in the DEIR. 

L50-5 Esperanza Hills is seeking approval of a Specific Plan and a Tentative Map while the 
proposed Cielo Vista project is not. Therefore, there are significant differences in the 
process. Please refer to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. 

The DEIR included study areas beyond the Proposed Project site footprint. However, the 
Proposed Project itself will not be built beyond what has been proposed and analyzed. 
Therefore, future expansion of the Proposed Project is not a reasonably foreseeable 
occurrence. 

The proposed Cielo Vista project is not a foreseeable consequence of Esperanza Hills. As 
previously noted, in response to Comment L50-3 above, a span of years occurred between 
the submittal of an application for the proposed Cielo Vista project and the Proposed 
Project. At the time Cielo Vista applied for approval, there was no plan for infrastructure or 
access to the Proposed Project, since no development had been proposed. As noted in 
response to Comment L50-4 above, access through the proposed Cielo Vista project is 
currently disputed. Commenter states that “construction of the proposed Cielo Vista project 
access corridors and utility connections are the first steps toward the development of 
Esperanza Hills,” contradicting the earlier statement that the proposed Cielo Vista project is 
a foreseeable consequence of Esperanza Hills. 

With regard to the provision of water services and facilities, the DEIR states that the 1200 
Zone and 1390 Reservoirs proposed for the Proposed Project are sized to include storage for 
the Esperanza Hills project only unless agreements are reached with adjoining property 
owners and development agreements between adjoining property owners and YLWD are 
entered. No agreement has been entered between the Project Applicant and Cielo Vista to 
date. 
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L50-6 Cielo Vista submitted an application for project approval long before Esperanza Hills was 
contemplated. However, an application was submitted to LAFCO to initiate the annexation 
process for Esperanza Hills. To date, LAFCO has declined to advance the application. With 
respect to LAFCO’s request to analyze both projects together, it is important to note that 
each is a separate project, having different owners and/or applicants, and with different 
goals and objectives. Although individual project impacts have been analyzed separately, 
the DEIR fully contemplates the proposed Cielo Vista project cumulative impacts as required 
by CEQA. Please refer to responses to Comments L50-3 and L50-5 above. 

L50-7 Please refer to Topical Response 5 related to preparation of a single EIR. 

L50-8 Contrary to commenter’s statement, the analysis is the DEIR has identified cumulative 
impacts if the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are constructed at the 
same time. The Proposed Project will contribute greenhouse gas emissions in excess of 
SCAQMD’s advisory level. Because the South Coast Air Basin has been classified as a non-
attainment area, the Proposed Project will result in cumulatively considerable incremental 
increases in air emissions. Refer to Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts. 
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L50-9 Refer to response to Comment L50-8 above. 

L50-10 Approximately 339 acres of the Project site will be disturbed for residential pads, roads, 
parks, and landscaping. The proposed Cielo Vista project consists of a total of 83 acres, and 
even if the entire site were graded, which it will not be, it can be assumed that the 
construction would result in fewer air quality impacts. As shown on page 5-81 (Table 5-2-8) 
and page 5-82 (Table 5-2-9), the mitigated construction impacts are far below the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. However, in the unlikely event that there would be concurrent 
grading of both project sites, the addition of the proposed Cielo Vista project would result in 
a cumulative net increase as stated in Chapter 7 of the DEIR. The tables referenced above 
show that thresholds far exceed individual project impacts. The commenter is referred to 
Topical Response 5 regarding the preparation of a single DEIR for the proposed Project and 
the proposed Cielo Vista project. 
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L50-11 Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Land were considered for potential cumulative impacts. There 
will be no concurrent construction impacts, because neither Bridal Hills nor Yorba Linda 
Land will be constructed at the same time as the Proposed Project. Anticipated traffic 
impacts were included in the DEIR analysis since, if developed, both projects would likely 
take access through Esperanza Hills. As noted in the DEIR and herein, the Bridal Hills 
landowners declined to participate in development at the time the Project application was 
submitted to the County. Furthermore, no project plans have been developed for either 
property, making any analysis of potential impacts related to such development limited to a 
“programmatic” assessment based on the adopted land uses for those properties, which has 
been included in the DEIR. Any future development of those sites would require specialized 
surveys for the specific development proposed at that time. The biological resources surveys 
did extend into the Bridal Hills property as shown on study area exhibits in Section 5.3, 
Biological Resources. Without a specific development plan, it is difficult to assess aesthetics 
impacts on either property. 
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L50-12 A complete analysis of Proposed Project impacts to aesthetics is found in Aesthetics 
(Section 5.1) starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR. Project consistency with the Orange County 
General Plan, the Yorba Linda General Plan, the Yorba Linda Zoning Code, and the Chino 
Hills State Park General Plan is found in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) starting on 
page 5-395 of the DEIR. The commenter does not provide any evidence on how the project 
would result in unmitigated significant aesthetics impact or how the project is inconsistent 
with the policies of the Orange County General Plan, the Yorba Linda General Plan, the 
Yorba Linda Zoning Code, and the Chino Hills State Park General Plan; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

L50-13 A complete analysis of Project impacts to aesthetics is found in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) 
starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR. On page 5-9 is a discussion of thresholds of significance 
criteria from the Environmental Checklist found in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines used 
to determine the significant project impact to aesthetics. The methodology used to determine 
off-site views of the Proposed Project is discussed on page 5-26. The case law cited in the 
comment letter, Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comrs., 91 Cal. App. 4th 
1344, 1370 (2001) (Berkeley Keep Jets) is not applicable to the analysis presented in 
Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of this DEIR concerning analysis of potential Proposed Project 
impacts to aesthetics. The DEIR is not deficient as was found in the Berkeley Keep Jets case, 
since the DEIR uses current information collected after the NOP, the DEIR makes no 
statements that aesthetics impacts are not known, and no significant information about 
potential Proposed Project or cumulative aesthetics impacts has been omitted from the 
analysis in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. Therefore, a complete investigation of 
significant environmental impacts to aesthetics is included in the DEIR, which concluded 
that no significant visual impacts would occur as a result of project implementation. 

L50-14 View 12, described on page 5-44 in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR was chosen to 
simulate the off-site views from Chino Hills State Park because San Juan Hill Vista is a 
designated public scenic vista in the Chino Hills General Plan and because San Juan Hill’s 
elevation at 1,781 feet is the highest elevation in CHSP. A portion of the Proposed Project is 
visible from the scenic outlook. This is an appropriate view to analyze based on threshold of 
significance criteria (a) listed on page 5-9 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1).  

