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LETTER:	KIRBY1	

Scott	Kirby		
4785	Via	De	La	Roca	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐1	

Whatever	 project	 the	 County	 approves	 for	 development	 on	 the	 property	 runs	with	 the	 land.	 	 Thus,	 if	 the	
property	is	sold	before	the	Project	is	built;	the	new	property	owner	can	only	build	out	what	was	approved.		If	
the	new	owner	seeks	to	build	a	different	project	that	would	require	a	new	project	application	and	a	separate	
process	which	will	evaluate	whether	or	not	the	new	project	is	approved	with	review	subject	to	compliance	
with	CEQA	and	public	input.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐2	

Neither	the	access	to	Planning	Area	1	from	Via	Del	Agua	nor	the	access	to	Planning	Area	2	from	Aspen	Way	
will	be	gated.		No	access	gates	are	planned	for	the	Project.			

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐3	

Geologic	hazards,	including	seismic	hazards,	were	addressed	in	in	Section	4.5,	Geology	and	Soils,	in	the	Draft	
EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	seismic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	
the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 4	 regarding	 the	 mitigation	
prescribed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 ensure	 potentially	 significant	 seismic	 impacts	 are	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	 than	
significant	level.	

If	commenter	is	referring	to	grading	impacts,	such	impacts	were	analyzed	throughout	the	Draft	EIR	and	were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.			

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐4	

New	oil	wells	are	not	planned	as	part	of	the	proposed	Project.	

Prior	 to	 construction	 of	 the	 Project,	 oil	 operations	 on	 the	 areas	 to	 be	 developed	will	 cease	with	 existing	
operational	 and	 abandoned	 oil	 wells	 permanently	 closed	 and	 capped	 prior	 to	 grading	 activities.	 	 Project	
Design	Feature	(PDF)	7‐1	on	page	2‐33	of	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	and	repeated	on	page	4.7‐18	of	
Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials,	provides	the	requirements	for	closure	and	abandonment	of	oil	
wells.		Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐4	provides	a	listing	of	the	agencies	which	would	be	required	to	participate	in	
decommissioning	and	abandonment	of	oil	facilities	and	confirming	that	such	activities	have	been	conducted	
according	 to	 current	 standards	which	would	 include	 protections	 against	methane	 seepage	 and	 other	 fire	
hazards,	including	oil	seepage.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐5	

Approximately	 36	 acres	 of	 the	 project	 site	 between	 the	 two	 planning	 areas	 is	 planned	 to	 be	 retained	 as	
permanent	open	space.	 	Future	ownership	of	 this	area	can	be	by	 the	Project’s	homeowner’s	association,	a	
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non‐profit	 agency,	 or	 a	 public	 agency.	 	 Because	 ownership	 also	 typically	 includes	 responsibility	 for	
maintenance	 and	 liability,	 public	 access	 to	 the	 open	 space	would	 typically	 be	 greater	 under	 the	 terms	 of	
public	ownership	and	most	restricted	with	private	ownership.		Other	factors	yet	to	be	considered	which	can	
affect	 access	 include	 the	 purpose	 for	 the	 open	 space.	 	 Open	 space	 for	 habitat	 restoration	would	 be	most	
limiting	of	public	access	as	compared	to	the	area	accommodating	a	passive	park	which	would	allow	for	more	
public	access.			

What	is	known	today	is	that	the	project	site	is	traversed	by	an	earthen	multipurpose	City	trail	in	an	east‐west	
direction	as	contained	in	the	City’s	Trail	Study	Recommendation.		This	trail	can	be	accommodated	as	shown	
on	Figure	4.13‐2	 on	page	4.13‐13	 of	Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.13,	Recreation.	 	 At	 this	 point,	 the	 alignments	 are	
conceptual	with	precise	alignments	to	be	determined	as	detailed	plans	are	prepared	by	the	City.		This	is	the	
extent	of	recreational	trail	planning	as	affecting	the	project	site.			

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐6	

Both	the	County	General	Plan	and	City	General	Plan	allow	for	clustering	of	homes	on	the	project	site.	

In	association	with	City’s	Low	Density	Residential	designation,	the	Land	Use	Element	states	on	page	LU‐45	
that	“clustering	may	occur	at	greater	intensities	to	compensate	for	topographical	constraints.”	 	The	Project	
proposes	a	range	of	lot	sizes	from	a	minimum	of	7,500	square	feet,	with	an	average	lot	size	of	approximately	
15,000	square	feet	per	the	Project’s	Draft	Area	Plan.		This	reasonable	clustering	allows	for	the	future	single	
family	homes	to	be	compatible	with	the	design	and	intensity	of	adjacent	subdivisions.		The	clustering	avoids	
development	 of	 the	 most	 topographically	 constrained	 areas,	 and	 allows	 for	 the	 preservation	 of	
approximately	36	acres,	or	approximately	43%	of	the	84	acre	project	site	as	open	space.	

The	 Project	 is	 proposed	 in	 the	 unincorporated	 sphere	 of	 influence	 area	where	 the	 County’s	 General	 Plan	
Land	Use	 Element	 designation	 of	 “1B”	 Suburban	 Residential	 allows	 for	 clustering	 given	 its	 broad	 density	
range	of	0.5	to	18	dwelling	units	per	acre.		The	Project	is	consistent	with	the	County’s	“1B”	designation	with	a	
density	of	1.3	dwelling	units	per	gross	acres	being	near	the	low	end	of	the	“1B”	range.		