A complete analysis of Project Impacts from View 12 is found on page 5-44 in Section 5.1 
(Aesthetics) of the DEIR. The DEIR states; “With adherence to the proposed development 
regulations, aesthetics impacts related to this area of the project will be less than significant 
from this view location.” Development regulations, standards, and design features 
concerning visual character of the Proposed Project are discussed on page 5-9 through 5-16 
and on page 5-57 of the DEIR. The substantial evidence to support the DEIR’s conclusion of 
less than significant aesthetics impacts from View 12 are discussed on page 5-57, Visual 
Character I Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The evidence presented is: the view 
simulation from San Juan Hill (View12 on page 5-55); the implementation of development 
standards and design guidelines of the Esperanza Hills Specific Plan; enforcement of CC&Rs 
by the HOA and the Design Review Committee; land use restrictions; low residential 
densities; building setbacks; building heights; site coverage; landscaping and screening; 
home colors consistent with the surrounding natural landscape with colors of homes visible 
from outside the Proposed Project to be earth tones such as browns, ochers, sepias, and 
grays (PDF 4); 62% of the Proposed Project is open space; consistency with existing 
surrounding single-family one- and two-story homes on large lots; and the proposed 
development would not extend above or obstruct views of important distance ridgelines 
features when viewed from the San Juan Hill location. 
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Project design features and mitigation measures are incorporated in to the project PDF 1 
through PDF 10 and Mitigation Measure AE-1 to minimize visual impacts. Therefore, the 
DEIR concludes, based on substantial evidence, the Proposed Project’s aesthetics impacts 
related to scenic vistas will be less than significant. 

Off-site views from South Ridge Trail, public access via Rimcrest Park Entrance, and Old 
Edison Trail, public access will be provided via Blue Mud Canyon with implementation of 
the Proposed Project, are not included in the view simulations because these trails are 
located on lower ridgelines and along canyon bottoms until approaching San Juan Hill Trail 
to the San Juan Hill Vista.  

A discussion of Proposed Project consistency with Chino Hills State Park General Plan is 
found on page 5-449, Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A discussion of the 
feasibility of providing landscape screening of views from CHSP is found on page 5-446, 
Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9). The DEIR concludes that the Proposed Project is 
consistent the Chino Hills State Park General Plan. As discussed on page 5-450, the Chino 
Hills State Park General Plan includes an acquisition goal to establish guidelines for land 
acquisition to support the park’s resource management goals by enhancing watershed 
protection and adding significant or unique resources, habitats, or features to the park, and 
to create buffer areas (areas between developments and park resources). No land acquisition 
is proposed by CHSP of the project site and the CHSP rejected a proposal to include the 
northeast portion of the Proposed Project into the park years ago. 

L50-15 The commenter requests the evaluation of additional viewpoints from CHSP because the 
park permits overnight camping. The CHSP is open from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. October 
through March and 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. April through September. Therefore, nighttime 
use of the park outside of the campground is prohibited. Overnight camping is restricted to a 
designated campground located on the eastern side of CHSP accessed from the SR-71 
Freeway in Chino Hills to Bane Canyon Road. The campground is located over three miles 
east of the Proposed Project site and several intervening ridgelines occur between the 
campground and the Project site. The Project site is located on a southwest trending slope 
away from CHSP. Therefore, there is not a view of the Project site from the campground and 
the view from the campground is not environmentally significant for the purpose of aesthetic 
impacts under CEQA.  

The project impact on light and glare is discussed on page 5-57 and page 5-58, Aesthetics 
(Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The DEIR analyzes the project impact on the immediate vicinity as 
well as from distant vistas and states that the Proposed Project will incrementally increase 
the amount of light shed into the night sky. Mitigation Measure AE-1 on page 5-62 has been 
incorporated into the lessen impacts on exterior lighting by directing and confining light rays 
towards on-site structures and not illuminating areas outside property boundaries. In 
addition, the Proposed Project includes PDF 15 on page 5-163 Biological Resources 
(Section 5.3) of the DEIR to minimize lighting effects on natural habitats. The DEIR 
concludes on page 5-62 and 5-63 with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AE-1 and 
Project Design Features PDF 1 through PDF 10 that project aesthetics impact to CHSP is less 
than significant. 
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L50-16 The Proposed Project’s aesthetics impacts were evaluated consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA. A detailed analysis of Proposed Project consistency with the Orange County General 
Plan is found starting on page 5-413 in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A 
detailed analysis of Proposed Project consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan is found 
starting on page 5-431 in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A detailed analysis 
of Proposed Project consistency with the Yorba Linda Zoning Code is found starting on page 
5-445 of Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A detailed analysis of Proposed 
Project consistency with the CHSP General Plan is found starting on page 5-449 of Land Use 
and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. For a discussion on the Proposed Project’s consistency 
with the Yorba Linda General Plan and the Yorba Linda Zoning Ordinance, refer to page 5-59 
and page 5-60 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) in the DEIR. As described therein the Proposed 
Project would not result in any significant impacts under project or cumulative conditions. 

The Proposed Project’s biological resources impact, including riparian habitat (wetlands) is 
found in Biological Resources starting on page 5-139 (Section 5.3) of the DEIR. Project 
Design Features PDF 11 through PDF 16 and Mitigation Measures Bio-1 through Bio-11 have 
been incorporated into the Proposed Project to reduce Project impact on biological resources 
to a level of less than significant. 
A discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Yorba Linda Zoning Code Chapter 
18.30 – Hillside Development, Grading and Fire Protection is found on pages 5-59 and 5-60 
of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The standard specified in this Chapter 18.30 is “to 
the extent feasible” concerning views from CHSP. The Proposed Project complies with this 
standard because landscape screening of the Estate 1 Lot building site is contrary to the goals 
of wildland fire protection as discussed on page 5-60 of the DEIR and in Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. The Proposed Project has incorporated 
project design features to restrict building height to 35 feet, require building colors to be 
consistent with the surrounding natural landscape, require the use on non-reflective glass, 
screening building’s mechanical equipment and above ground utility equipment, and use 
non-reflecting wall and landscape materials with the intent to blend the building sites into 
the surrounding environment. Therefore, because Chapter 18.30 recognizes a standard of 
feasibility, the Proposed Project is consistent with Yorba Linda Zoning Code Chapter 18.30 – 
Hillside Development, Grading and Fire Protection. 