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐7	

As	 stated	 on	 page	 4.13‐18	 of	 Section	 4.13,	 Recreation,	 the	 Project’s	 residents	 will	 likely	 use	 local	 parks	
located	in	the	City.		Therefore,	the	Project	is	committing	to	pay	fees	at	the	City	rate	of	4	acres	of	local	parks	
per	1,000	residents	as	noted	on	page	4.13‐18.		The	fee	payment	is	being	proposed	because	the	Project’s	open	
space	area	has	significant	relief	which	would	require	substantial	alteration	to	create	a	flat	local	park	pad	as	
noted	 on	 page	 4.13‐15.	 	 However,	 the	 feasibility	 of	 a	 local	 park	 site	 east	 of	 the	 existing	 city	 limit	 can	 be	
evaluated	as	between	the	County	and	City	through	a	combination	of	fees	and	land	acquisition.		Because	it	is	
unlikely	that	Project	residents	will	use	a	County	local	park	for	recreation	needs	as	there	are	none	in	the	area,	
the	County	anticipates	on	working	with	the	City	on	a	facilities	agreement	to	address	local	park	needs	in	the	
area.		

That	being	said,	it	would	be	premature	to	address	local	park	planning	and	implementation	in	coordination	
with	 the	 County	 and	 the	 City	 before	 the	 City	 approves	 its	 Parks	 and	 Recreation	 Master	 Plan	 Update.		
Mitigation	Measure	4.13‐1	on	page	4.13‐16	of	Section	4.13	addresses	 local	park	planning,	acquisition,	and	
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improvements.		The	pending	update	may	identify	local	park	sites	in	the	unincorporated	area	east	of	the	City	
should	the	property	be	annexed	to	the	City.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐8	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	2	for	a	
detailed	discussion	of	the	Project’s	water	supply	infrastructure.		

RESPONSE	KIRBY1‐9	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts,	including	existing	infrastructure	and	intersections,	in	Section	4.14,	
Traffic/Transportation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	L	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	
traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	
measures.	 	As	 required	by	PDF	14‐1,	 site	access	and	circulation	would	be	reviewed	by	 the	Orange	County	
Public	 Works	 Road	 Division	 to	 ensure	 that	 all	 local	 streets	 meet	 the	 minimum	 street	 design	 and	 size	
standards	of	the	City	of	Yorba	Linda	and	Orange	County.	 	Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	for	a	detailed	
evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	 potential	 traffic	 impacts	 associated	 with	 wildfire	
evacuation	events.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 fire	
protection	features	(see	project	design	features	PDF	7‐9	to	7‐14)	to	be	included	as	part	of	the	Project.		Please	
also	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.				
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From: Scott Kirby [mailto:scotty_kirby@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 2:38 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Cc: Spitzer, Todd [HOA] 
Subject: Comments on draft EIR for Cielo Vista and Esperanza Hills Development proposals Yorba Linda, 
CA 

  

NOA Purpose: The purpose of this NOA UPDATE is to inform local residents, responsible agencies, institutions, and 
other interested parties that the Draft EIR is available for review and comment during the Public Comment Period 
(Thursday, November 7, 2013 through Wednesday, January 22, 2014. Written comments to the Draft EIR must be 
submitted no later than Wednesday, January 22, 2014 to: Ron Tippets, Planner, Current & Environmental Planning 
Section, OC Planning Services, P.O. Box 4048, Santa Ana, California 92702-4048 or via email at: 
Ron.Tippets@ocpw.ocgov.com. 

My name is Scott Kirby and I have lived at 4785 via de la Roca in Yorba Linda for over 15 
years. 

When the freeway complex fires hit Yorba Linda I was out of town and received a call from a 
friend that "Yorba Linda was on fire".  It was mid morning.  My son was still home in Yorba 
Linda at my house.  He was working the night shift at UPS so I knew that he would be 
sleeping.   

I woke him up on his cell phone and asked him about the fires.  He of course knew nothing and 
heard nothing from anyone else about it.  I asked him to look out the window.  He did and saw 
a large amount of smoke coming over the hill towards our cul de sac.  I told him to hang up and 
go check it out and call me back. 

Five minutes later he called back out of breath and asked me what I wanted out of the house 
because it was surely going to burn down.  I asked him if he had talked to the crowds of police 
and firemen in the area that surely were there.  He said that NOBODY was there.  I told him 
to grab some pictures / videos and leave immediately which he tried to do. 

By the time he got his car onto Via Agua the road was blocked with exiting residents as they 
could not manage to get off of Agua onto Yorba Linda Blvd because of all the traffic.  With 
the chaos there was no Police or Fire Dept. staff directing any traffic anywhere.  Finally my 
son drove on the other side of the road to get off the hill.  I cannot imagine the fatality rate 
when the next fire hits those same hills now occupied higher up with 500 more homes and the 
same egress and ingress streets in place.  This is a death warrant for whoever purchases those 
homes. 
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At the same time, my neighbor on the cul de sac was sitting in his living room with friends. He 
saw the same fire coming over the same hill.  He went to get his camera to take a picture of the 
fire.  By the time he returned the fire was almost on top of them having moved a quarter mile in 
just a minute. He dropped the camera and told everyone to get out of the house and into their 
cars in the driveway. With their hands on their cars and loading, the fire was on top of them 
having blown over the house.  They immediately abandoned plans to drive and ran screaming 
down the street.  Their two cars are shown in the driveway attached here. 

His house was destroyed as was one other directly next to my property.  Only the actions of my 
next door neighbor who stayed to fight and 10 other neighbors who came into my yard saved 
my house after fighting fires in the yard for hours with water from my pool.  We never saw a 
fireman or policeman. 

Some 114 houses burned down that day in Yorba Linda...many because the water pipelines 
providing water to the hydrants were destroyed and there was no water higher up. 

I don't see how anyone that approves this scale of project on existing streets in those hills will 
be able to live with themselves.  It is not a question of whether a fire will ever hit those hills. It 
has happened and will happen again.  Orange County Fire Authority and responders were and 
will continue to be helpless in fighting fires in that area when the wind blows like it did that 
day. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Kirby 

4785 via de la Roca 

Yorba Linda, CA 
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LETTER:	KIRBY2	

4785	Via	De	La	Roca	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	15,	2014)	

RESPONSE	KIRBY2‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY2‐2	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	2	for	a	detailed	discussion	of	the	Project’s	water	supply	infrastructure.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY2‐3	

The	Commenter	 is	referred	to	Topical	Response	3	 for	a	detailed	evaluation	of	 the	Project’s	 fire	evacuation	
plan	and	the	potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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From: Scott Kirby [mailto:scotty_kirby@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 2:41 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Draft EIR comments 

NOA Purpose: The purpose of this NOA UPDATE is to inform local residents, responsible agencies, institutions, and 
other interested parties that the Draft EIR is available for review and comment during the Public Comment Period 
(Thursday, November 7, 2013 through Wednesday, January 22, 2014. Written comments to the Draft EIR must be 
submitted no later than Wednesday, January 22, 2014 to: Ron Tippets, Planner, Current & Environmental Planning 
Section, OC Planning Services, P.O. Box 4048, Santa Ana, California 92702-4048 or via email 
at:Ron.Tippets@ocpw.ocgov.com. 

Date: Monday, August 6, 2012 3:54 PM 
To: "Channary.Leng@ocpw.ocgov.com" <Channary.Leng@ocpw.ocgov.com> 
Cc: rebelwoof <rebelwoof@att.net> 
Subject: Cielo Vista Enviromental Impact Report Submission: Written Comment form 

Ms. Channary Leng 

OC Public Works 

OC Planning 

300 North Flower Street 

Santa Ana, CA 92702  92702-4048 

 Subject: Draft Enviromental Impact Report for Cielo Vista Project 

Written Public Comments for the Scoping Meeting for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Cielo Vista Project are due to the County of Orange NLT August 6, 2012 

 

 Dear Ms. Leng; 

The following are  my comments regarding the Cielo Vista Project under the County of Orange jurisdiction in 
Yorba Linda.  Please include them in your EIR study: 

1.Any approval of the plans submitted by the developer for Cielo Vista and approved by the County of Orange 
should include a death certificate for some future resident of that development.  One ingress and one egress 
point for up to 500 homeowners  and their families will without a doubt lead to deaths in the next fire similar 
to the Freeway Complex fire already experienced in 2008.  I live in this area, and the evacuation of existing 
residents on existing streets onto Yorba Linda Blvd was backed up and three abreast on a two lane street 
during those fires. 
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2.  Any proposal by the developer should be reviewed in context with both the Cielo Vista Project of 100 plus 
homes and the Esperanza Hills proposal of homes which is directly attached and would use the same streets , 
ingress and egress, as well as the same fire and water safety concerns. 

3. The proposal submitted by the developer includes no schools and would dump 500 homes full of children 
into the schools that are maxed out at the bottom of that hill (Travis Ranch Elementary and Middle School). 

4.The proposal includes “open space” that already exists but does not make any provision for landscaping or 
maintenance or water of the same open space.  What we learned in the freeway complex fire was that the 
open space in hidden hills as provided by that developer, was actually the perfect kindle for that fire and led 
directly to the destruction of many homes in that area.  (114 homes burned in Yorba Linda during that fire.  It 
is not a question of IF there will be a fire again in this area, but when.  So it is incumbent on the County of 
Orange to make sure that all means of protection of residents and property is accounted for by the developer 
who’s interest is strictly monetary and will provide the minimum of safety tools to  get his proposal approved 
and  developed. 

5. The proposal includes the covering of an open spring and creek with some sort of bridge at the ingress 
point off of Via Agua/Stonehaven.  This is a collection point for wildlife as well as for mudslides.    Please see 
attached pictures of mud slides and fire damaged home that backs up to that very location. 
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LETTER:	KIRBY3	

4785	Via	De	La	Roca	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	15,	2014)	

RESPONSE	KIRBY3‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	 traffic	 impacts	 associated	with	wildfire	 evacuation	 events.	 Please	note	 that	 the	Project	 proposes	
112	single	family	homes,	not	500.			

RESPONSE	KIRBY3‐2	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	1	for	a	detailed	explanation	as	to	why	the	Esperanza	Hills	Project	is	not	part	
of	the	Cielo	Vista	Project,	but	was	instead	properly	considered	in	the	EIR	as	a	related	project	for	cumulative	
impacts	purposes	and	in	the	Draft	EIR’s	analysis	of	growth	inducing	impacts.		

RESPONSE	KIRBY3‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	 school	 impacts	 in	 Section	4.12,	Public	Services,	with	 supporting	data	provided	 in	
Appendix	J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project,	which	proposes	112	single	family	residences,	
is	anticipated	to	result	in	an	additional	26	students	at	Travis	Ranch	School	(elementary),	14	at	Travis	Ranch	
School	(middle	school),	and	20	at	Yorba	Linda	High	School.	 	Pursuant	to	SB	50	(Government	Code	65995),	
the	Project	Applicant	would	pay	fees	to	mitigate	the	impact	of	these	additional	students.	Thus,	impacts	were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY3‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 fire	
protection	features	(see	project	design	features	PDF	7‐9	to	7‐14)	to	be	included	as	part	of	the	Project.		The	
analysis	describes	 the	 fuel	modification	 zones	 required	 for	 the	Project,	which	would	 include	 fire‐resistant	
plant	species	approved	by	the	OCFA.		As	noted	in	the	Draft	EIR,	a	Fire	Master	Plan	and	Fuel	Modification	Plan	
were	developed	and	reviewed	by	the	OCFA.	 	Please	also	refer	 to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	
access.	