L50-17 Project Alternative 5 - Yorba Linda General Plan discusses development of the Proposed 
Project using the Yorba Linda General Plan goals and policies, the Yorba Linda Zoning 
Code, and ordinances for development regulation. Because the City’s regulatory documents 
include provision for the protection of views from Chino Hills State Park, the Project as 
proposed would be inconsistent. The alternative states that the proposed Project is 
inconsistent with the Hillside Management Ordinance concerning the height of retaining 
walls and viewscapes from Chino Hills State Park. However, to comply with the OCFA fuel 
modification requirements, the lot cannot be totally screened from view. Although screening 
through landscaping is infeasible due to the necessarily rigorous fuel modification 
requirements, all feasible measures are incorporated to minimize impacts (i.e., less than 
significant). It is unclear why the commenter considers this a contradiction. Section 5.9, 
Land Use and Planning, page 5-446, also analyzes the Proposed Project with respect to the 
Hillside Management Ordinance but notes that the Proposed Project is consistent with the 
General Plan in terms of preservation of the natural setting and the development design. 
CEQA requires the inclusion of “feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse 
impacts . . .” (§15126.4(a)(1). The DEIR is adequate and complete with regard to the 
proposed mitigation and compliance with relevant County regulations. 
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L50-18 Concerning response to comment for additional viewpoint analysis from CHSP because of 
nighttime camping, refer to responses to Comments L50- 14 and L50-15 above. As discussed 
in response to Comment L50-14, View 12 provides adequate analysis of views from CHSP of 
the Proposed Project. Project Design Features PDF 1 through PDF 16 and Mitigation 
Measure AE-1 apply to all Proposed Project structures and therefore lessen any off-site view 
from anywhere within the CHSP of the Proposed Project. 

L50-19 The Proposed Project’s aesthetics impacts on CHSP were evaluated consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. As described therein, the 
project would not result in any significant impact under project or cumulative conditions as 
discussed in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) on pages 5-449 and 5-450. Refer to 
response to Comment L50-14 for a complete discussion of response to consistency with 
CHSP General Plan and conclusion of less than significant visual impacts. 

L50-20 A complete analysis of project impact to light and glare is provided in Aesthetics 
(Section 5.1) on pages 5-57 and 5-58 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes that Proposed Project 
aesthetics impact on light and glare with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AE-1 
will be less than significant, because light would be confined to the property boundaries. A 
discussion of Proposed Project’s consistency with CHSP General Plan concerning the 
Aesthetics Resources Goal including light and glare is found in Land Use and Planning 
(Section 5.9) on page 5-450 of the DEIR. 

L50-21 Refer to responses to Comments L50-14 and L50-15 regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
of aesthetics impacts of the Proposed Project concerning nighttime views from CHSP. 
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L50-22 The DEIR provides detailed analyses of consistency with the Orange County General Plan, 
particularly Land Use Element Policy 8 on page 5-415 of Land Use and Planning 
(Section 5.9) and Natural Resources Policy 5 on page 5-422 of the DEIR. A detailed 
discussion of views from CHSP is found on page 5-44, View 12 in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of 
the DEIR. As described therein, view simulations were presented in the DEIR from 12 view 
locations, including San Juan Hills within the CHSP, which depicted the pre-development 
and post-development character of the site and beyond the project site. The analysis 
concluded that the Proposed Project would not result in any significant visual impact under 
Proposed Project or cumulative conditions to views from within the viewshed, including 
CHSP, based on the established CEQA significance criteria. As depicted on Exhibit 5-5, 
Esperanza Hills Option 1 on page 5-17 and Exhibit 5-6, Esperanza Hills Option 2 on 
page 5-19 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project grading follows the existing landform. 
Furthermore, the view through the project in the post-development condition from the San 
Juan Hill vantage clearly illustrates that the Proposed Project would not interrupt the line of 
sight views from that location to the important ridgeline features in the distance (Exhibit 5-22 
on page 5-56). The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed Project 
would result in significant aesthetics impacts to CHSP or how the Proposed Project is 
inconsistent with these Orange County General Plan policies; therefore, no further response 
can be provided. 

L50-23 The Proposed Project’s consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan is provided in Land 
Use and Planning (Section 5.9) stating on page 5-431 of the DEIR. Project consistency with 
Yorba Linda Land Use Element Goal 3 and Land Use Policy 3.4 are discussed on 
page 5-435, Yorba Linda Land Use Element Goal 9 and Land Use Policy 9.2 and 9.3 are 
discussed on page 5-437. The DEIR concludes that the Proposed Project is consistent with 
the Yorba Linda General Plan goals and polices related to land use, aesthetics, and light and 
glare for the reasons stated in the analysis for each of the topics noted in this comment. For 
example, the Proposed Project would result in the same land uses (i.e., single-family 
residential at a density lower than the existing density in the project area (Goal 3); 
compatible design through the incorporation of project design features (Goal 3.4); 
preservation of the natural setting through the provision of extensive open space and contour 
grading techniques that retain the integrity of the topographic features (Goal 9); and 
preservation of the important ridgeline features by ensuring that development does not 
encroach above them (Goal 9.2). It is important to note that the General Plan does not 
identify any important scenic corridors within or near the project area (Goal 9.3). The 
commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed Project substantially degrades 
the existing visual character or quality of the site to support a conclusion that the Proposed 
Project degrades the quality of views from CHSP; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 
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L50-24 Refer to responses to Comments L50-14 and L50-15. 