RESPONSE	KIRBY3‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	on	biological	resources	in	Section	4.3,	Biological	Resources,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	C	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Impacts	to	common	wildlife	species	are	discussed	on	page	4.3‐
27.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 after	 significant	 research	 and	 site	 surveys	 to	 determine	what	 animal	 and	 plant	
species	 were	 present	 at	 the	 project	 site,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	
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The	Draft	EIR	addressed	hydrology	and	erosion	impacts	in	Section	4.8,	Hydrology	and	Water	Quality,	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		Creek	A,	the	creek	to	which	the	commenter	refers,	was	analyzed	in	the	Draft	EIR.		A	debris	basin	is	
proposed	 at	 the	 easterly	 property	 boundary	within	 Planning	Area	 1,	which	would	 de‐bulk	 approximately	
636	 acres	 of	 offsite	 undeveloped	 tributary	 storm	 flows.	 	 Clear	 flows	 would	 then	 leave	 the	 basin	 and	 be	
conveyed	through	the	site	via	a	proposed	8’x7’	RCB	at	Stonehaven	Drive	with	a	transition	inlet	to	allow	open	
flow	into	the	system	and	prevent	upstream	ponding.		The	proposed	development	would	be	designed	to	allow	
for	onsite	flows	to	be	directed	towards	proposed	local	streets	and	then	intercepted	by	proposed	catch	basins.		
Once	the	storm	flows	are	within	the	proposed	storm	drain	system,	flows	would	be	conveyed	to	water	quality	
facilities	as	required	and	then	ultimately	to	the	proposed	8’x7’	RCB,	prior	to	 leaving	the	project	boundary,	
and	joining	the	existing	downstream	facility	in	Stonehaven	Drive.		The	Project’s	drainage	plan	presented	in	
Section	4.8	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	with	revisions	 incorporated	 into	Chapter	3.0	of	 this	Final	EIR,	would	serve	 to	
minimize	flooding	and	mudflow	hazards	during	major	storm	events.		Per	the	analysis	in	Section	4.8,	impacts	
were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 incorporation	 of	 the	 project	 design	 features,	 as	 well	 as	
compliance	to	applicable	regulatory	requirements.			



From: Jim Kloman [mailto:JKloman@brfa.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 26, 2013 8:44 AM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista's Environmental-Impact 

  

Dear Ron,  

My concern is the impact of all the extra cars on Stonehaven Dr.  As it is as many as 8-12 cars line up at 
the light on Stonehaven to the Yorba Linda light.  When you edouble th,triple and quadruple the number 
of cars more than a traffic jam will exist.  People that live on the Stonehaven or bring theit children to 
the pre-school on the corner will not be able to get in and out of their own driveway.  

I think it is paramount that the developer should be required to build additional roads to get these cars 
for the new home owners out of these developments some other way then using existing streets.  

As you should be aware that during the fire that went through this area Yorba Linda Blvd. wqas 
impossible to get to for the existing home owners and any addition homes would make thigs worse and 
more than likely a death trap for which you would be responsible and charge.  

 Jim Kloman 
 

 President/Owner 
 Brenner-Fiedler & Associates, Inc. - ISO 9001:2008 
 Phone: 951-299-4100 x-219 
 Fax: 562-404-7975 
 Email: JKloman@brfa.com 
  
 Online ordering and account viewing: www.brfa.com    
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LETTER:	KLOMAN	

Jim	Kloman		
(December	26,	2013)	

RESPONSE	KLOMAN‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 L	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 (CEQA)	 encourages	
agencies	to	have	thresholds	to	determine	when	projects	would	have	the	potential	to	cause	an	impact.	 	The	
lead	 agency	 (County	 of	 Orange)	 and	 the	 adjacent	 City	 of	 Yorba	 Linda	 both	 have	 established	 traffic	 study	
guidelines	 that	 dictate	 when	 a	 project’s	 off‐site	 traffic	 impact	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 significant	 for	 CEQA	
purposes.		Per	the	County	of	Orange	Congestion	Management	Program	(CMP)	guidance,	a	project	study	area	
is	defined	based	on	intersection	locations	where	the	contribution	of	project	traffic	results	in	the	intersection	
capacity	 utilization	 (ICU)	 value	 increasing	 by	 one	 (1)	 percent	 or	 more	 of	 a	 DEFICIENT	 intersection	 as	
compared	 to	 the	 No	 Project	 condition	 is	 considered	 significantly	 impacted	 and	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
required	 to	 reduce	 the	project’s	 impact	 to	a	 level	of	 insignificance.	This	 is	more	 stringent	 than	 the	City	of	
Yorba	Linda’s	traffic	study	guidelines,	which	recommend	the	analysis	of	study	area	intersections	where	the	
project	 is	 anticipated	 to	 contribute	 50	 or	more	 peak	 hour	 trips.	 	 The	 Project	 is	 anticipated	 to	 contribute	
fewer	than	50	peak	hour	trips	to	the	intersection	of	Stonehaven	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	and	the	addition	
of	Project	traffic	was	found	to	also	change	the	ICU	value	by	less	than	1%	(or	0.01).	 	As	such,	the	County	of	
Orange	 and	 City	 of	 Yorba	 Linda	 staff	 agreed	 (via	 the	 scoping	 process)	 that	 focused	 intersection	 level	
operation	analysis	is	not	needed	for	this	intersection,	consistent	with	the	County’s	CMP	and	the	City’s	traffic	
study	guidelines.			

Regardless,	 the	access	to	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	and	associated	traffic	patterns	will	change	 from	what	the	
commenter	 observes	with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 signalization	 of	 Via	 del	 Agua	 and	Yorba	
Linda	 Boulevard	 per	 the	 Draft	 EIR’s	 prescribed	Mitigation	Measure	 4.14‐2.	 	 The	 proposed	 Project	 access	
point	is	far	closer	in	proximity	to	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	from	Via	del	Agua	than	to	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	
via	Stonehaven.		Although	existing	residents	have	been	observed	to	travel	north	to	Stonehaven	to	utilize	the	
signalized	intersection	at	Stonehaven	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard,	this	behavior	is	anticipated	to	decrease	as	
the	 Project	 intends	 to	 signalize	 the	 intersection	 of	 Via	 del	 Agua	 at	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard,	 making	 that	
intersection	the	most	logical	access	point	to	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	from	the	project	site.		With	the	proposed	
signalization	of	Via	del	Agua	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard,	it	will	be	more	efficient	for	vehicles	exiting	from	the	
Project	 to	utilize	the	 intersection	of	Via	del	Agua	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	to	make	either	a	 left	or	right	
turn.		In	effect,	residents	will	likely	choose	to	take	the	shortest	path	and	adjust	travel	patterns	accordingly.		
Accordingly,	 the	vehicle	queue	 lengths	at	 the	 intersections	of	Via	Del	Aqua	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard,	as	
wells	 as	 the	 intersection	 of	 Stonehaven	 Road	 and	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard	 are	 not	 anticipated	 to	 be	
substantially	impacted	by	the	Project.					

RESPONSE	KLOMAN‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.		
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                                TRAFFIC CONTROL ENGINEERING, INC. 
 

 

2687 Saturn St.                                                                                                 TEL  (714) 447-6077 
Brea, Ca 92821                                                                                                  FAX (714) 447-6081 

     

January 22, 2014 
 
Mr. Ron Tippets 
OC Planning Services 
County of Orange 
 
Re:  Response to Draft EIR on Cielo Vista Project 
         
Dear Ron: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit our responses to the above Draft EIR.  I am a resident 
of  City of Yorba Linda. 
 
One major consideration that has not been mentioned in the previous open house, public 
meetings... is that the additional traffic generated by the proposed development should call for 
a "Traffic Calming" study in an effort to slow down the traffic, especially down-hill direction on 
both Via Del Aqua and Stonehaven Dr..  Mitigations from similar studies include landscaped 
raised median, neighborhood traffic circles, diagonal diverters, half street closure, stop signs, 
traffic humps., chokers, …  Some of the mitigation measures may involve on-street parking 
restrictions and possibly street closures.  Therefore, it is imperative that an in-depth 
neighborhood public workshop program be developed to solicit residents’ input for the final 
traffic calming study recommendations. 
 
Further, the proposed development should also consider widening the intersection of Yorba 
Linda Blvd. and Via Del Aqua to accommodate added traffic due to the development.   Via Del 
Aqua should have a landscaped raised median and an outbound right turn lane and a left turn 
lane.   Northbound Yorba Linda Blvd. should be widened to accommodate a new right turn 
lane and a continuous bike lane.  Southbound Yorba Linda Blvd. has a vertical and horizontal 
curve approaching Via Del Aqua.  It is critical that southbound left turn traffic shall not be 
allowed to back up onto the southbound through lane due to the limited sight distance.   
Therefore, the southbound left turn lane should also be lengthened to ensure that such a 
problem will not occur.   
 
We appreciate your consideration of our responses and all your hard work on this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
TRAFFIC CONTROL ENGINEERING, INC. 
 

 
David Kuan, T.E.,P.E.  
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LETTER:	KUAN	

Traffic	Controlling	Engineering,	Inc.		
David	Kuan,	T.E.,	P.E.		
2687	Saturn	Street	
Brea,	CA	92821	

RESPONSE	KUAN‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 L	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Through	 the	 scoping	 process,	 the	 City	 of	 Yorba	 Linda	 did	 not	
request	that	traffic	calming	be	addressed	as	part	of	the	traffic	study.		Furthermore,	the	Project’s	traffic	alone	
does	not	warrant	a	traffic	calming	analysis	as	the	Project	is	anticipated	to	contribute	less	than	100	peak	hour	
trips	 to	 Via	 del	 Agua.	 	 As	 demonstrated	 in	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 study,	 the	 addition	 of	 Project	 traffic	 is	 not	
anticipated	to	result	in	any	deficiencies,	with	the	exception	of	the	intersection	of	Via	del	Agua	at	Yorba	Linda	
Boulevard	which	 is	 currently	operating	at	deficient	LOS	during	 the	peak	hours.	 	The	Draft	EIR	prescribed	
Mitigation	Measure	4.14‐2	requiring	a	traffic	signal	to	be	installed	at	his	intersection,	which	would	improve	
the	operating	condition	at	this	intersection	to	an	acceptable	level	based	on	City	and	County	standards.		It	is	
important	 to	 recognize	 that	 traffic	 calming	measures	are	 intended	 to	 slow	vehicles	 and	 consequently	 also	
result	in	reduced	traffic	capacity.				