L50-25 Refer to responses to Comments L50-1 and L50-2. Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) provides 
an extensive discussion of the seismic hazards, including ground surface rupture related to 
the Whittier Fault. This discussion not only characterizes the site’s geologic and seismic 
characteristics but also evaluates the “… serious potential for hazard for the Project” 
resulting from seismic ground shaking and fault rupture. Extensive and detailed geotechnical 
and seismic analyses have been conducted (Appendix G, Geotechnical Report, and 
Appendix H, Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan, in the DEIR), which have been 
summarized and presented in the DEIR. Potential impacts (i.e., hazards to the Project) are 
discussed in Section 5.5.3 beginning on page 5-223 and ending on page 5-251 of the DEIR. 
The Fault Hazard Assessment Report, which assessed the portion of the fault extending 
through the project site, thoroughly assessed the potential for ground rupture. The site has 
been designed and will be subject to mitigation (refer to page 5-251 through page 5-254 of 
the DEIR) and regulatory requirements in a manner that are intended to reduce potential 
seismic and geologic impacts to a less than significant level. As indicated in Section 5.5.5 
(page 5-254 in the DEIR), implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce the 
potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
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L50-26 Please refer to the American Geotechnical, Inc. “Summary of Geotechnical Exploration and 
Engineering Analysis” dated March 12, 2014. The report summarizes the explorations 
performed by American Geotechnical, as well as other geotechnical professionals, and 
supports the conclusions found in the DEIR Section 5.5 - Geology and Soils. Conclusions 
were based on studies that were completed and approved by the County of Orange. 
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L50-27 The Fault Study prepared for the Proposed Project has been reviewed by County and State 
Geologists. The report findings were also reviewed by geologists on staff with the California 
Geologic Survey. The County approved the study in March 2013, including the mitigation 
recommended therein. The active fault study prepared by American Geotechnical included 
excavation and detailed logging of approximately 2,500 lineal feet of exploratory trenches 
within the southern portions of the Project site. As noted, the proposed Project construction 
will comply with the setback zones required by state law. The conclusions in the DEIR are 
adequate and complete. 
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L50-28 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, and L50-27 above. The commenter provides 
no factual evidence to support the contention that the County has not convincingly mapped 
the active secondary faults in the Project area. The commenter is referred to the Fault 
Hazard Assessment Report (Appendix H in the DEIR), which contains the results of more 
than 2,500 feet of continuous fault trenching on the Project site. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 832 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 833 

L50-29 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, L50-27, and L50-28 above. 

L50-30 Commenter is referred to Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, Table 5-9-15 - Yorba Linda 
General Plan Public Safety Element Consistency for analysis regarding the Proposed Project’s 
consistency with Goal 1. The commenter provides no factual evidence to support the 
contention that the County has not convincingly mapped the active secondary faults in the 
Project area. The commenter is referred to Appendix H - Fault Hazard Assessment Report, 
which contains the results of more than 2,500 feet of continuous fault trenching on the 
Project site. 

L50-31 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, and L50-27 above. In addition, the Proposed 
Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange and is consistent with the Orange 
County General Plan as evidenced by the County’s approval of the fault study prepared for 
the Proposed Project. 

L50-32 As previously indicated, the Proposed Project has been designed to comply with all Alquist-
Priolo mandates applicable to development in proximity to such designated fault zones. 
Specifically, no habitable structure will be located within 50 feet of either side of the 
centerline of an active or potentially active fault. See response to Comment L50-27 above. 
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L50-33 Generally, the commenter is referred to response to Comment L43 for information regarding 
fire hazards, analysis, and mitigation related thereto. Also please refer to Topical Response 1 – 
Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for additional information. The 
proposed community evacuation plan works in conjunction with the OCFA/OCSD plan. The 
Proposed Project impact to wildland fire hazards was evaluated consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) starting on page 
5-275 of the DEIR. As described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant impact under project or cumulative conditions (refer to pages 5-336 through 5-340 
of the DEIR). The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed Project would 
result in significant wildland fire hazard impacts, because the Proposed Project will not, in 
and of itself, create increased potential for wildfires due to the extensive fuel modification and 
building construction features incorporated into the project. Therefore, no further response 
can be provided. 

A complete discussion of Proposed Project’s consistency with County of Orange goals and 
policies concerning fire hazards is found on page 5-419 of Land Use and Planning 
(Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A complete discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with 
the Yorba Linda General Plan goals and polices concerning fire hazards is found on page 
5-443, Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes that the 
Proposed Project is consistent with the County of Orange General Plan and the Yorba Linda 
General Plan. The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed Project is 
not consistent with the County of Orange General Plan or the Yorba Linda General Plan 
concerning wildfire and fire hazards; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L50-34 Refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for 
additional information. The Proposed Project will result in an increase in the size of the 
area’s wildland urban interface; however, with implementation of the Proposed Project and 
incorporation of Project Design Features PDF 17 through PDF 28 and Mitigation Measures 
Haz-1 through Haz-14, the Proposed Project’s wildland urban interface will be mitigated to 
a level of less than significant. Specifically, fuel modification zones will surround the 
Proposed Project, the Proposed Project shall implement a Community Evacuation Plan, and 
the structures will be built to the most stringent California Building Codes and Fire Codes 
adopted in 2010 after the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire that burned the area. In addition to 
code requirements, the Proposed Project structures will have interior fire sprinklers.  

As discussed on page 5-338 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, 
the Proposed Project has the potential to expose people or structures to significant risk of fire. 
The DEIR states that the Proposed Project will greatly reduce the fire potential because the 
Proposed Project is subject to the 2010 California Building Codes and the 2010 Fire Code, 
which require strict regulations for ember- and ignition-resistant structure construction as well 
as FMZs, interior automatic fire sprinklers, firefighting staging areas, emergency access, and 
water flow and supply to provide protection of structures. Therefore, the potential to expose 
people or structures to significant risk of fire is reduced to a level of less than significant.  

As discussed on page 5-306 through 5-310 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) 
of the DEIR, alternative FMZs for Zones C and D are proposed for Lots 7, 8 and 9 of Option 1 
and Lots 8, 9 and 10 of Option 2 as depicted on Exhibit 5-72, Lots with Off-Site Fuel 
Modification Zones Option 1 on page 5-308 and Exhibit 5-73, Lots with Off-Site Fuel 
Modification Zones Option 2 on page 5-309 of the DEIR. OCFA regulations allow Alternative 
Materials and Methods. In this case the alternative method will be a heat-deflecting landscape 
wall at the top of the slope and a series of retaining walls to provide vertical separation from 
off-site native fuels. Also, these three lots will include the addition of dual-pane tempered 
windows, focused homeowner education, and annually inspected FMZs in compliance with 
OCFA requirements. With the inclusion of these project design features and mitigation 
measures, the Proposed Project is consistent with OCFA fuel modification standards. 
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L50-35 Refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for 
additional information. Concerning the safe evacuation of Proposed Project residents in the 
event of a wildlands fire, refer to the discussion of the Proposed Project’s emergency plan on 
page 5-317 through 5-325 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. Due 
to the Proposed Project’s compliance with California Building Codes and 2010 Fire Code, law 
enforcement and fire officials will be able to evaluate partial evacuation of Proposed Project 
structures closest to the fire to fire safe structures within the Proposed Project, thus eliminating 
the need to evacuate the community (refer to pages 5-317 and 5-318. The Proposed Project’s 
impact to emergency evacuation due to wildland fires is evaluated consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA in Section 5.7 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the DEIR. As 
described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts under 
Proposed Project or cumulative conditions. The commenter does not offer any evidence on 
how the Proposed Project would result in significant emergency evacuation impacts due to 
wildland fires; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L50-36 As discussed on page 5-325 and 5-326, Fire Risk Assessment, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR the implementation of the Proposed Project will reduce 
on-site fire potential since all fuels within the development portion of the Proposed Project 
will be converted to non-burnable fuel and non-combustible land uses as depicted in Table 
5-7-7 on page 5-325. As stated on page 5-326, the location of fuel breaks in Blue Mud 
Canyon will reduce the fire risk in the general vicinity of the Proposed Project, especially to 
the south, east, and west. Although the Proposed Project introduces 1,088 new people to the 
area (refer to page 5-491 Population and Housing, Section 5.11 of the DEIR), Mitigation 
Measure Haz-6 (pages 5-334 and page 5-335) requires a Community Evacuation Plan that 
includes fire prevention and annual evacuation training of homeowners within the Proposed 
Project. In addition to FMZs (PDF 18), adherence to current California Building Codes and 
Fire Codes, implementation of the Community Evacuation Plan (Mitigation Measure Haz-6) 
with fire prevention and evacuation training, the risk to the added population is reduced to a 
level of less than significance. 

L50-37 A discussion of Proposed Project impacts of originating a fire within the Proposed Project is 
found on pages 5-325 and 5-326 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the 
DEIR. Refer to response to Comment L50-36 above for a discussion of how the Proposed 
Project reduces sources of ignition and implements inclusion of fire breaks in Blue Mud 
Canyon to significantly reduce fire spread in the general vicinity of the Proposed Project, 
including CHSP when compared to the existing condition. Refer to Fuel Modification Plan 
PDF 18, which includes roadside FMZ as discussed on page 5-313. The Proposed Project’s 
impact on CHSP recreational and biological resources due to a source of fire ignition is 
significantly reduced when compared to the existing condition (refer to page 5-285 through 
5-287 and page 5-339) with the implementation of the Proposed Project as discussed above. 

L50-38 The DEIR is not relying solely on fuel reduction and evacuation as mitigation for wildland fire 
hazards as presented by the commenter. As discussed on page 5-315 of Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, project design features and mitigation 
measures include compliance with current California Building Codes and Fire Codes that 
require fire-resistant and fire-hardened structures, minimum one-hour-rated exterior walls and 
doors, multi-pane glazing with a minimum of one tempered (both panes for lots with 
alternative FMZ), ember-resistant vents, interior automatic fire sprinklers, infrastructure, access 
roads, a water delivery system that meet current standards, 170 feet of FMZs (alternative 
methods for three lots), fire apparatus access roads, three strategic fire apparatus staging areas, 
emergency egress and ingress plans, and implementation of a Community Evacuation Plan 
with annual training and inspections by the OCFA. 
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The commenter’s presentation of the conclusion that “the problem isn’t fires; the problem is 
people in the wrong places” from Land Use Planning and Wildfire: Development Policies 
Influence Future Probability of Housing Loss, 2013 (Syphard) and attached as Exhibit H to 
the commenter’s letter, does not include Syphard’s assumption that the use of fire-safe 
building materials or creating defensible space around structures is not assumed in his 
analysis because of cost of building and retrofitting homes to be fire-safe. But Syphard states 
that the use of fire-safe building materials or creating defensible space is an alternative in 
fire-prone areas. As discussed above, the Proposed Project includes fire-hardened and fire-
resistant buildings as well as fuel modification zones for defensible space. A complete 
discussion of improvements to the area water storage and delivery system for firefighting is 
found on pages 5-631 through 5-643 in Utilities and Service Systems (Section 5.15) of the 
DEIR and Topical Response 3 – Water Provision/Capacity. 

A complete discussion of emergency evacuation is found on pages 5-315, 5-316, and 5-317 
through 5-325 of Hazard and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR and Topical 
Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. The Proposed Project’s 
emergency evacuation impact was evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA. As 
described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant impact under 
project or cumulative conditions (refer to pages 5-336 through 5-340 of the DEIR). The 
commenter does not offer any evidence on how the project would result in significant 
emergency evacuation impacts; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L50-39 Refer to response to Comment L50-38 concerning emergency evacuation analysis both for 
the Proposed Project and cumulative impacts. As discussed on page 5-317, Project 
Emergency Plan, in Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, the 
Proposed Project will include a Community Evacuation Plan that utilizes information from 
the Orange County and San Diego Offices of Emergency Services. The Proposed Project will 
comply with an update of Orange County’s Community Evacuation Plan and eventually 
Yorba Linda’s Community Evacuation Plan when it is completed, and therefore, does not 
solely rely on the area evacuation plan prepared by Orange County Sheriff’s Department as 
incorrectly stated in the comment. 

The DEIR discusses and evaluates the Community Evacuation Plan and as stated on page 
5-317. A key factor in the Proposed Project’s Community Evacuation Plan is allowance for 
adequate time to evacuate so that the roads do not become congested and the OCFA’s 
“Ready, Set, Go!” approach, which includes distributing educational materials to area 
residents, holding evacuation planning meetings, and creating a resident notification system 
to distribute information about wildfire and emergency procedures (refer to page 5-316). The 
DEIR provides an analysis of Project and cumulative impacts on emergency response plans 
or emergency evacuation plans on pages 5-336 through 5-340 of Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (Section 5.7). As described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant impacts under Project or cumulative conditions to emergency evacuation plans or 
emergency response plans, because, not only does the Proposed Project address emergency 
planning in the CEP, but existing and future development of the project area would be 
covered by and subject to the OCFA’s and the County’s efforts to effect adequate emergency 
evacuation planning to minimize potential impacts. 