RESPONSE	KUAN‐2	

Contrary	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 suggestions,	 with	 the	 Draft	 EIR’s	 prescribed	 Mitigation	 Measure	 4.14‐2	 to	
install	a	traffic	signal	at	the	intersection	of	Via	Del	Agua	at	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard,	the	intersection	of	Via	Del	
Agua	at	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	 is	 anticipated	 to	operate	at	LOS	 “B”	during	 the	peak	hours	under	Horizon	
Year	 2035	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 As	 peak	hour	 capacity	 and	 associated	 LOS	 are	 anticipated	 to	 far	 exceed	 the	
County	and	City	of	Yorba	Linda’s	standard	of	LOS	“D”	or	better,	widening	of	 the	 intersection	or	otherwise	
improving	the	median	is	not	necessary.			

Further,	the	future	long‐range	Year	2035	traffic	analysis	for	the	intersection	of	Via	Del	Agua	and	Yorba	Linda	
Boulevard	indicates	that	35	to	96	vehicles	will	make	an	eastbound	left	turn	movement	during	the	peak	hour	
conditions.	 	Standard	industry	practice	for	transportation	engineers	is	to	provide	1	foot	of	storage	for	each	
vehicle	anticipated	during	the	peak	hour	conditions.	 	Using	a	conservative	application	of	this	rule,	the	peak	
hour	storage	demand	for	the	intersection	of	Via	Del	Agua	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	is	calculated	at	96	feet.		
Today,	the	eastbound	left	turn	pocket	 length	is	approximately	100	feet,	not	 including	the	transition,	and	is	
therefore	adequate	to	accommodate	the	Year	2035	peak	hour	eastbound	left	turn	movements.	
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From: Maureen A. Hatchell Levine [mailto:maureenlevine@klplaw.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 6:14 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project Above Yorba Linda 

  

Hello Mr. Tippetts,  

My name is Maureen Levine, and I am a 27-year resident of Yorba Linda. I live in 
the older part of Yorba Linda, near Imperial and Kellogg, not close to the hills 
where the Cielo Vista project is proposed.  

Nevertheless, I have very strong concerns about burdening the hills with more 
housing. I know that whenever new projects are proposed in an area, existing 
residents feel threatened and do not want further crowding in their area. 
However, in this situation it is not just a selfish concern over space and ethics. The 
hills in general are very susceptible to wildfire, and we experienced the 
devastation of a substantial amount of land near the subject area in the 2008 
fires. I have read Supervisor Spitzer’s letter to residents, and he is correct that the 
County should be assured that the development should be allowed only after the 
county is convinced that living up in those hill would be safe for the residents of 
the new homes. 

However, I go a step further and ask that the County also consider the safety of 
the existing residents, who did not have sufficient egress to evacuate at the time 
of the fires, and did not have sufficient water. And water pressure. Supposedly 
the water issue has been resolved, but was it resolved with an eye for all these 
additional homes? Further, if the egress was already insufficient for the existing 
homes, one can only imagine the life-threatening situation with thousands more 
residents trying to evacuate.  

Additionally, aside from safety, what about the mental health that space 
promotes? I know we live in a capitalistic democracy, and we all benefit from it. 
However, government officials do not have to cow-tow to developers every time 
developers lick their chops over a lucrative opportunity. One of the most 
appealing aspects of Yorba Linda is that it has preserved space throughout all the 
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years, and to the people to whom space is important, that is extremely valuable, 
and the main reason those people want to live in Yorba Linda. Yet Yorba Linda 
residents are continually threatened by high density development, developers 
from out of the area proposing high density, using the value of the spacious 
environment the residents have fostered, to maximize developer profits without 
contributing to the value of the area; instead detracting from property values by 
inflicting crowding.   

Please do not give in to developer influence. As an objective entity, the 
government must fully review the impact of this proposed development with eyes 
wide open. The developer certainly cannot be trusted to fully disclose any danger 
it has discovered about putting the development in the hills. The citizens are 
counting on you to fully weigh the pros and cons, not as a token gesture, but in a 
genuine effort to determine whether this development should be allowed. 

And another issue: isn’t this land county land? So where does the developer get 
off burdening the City of Yorba Linda with county residents’ use of Yorba Linda 
infrastructure? Too many developers have been allowed to exceed low density 
requirement without contributing any valuable offset to the City of Yorba Linda.  

Thank you for considering the foregoing. 

Maureen Levine 
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LETTER:	LEVINE	

Maureen	Levine		
(January	13,	2014)	

RESPONSE	LEVINE‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	2	for	a	
detailed	discussion	of	the	Project’s	water	supply	infrastructure.	

RESPONSE	LEVINE‐2	

The	 role	 of	 County	 planning	 staff	 is	 to	 neither	 advocate	 for	 nor	 oppose	 a	 development	 project,	 but	 to	
objectively	analyze	and	balance	public	sentiment,	planning	and	technical	considerations,	and	project	goals	to	
provide	recommendations	on	the	disposition	of	a	project	to	the	decision‐makers.		When	the	County	decides	
the	 disposition	 of	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 the	 Project	 analysis	 contained	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 project	
documents	 including	the	vesting	tentative	 tract	map	and	the	area	plan	as	well	as	community	 input	will	be	
considered	in	the	decision‐making	process.	