L50-40 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. 
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L50-41 In addition to providing designated emergency access roads under each of the four Options 
included in the DEIR, fire department staging areas have been designed at appropriate 
locations within the community as discussed on page 5-339 in the DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for additional information that describes 
emergency access roads and emergency vehicles, evacuation notification, and other relevant 
aspects of emergency evacuation planning. 

L50-42 A complete analysis of the existing oil wells is found on pages 5-290 through 5-295 of 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. As detailed in Table 5-7-5, Oil 
Well Observations for Contaminants on page 5-294, petroleum odors were noted in the 
vicinity of the oil wells, piping, and storage tanks. A complete discussion of hazard impacts 
associated with the existing oil well operation is found on pages 5-331 and 5-332 of 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. The California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal (Division) and OCFA have adopted 
guidelines for structures adjacent to oil wells that have been implemented into the Project 
design. The standard requires that no structure be located within 100 feet of a well. The 
Proposed Project will be consistent with this standard. In addition, the Division oversees 
drilling, operation, maintenance, plugging, and abandonment of wells. Mitigation Measures 
Haz-1, Haz-2, Haz-3, and Haz-4 have been incorporated into the Proposed Project to 
reduce risk of upset and accident conditions involving release of hazardous materials into 
the environment during grading operations. 

The Combustible Gas/Methane Assessment Study is to provide further detailed analysis prior 
to grading operations of the area to be graded near the oil wells. The Proposed Project 
provides full mitigation for impacts from oil well operations and abandonment and, 
therefore, does not result in segmenting the project to avoid mitigating environmental 
impacts. The Community Evacuation Plan does not require inclusion of an emergency 
evacuation due to the oil wells because an emergency would be isolated and not impact the 
community as a whole. Proposed Project structures are required to be set back 100 feet, thus 
reducing potential hazards from oil related emergency. 
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L50-43 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan for a summary of the design features and evacuation planning that will 
address safety, not only for residents of Esperanza Hills but also adjacent residential areas. 
The Proposed Project is consistent with County and Yorba Linda General Plans for providing 
adequately for the safety of residents. 

L50-44 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

L50-45 See response to Comment L50-43 above and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. 
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L50-46 The DEIR, in Section 5.13 - Recreation, acknowledges that the Proposed Project will result 
in additional use of local parks by residents. The provision of open space, including multi-
use trails, is similar to the amenities found in Chino Hills State Park and, therefore, it can be 
reasonably assumed that local residents will avail themselves of the Proposed Project’s 
amenities, reducing impacts to CHSP. Simply assuming, as the commenter does, that the 
presence of trail connections will result in deterioration of parks is not substantiated, and 
there is no reason to believe that increased use of CHSP by future project-residents would 
result in such deterioration. Attempting to identify the nature and extent of deterioration 
would be speculative at best; such assessments are discouraged by CEQA. Both the County 
of Orange and the City of Yorba Linda have goals of expanding and connecting existing trail 
systems. The commenter’s statement that “The DEIR’s conclusion that residents would 
largely ignore the Park thus seems to assume that this aspect of the Proposed Project would 
be unsuccessful” misinterprets the relationship between Proposed Project amenities and 
CHSP amenities, which are a benefit to both. It is also fair to conclude that not all residents 
of the Proposed Project will avail themselves of those amenities. 

Clearly, the CHSP has the authority to govern and determine access points to the Park. 
However, as noted above, both the County and the CHSP encourage trail system 
connectivity. CHSP is a state park and is, therefore, open and available to the general public. 
The commenter is referred to the Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) consistency analysis 
regarding the Proposed Project and Chino Hills State Park General Plan. 
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L50-47 Commenter is referred to Table 5-9-3 - Orange County General Plan Transportation Element 
Consistency in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) for analysis of Proposed Project’s 
consistency with applicable policies (refer to Policy 6.7 in Table 5-9-3; and page 5-447 in 
Chapter 9, Consistency with Regional Planning Programs). The commenter is referred to 
Table 5-9-12 – Yorba Linda General Plan Public Services and Facilities Element Consistency 
for analysis of Proposed Project consistency with applicable policies related to 
transportation. As shown, the Proposed Project is consistent with all policies. 
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L50-48 Refer to response to Comment L50-47 above. 

L50-49 The DEIR recognizes and acknowledges that short-term construction noise impacts will not 
exceed the County’s exterior noise threshold with compliance to the County Noise 
Ordinance. Overall operational noise levels with the Proposed Project will be within the 
County threshold of 65 dB CNEL. However, when noise is analyzed under CEQA Guidelines 
thresholds, there are no numeric values to determine temporary and permanent noise 
increases. Rather, the generally accepted threshold of “perceptible” (3 dB) is applied. The 
DEIR notes that a significant and unavoidable impact will occur under operational and 
cumulative conditions. There is no contradiction in the analysis. Also refer to Topical 
Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47) for additional clarification regarding 
noise impacts under each access option. 
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L50-50 Because the noise impacts are due to traffic noise at existing intersections and along existing 
roadway segments in existing residential neighborhoods (within the City of Yorba Linda) or 
the proposed Cielo Vista project, the installation of sound walls is not only infeasible, as 
discussed on page 5-479 of the DEIR, but beyond the jurisdiction or control of the County or 
the Project Applicant. Therefore, the impact remains significant and unavoidable. Refer to 
Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47) regarding noise impacts under 
each access option. 
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L50-51 As noted in response to Comment L3-18, USFWS does not suggest that the Project site is 
located within a regional wildlife corridor and consequently would not affect such 
movement. USFWS notes that the Proposed Project would potentially affect live-in habitat 
for common mammals such as bobcat, coyote, mule deer, and gray fox, which would 
potentially affect local movement by these species. Paragraph D of Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines states the following regarding wildlife corridors: 

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  

Relative to the potential for the Proposed Project to affect movement by cougars a number of 
points need to be addressed. First, it is clear from “Exhibit I, M6 Cougar Corridor Movement 
Study” that the majority of east-west movement depicted on the exhibit occurred to the 
north of the site and, as such, the Proposed Project under this depiction would not interfere 
substantially with cougar movement. However, and very importantly, the figure is highly 
misleading for a number of reasons, which when fully understood show that this figure is at 
best specious and at worst intentionally misleading.  