RESPONSE	LEVINE‐3	

This	and	other	new	community	type	projects	in	the	unincorporated	area	are	essentially	required	to	pay	for	
themselves	 and	 not	 burden	 adjacent	 jurisdictions	 and	 existing	 residents.	 	 Future	 residents	 of	 the	 Project	
areas	will	be	paying	property	tax,	sales	tax,	and	vehicle	license	fees	which	are	the	primary	sources	of	revenue	
for	the	County	General	Fund	which	supports	the	operation	of	public	services.		As	for	service	facilities,	Draft	
EIR	Chapter	4.0	analyzes	Project	 impacts	upon	the	facilities	described	by	the	commenter.	 	Facility	 fees	are	
paid	 as	 required	 by	mitigation	measures	 to	 ensure	 adequate	 police	 facilities	 (development	 impact	 fee	 as	
discussed	on	page	4.12‐13	of	Section	4.12,	Public	Services,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	or	proposed	mitigation	measure	
requiring	an	agreement	to	provide	new	facilities),	school	facilities	(Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐3	on	page	4.12‐
15	of	the	Draft	EIR)	and	fire	protection	(Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐1	on	page	4.12.13	of	the	Draft	EIR)	facilities	
to	 accommodate	 the	 Project’s	 112	 single	 family	 homes.	 	 Project	 related	 infrastructure	 including	 streets,	
connections	 to	 City	 streets,	 as	 well	 as	 water	 and	 sewer	 lines	 are	 paid	 for	 by	 the	 developer.	 	 Street	
maintenance	is	provided	for	by	the	County	General	Fund.		

In	summary,	 the	payment	of	 taxes	by	future	residents	 for	service	operations	as	well	as	developer	 facilities	
fees	 for	 new	 facilities	 is	 the	 approach	 of	 all	 jurisdictions	 in	 the	 County	 to	 minimize	 the	 impact	 of	 new	
development	on	adjacent	jurisdictions	and	existing	residents.		
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From: Venessa Lopez [mailto:vw2000@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 6:46 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Ergent!! 

To Ron Tippets and 

whom this may concern, 

 

This is a matter of life and death.  It's important that the County of 
Orange and developers of the Cielo Vista Project know, and be aware 
that I represent the homeowners that live on and near my street, 
approximately 50+ taxpayers. The homeowners that live on Alder Ave. 
(adjacent to San Antonio Blvd.) we are OPPOSED to this project for 
many significant reasons.  The first and most obvious is the impact on 
the reemerging wildlife in that is still in recovery process due to the 
fires that devastated that area in November of 2008. These are the last 
hills that remain in Orange County and need to be preserved for that 
very reason. These indigenous animals may not be on the endangered 
list now, but they will be extinct to this area if you continue to build and 
develop homes in and on their habitat. 

           During the “open house” with the Ceilo Vista developers on 
January 16th they acknowledged that they are going to preserve a very 
small area on the west side of the development for a bird sanctuary, 
and in the same breath explained how they would have to remove the 
trees, bushes and plants in that area, in order to plant the new bushes 
and plants they want the birds and other wildlife to nest and reside in. I 
feel that this is a fine example of the doubletalk that they have used to 
get the permits for building approved, and the County has for some 
reason forsaken us and signed off on these permits for no benefit to 
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the city and the taxpayers who are already living here.  In fact it’s to the 
detriment of the existing homeowners and wildlife. 

           The developers want to utilize our water resources!  They want 
to add an additional 500 homes to a existing water reserve in the midst 
of a drought that may last decades!  We are currently being asked to 
cut back on our daily water usage by 20% a day! How is adding an 
additional 500 homes to tap from our water reserve going to help to 
accomplish this?  In addition to the Ceilo Vista development there are 
two more developments that will be encroaching upon all our reserves 
in addition to that post the completion of the 1st development, why 
would the County of Orange approve these developments without 
taking any and all these aspects into consideration? 

            These developments are large in scale and do not fit in to the 
community.  The proposed project is on such a grand scale that it will 
impact our already overcrowded schools and existing shopping 
centers.  It will potentially impact local traffic as well as increasing the 
risk of fire / safety hazards. 

           During the fire in Nov. of 2008 we almost lost our home and all of 
our belongings because we had left town that morning with only an 
overnight bag.  The only reason our house was not burned and a 
complete loss was because our neighbors stayed and fought the flames 
armed only with garden hoses and shovels, and it’s by the grace of God 
that no lives were lost in that process.  There was no help in my 
neighborhood from the local fire dept. that is located at the end of San 
Antonio!  There was no help from law enforcement who were virtually 
absent with the exception of the two officers that were posted at he 
end of San Antonio Ave., they were there keeping the home owners 
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from returning to their homes to rescue their loved ones, pets and 
prized possessions.  Since this time there has only been a few sheriffs 
added to increase the protection of our community, not enough to 
make a significant difference in the event of a real emergency. 

           My husband and I spent the better part of the day trying to get 
home to rescue our dog, and the freeway system was so Impacted we 
were stuck in a traffic gridlock for better that eight hours and we were 
unable to return home until the next day. During that time we were 
exposed to toxic fumes and I am still experiencing respiratory 
problems.  The closest we got to home was approximately 15to 20 
miles!  We had to check into a hotel for that night and the closest room 
that was available was in Anaheim, near Disneyland!  This was due to all 
the evacuations that had occurred. 

          In the event of another fire, or an earthquake or some other 
unforeseen catastrophic event, the safe evacuation of all the people 
who live here and are going to be living here pending the completion of 
these projects will be impossible.  Lives will be lost so that the 
developers can make money! Not if but when the next fire occurs.  It’s 
wrong for so many reasons. We implore you to stop these 
developments and please save our lives and Save our Hills! 