The exhibit connects GPS points, which in some cases were as much as 10 miles apart, by 
drawing straight lines between points. The commenter inappropriately represents that such 
lines are actual cougar movement paths. In fact, two of the three lines that cross the 
northeast corner of the site are based on GPS points that are 10.2 miles apart, while the third 
straight-line route connects GPS data points that are a mere 3.5 miles apart. GPS collar data 
for cougars actually depict far more “wandering” routes that do not in any way follow such 
straight lines. The original purpose of Figure 6 on page 21 of the study by Beier and Barrett 
was to show the home range extension of a single cougar during a segment of time during 
1991 and 1992, and not regular dispersal routes by a variety of cougars over a period of 
time. Furthermore, the lines between data points cannot be interpreted as actual travel 
routes, even for the single Cougar M6. The exhibit is also misleading in that it fails to show 
that Cougar M6, for the most part ranged over central and south Orange County and that the 
GPS data points depicted on Exhibit I represent a limited incursion into this area by this 
single Cougar M6 during a brief period in the early 1990s. Beier and Barrett note on page 30 
of their report that without a corridor linking the Santa Ana Mountains with the Chino Hills 
the Chino Hills are not viable cougar habitat: 

A wildlife corridor for cougars between the Santa Ana Mountain Range and the Chino Hills 
will allow cougars to use an area (the Chino Hills) that cannot support a population of 
cougars if it were to become isolated (Beier 1993). Quite simply, if there is no corridor, then 
there will be no cougars in the Chino Hills. To be effective, such a corridor must not simply 
be a freeway underpass, but must reach from Trabuco Ranger District and the adjacent 
Tecate Cypress Reserve in upper Coal Canyon (the northernmost protected parcels in the 
Santa Ana Mountain Range) to Chino Hills State Park (the southernmost protected parcel in 
the Chino Hills).  

No corridor has been established linking areas on opposite sides of the SR-91 Freeway, and 
only an undercrossing at Coal Canyon is in place with essentially no use by cougars since 
the use by Cougar M6 in the early 1990s. To represent that that the site is potentially 
important for cougar dispersal is highly misleading and is based on a single cougar that 
managed to use the undercrossing at Coal Canyon 22 years ago. 

Regarding other potential impacts to wildlife movement see responses to Comment Letter L3 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) and Comment Letter L5 (California Department of Parks and 
Recreation). 
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L50-52 The topography with and immediately west of Planning Area 2 is characterized by a series of 
steep northeast to southwest trending ridgelines and canyons, which would be the typical 
travel routes by wildlife. Use of these canyon bottoms or ridgelines would lead wildlife 
originating in CHSP into a dead-end cul-de-sac completely surrounded by development. As 
such, regional movement in the general north-south direction is precluded and would not be 
affected by the Proposed Project. Animals moving east to west would be pushed to the north 
of the site by the steep canyons and ridgelines noted above and would follow the “South 
Ridge Trail” or would move down into Telegraph Canyon, while animals moving west to 
east would be pushed to the north by the existing residential development that follows San 
Antonio Road, which would also have the animals take the South Ridge Trail or Telegraph 
Canyon. The project would not substantially interfere with regional wildlife movement, as 
the site does not have the potential for this function. 

L50-53 The Proposed Project is under the jurisdiction of the Orange County General Plan. The 
Proposed Project is consistent with the OCGP as detailed in Section 5.9 - Land Use and 
Planning. In addition, consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan, the Yorba Linda 
Zoning Code, and the Chino Hills State Park General Plan are detailed in Section 5.9. 
Potential impacts were fully analyzed under each topical category listed by commenter. The 
Proposed Project was also analyzed under Project Alternative 5 - Yorba Linda General Plan 
(Chapter 6, Section 6.9 of the DEIR). 

More specifically, following is information regarding topical consistency analyses as 
presented in Section 5.9 of the DEIR: 

• Orange County General Plan  
• Land Use Element Consistency – Table 5-9-2 (beginning on page 5-413)  
• Transportation Element Consistency – Table 5-9-3 (beginning on page 5-416) 
• Public Services and Facilities Element Consistency – Table 5-9-4 (beginning on 

page 5-418) 
• Resources Element Consistency – Table 5-9-5 (beginning on page 5-421) 
• Recreation Element Consistency – Table 5-9-6 (beginning on page 5-424) 
• Noise Element Consistency – Table 5-9-7 (beginning on page 5-425 
• Safety Element Consistency – Table 5-9-8 (beginning on page 5-426) 
• Housing Element Consistency (page 5-427) 
• Growth Management Element – Table 5-9-9 (beginning on page 5-427) 

• Orange County Zoning Code Consistency (page 5-428) 

• Esperanza Hills Specific Plan (page 5-429) 

• City of Yorba Linda General Plan 
• Land Use Element Consistency – Table 5-9-11 (beginning on page 5-434) 
• Circulation Element Consistency – Table 5-9-12 (beginning on page 5-439) 
• Recreation and Resources Element Consistency – Table 5-9-13 (beginning on 

page 5-440) 
• Noise Element Consistency – Table 5-9-14 (beginning on page 5-442) 
• Public Safety Element Consistency – Table 5-9-15 (beginning on page 5-442) 
• Growth Management Element Consistency – Table 5-9-16 (beginning on page 

5-443) 
• Housing Element Consistency – Table 5-9-17 (beginning on page 5-444) 
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• Yorba Linda General Plan Update: Community Vision Statements (page 5-444) 

• Yorba Linda Zoning Ordinance (page 5-445) 

• Yorba Linda Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection Ordinance (page 5-445) 

• SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Goals 
• Table 5-9-18 (beginning on page 5-447) 

• Chino Hills State Park General Plan Consistency 
• Table 5-9-19 (beginning on page 5-449) 

• Sphere of Influence Guidelines Consistency 
• Table 5-9-20 (beginning on page 5-451) 

Since the commenter does not provide specific goals and policies to support the contention 
of inconsistency, and since a very thorough analysis was conducted for each policy and 
plan, the analysis in the DEIR remains complete. 
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L50-54 Please refer to responses to Comments L50-27 through L50-32 related to geology/soils and 
safety. 
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L50-55 Please refer to responses to Comments L50-33 through L50-42 and Topical Response 1 and 
Topical Response 2 related to fire hazards and evacuation plans. 

L50-56 Please refer to responses to Comments L50-47 and L50-48 regarding transportation systems. 

L50-57 CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 related to Alternatives states: “An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather is must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” The DEIR 
has adequately analyzed potential impacts and provided five Alternatives (Chapter 6 of the 
DEIR) that potentially reduce significant impacts and achieve most of the basic project 
objectives as noted in the CEQA Guidelines. The analysis presented in Chapter 6 of the DEIR 
also compared impacts of each Alternative with the Proposed Project impacts. 
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L50-58 The commenter offers no specific information to support the opinion that an accurate 
accounting of the Proposed Project’s impacts could significantly alter the substance and 
conclusions of the DEIR’s alternatives analysis. As identified and described in the DEIR, 
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and conclusions presented in the analysis are 
supported by the findings and recommendations contained in more than 15 detailed 
technical studies prepared for the project. In addition, cumulative impacts were fully 
analyzed, including impacts from the proposed Cielo Vista project. As a result, based on the 
analysis prepared for the Proposed Project, an adequate range of Alternatives has been 
presented to allow informed decision making. Alternative 4 - Lower/Reduced Density, which 
was noted by commenter, has been included as Section 6.8 in Chapter 6 and is one of five 
Alternatives. Commenter provides no factual support regarding the contention that the 
Alternatives presented are not adequate for analysis and decision making. The DEIR has 
adequately presented the Proposed Project and all reasonable and feasible alternatives as 
required by CEQA. 
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L50-59 The DEIR has included consideration of the Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Land parcels 
related to those parcels gaining access via the Proposed Project. Commenter is referred to 
Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing, for information relating to the status of the 
aforementioned parcels as they relate to future development and the need for further 
analysis. 

L50-60 Commenter’s opinion regarding the Alternative presented is noted, and the commenter is 
referred to Table 6-4-1, page 6-5 of the DEIR, which provides a topic-by-topic summary of 
the analysis of the impacts of each alternative identified in Chapter 6 as compared to the 
Proposed Project. Further detail is provided under each Alternative discussion in Chapter 6. 
A review of Table6-4-1 shows that there are clear differences in the level of impacts under 
each Alternative, and it is unclear why commenter has not adequately distinguished the 
differences. As noted in CEQA §15126.6, “There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or 
scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” Given the site’s 
location, topography, and surrounding development, the range of Alternatives presented 
fulfills the intent of §15126.6. Alternatives 2A and 2B are feasible access routes, and during 
public scoping meetings members of the public requested analysis of more options for roads. 
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L50-61 Please refer to response to Comment L50-60 above. 
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L50-62 Please refer to response to Comment L50-60 above. Alternative 4 was included for 
consideration as an alternative that reduces the total number of residences. The other four 
alternatives assume the same or greater density/residential units. 

L50-63 Please refer to response to Comment L50-60 above. Commenter opines throughout the letter 
that the Proposed Project must provide consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan yet 
finds fault with an Alternative that analyzes the Proposed Project as developed in 
accordance with Yorba Linda General Plan. 

L50-64 Please refer to responses to Comment L50-57 through -60 above. Contrary to commenter’s 
opinion, the Proposed Project does not result in “truly extensive impacts.” All impacts have 
been mitigated to a less than significant level, with the exception of greenhouse gas 
emissions, traffic noise for Option 2 only, and traffic only if the installation of traffic 
mitigation measures are not implemented, because the County cannot compel the 
installation of traffic improvements within the City of Yorba Linda (see Topical Response 8 – 
Noise Impacts beginning on page 47). The DEIR presents a reasonable range of alternatives, 
but it is unrealistic to assume that all alternatives have fewer impacts in all environmental 
areas. The decision makers have discretion to choose the best alternative, or a combination 
of potential designs. 
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L50-65 An off-site alternative is neither reasonable nor feasible under CEQA as the Project Applicant 
is the owner of the Project site and does not own a similar parcel in Orange County. 
Option 1 provides access that does not include crossing the proposed Cielo Vista property, 
and is one of four access options. Finally, each of the Alternatives presented reduce impacts 
compared to the Proposed Project. 

L50-66 Commenter’s statement that alternative locations across the state should be analyzed is 
unreasonable. CEQA does not require that analysis go beyond what is feasible and 
reasonable. One of the measures of feasibility is whether the proponent can reasonably 
acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site. The Project Site is owned 
by the identified entities, and there are no other properties under their ownership that can be 
analyzed. The Proposed Project is not the type of project that warrants state-wide analysis. 
The DEIR has presented a reasonable and feasible range of alternatives which can reduce 
identified project impacts. 
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L50-67 As noted, Option 1 in the DEIR provides primary access via Stonehaven Drive and does not 
enter the Cielo Vista property. Option 1 also proposes an emergency access road that would 
utilize an existing roadway and utility easement across the Cielo Vista property. Emergency 
access will be coordinated with the Orange County Fire Authority for both the Proposed 
Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project. However, as noted, this Option does provide 
ingress/egress that does not require Cielo Vista property. The Alternatives analysis remains 
adequate and provides a feasible range of Alternatives for an informed decision. 
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L50-68 Potential development of Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Lands for access and infrastructure 
improvements is analyzed in Hydrology/Water Quality and Transportation and Traffic 
sections of the DEIR. Refer to Topical Response 5, which describes the development status 
of the adjacent properties. As noted in Chapter 8, potential growth associated with Bridal 
Hills and Yorba Linda Lands was considered in the City’s General Plan. However, 
infrastructure for the Proposed Project has been designed for the Project only, and therefore 
will not serve as an inducement to growth. Refer to response to Comment L50-69 following. 
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L50-69 Based on the development constraints for both Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Lands, it is not 
anticipated that substantial growth will occur. The DEIR included analysis for a potential of 
38 units for Bridal Hills. Development potential for Yorba Linda Lands is very limited due to 
topographic constraints. However, the Proposed Project includes access points to both 
properties in order to avoid illegally “land-locking” the parcels. There is no significant 
growth-inducing potential created by the Proposed Project beyond what has been analyzed 
in the DEIR. Cumulative impacts for 18 related projects are fully analyzed in Chapter 7 of 
the DEIR. 

L50-70 Environmental impacts due to the development of Esperanza Hills have been fully analyzed 
in the DEIR and mitigation has been included to reduce identified impacts. The analysis 
provided in the DEIR remains adequate and recirculation is not required. 
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