 

Sincerely,  

Venessa Lopez & Wayne Martin 

4610 Alder Ave. 

Yorba Linda, Ca. 92886 
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LETTER:	LOPEZ/MARTIN	

Venessa	Lopez	and	Wayne	Martin		
4610	Alder	Avenue	
Yorba	Lincda,	CA	92886	
(January	21,	2014)	

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	on	biological	resources	in	Section	4.3,	Biological	Resources,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	C	of	the	Draft	EIR.			Impacts	to	common	wildlife	species	are	discussed	on	page	4.3‐
27.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 The	 analysis	 in	 Section	 4.3	 accounted	 for	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 area	 was	
previously	subject	to	wildfires	that	affected	the	flora	and	fauna,	and	utilized	that	information	in	its	analysis.		
The	 commenter	 has	 not	 provided	 any	 evidence	 that	 contradicts	 the	 analysis	 or	 conclusions	 contained	 in	
Section	4.3.	A	 comment	 that	 consists	 exclusively	 of	mere	argument	and	unsubstantiated	opinion	does	not	
constitute	substantial	evidence.		(Pala	Band	of	Mission	Indians	v.	County	of	San	Diego	(1998)	68	Cal.App.4th	
556,	 580;	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 §	 15384.)	 	 Contrary	 to	 the	 comment,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 has	 never	
contemplated	a	bird	sanctuary	as	part	of	the	Project.					

Also,	 this	 comment’s	 stated	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 as	 currently	 opposed	 is	 acknowledged	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.	

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	impacts	in	Section	4.15,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	water	supply	impacts	would	be	less	than	
significant.		The	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR	acknowledges	the	potential	for	multiple	dry	year	scenarios.		While	
it	is	speculative	to	predict	the	severity	of	future	drought	conditions,	the	Yorba	Linda	Water	District	(YLWD)	
has	 a	Water	 Conservation	 Ordinance	 in	 place	 to	 impose	water	 restrictions	 during	 drought	 conditions,	 as	
described	below.			As	noted	in	the	Draft	EIR,	the	YLWD	has	two	sources	of	water:	(1)	water	imported	from	
the	Metropolitan	Water	District	of	Southern	California	and	(2)	groundwater	from	the	Lower	Santa	Ana	Basin.	
With	these	two	sources,	YLWD	would	be	capable	of	meeting	the	water	demands	of	its	customers	in	normal,	
single	 dry,	 and	multiple	 dry	 years	 between	 2015	 and	 2035.8	 	Moreover,	 the	 Project	 does	 not	 represent	 a	
significant	increase	in	service	demand.	 	Please	note	that	the	Project	proposes	112	single	family	residences,	
not	500.	

It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 California	 has	 experienced	 several	 years	 of	 drought‐level	 conditions,	 including	 a	
drought	 on	 the	 Colorado	 River.	 	 Governor	 Brown	 in	 January	 2014	 declared	 a	 State	 of	 Emergency	 due	 to	
Drought	 Conditions,	 which	 prompted	 the	 Metropolitan	 Water	 District	 of	 Southern	 California	 (MWD)	 to	
declare	a	Water	Supply	Alert	condition	to	its	26	member	agencies	and	the	19	million	people	they	serve	in	six	
counties.	 	 YLWD	 has	 a	Water	 Conservation	 Ordinance	 that	 would	 impose	 various	 water	 use	 restrictions	

																																																													
8	Yorba	Linda	Water	District	Final	2010	Urban	Water	Management	Plan.	
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depending	 on	 the	 severity	 of	 drought	 conditions.9	 	 The	 ordinance	 consists	 of	 permanent	 year‐round	
restrictions,	 focused	 on	 the	 prevention	 of	 water	 waste,	 and	 four	 “Water	 Supply	 Shortage”	 stages.	 	 These	
stages	would	have	increasing	restrictions	on	water	use	in	order	to	allow	YLWD	to	meet	all	health	and	safety	
guidelines	in	the	face	of	water	shortages.	 	While	the	permanent	restrictions	would	be	in	effect	all	the	time,	
the	 YLWD	 would	 change	 from	 stage	 to	 stage	 based	 on	 MWD’s	 declared	 “water	 condition	 alert.”	 	 As	 the	
wholesaler	of	 imported	water,	MWD	not	only	directly	affects	approximately	50%	of	YLWD’s	water	supply,	
but	as	they	provide	“replenishment	water”	to	the	Orange	County	Ground	basin,	MWD	Alert	stages	also	affect	
the	groundwater	half	of	YLWD’s	water	supply.	

As	MWD	changes	Alert	 stages,	 the	YLWD	will	 automatically	 change	 its	Water	 Supply	 Shortage	Stage.	 	The	
YLWD	Board	of	Directors	may	also	change	the	Stage	in	the	event	of	a	local	supply	restriction	that	may	or	may	
not	cause	MWD	to	change	its	Alert	stage.	All	Stages	include	the	Permanent	Water	Restrictions.	 	The	stages	
are	summarized	below:	

 Stage	0:		No	specific	restrictions.		Permanent	restrictions	remain	in	effect.	

 Stage	1:		Minimum	Water	Shortage	‐	Reduce	Usage	by	up	to	10%.			

 Stage	2:		Moderate	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	10%‐20%.	

 Stage	3:		Severe	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	20%‐35%.	

 Stage	4:		Critical	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	more	than	35%.	

Based	 on	 YLWD’s	 water	 supply	 forecasts	 provided	 in	 its	 Urban	 Water	 Management	 Plan	 (UWMP),	 as	
discussed	 in	 Section	 4.15	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 with	 implementation	 of	 YLWD	 policies	 and	 water	
conservation	 efforts	 during	 drought	 conditions,	 water	 supply	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.				
Furthermore,	the	analysis	includes	an	analysis	of	cumulative	water	supply	impacts	with	the	Esperanza	Hills	
Project	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 4.15‐7	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.15‐26	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 disused	 therein,	
cumulative	water	 supply	 impacts	would	be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 	 Please	also	 refer	 to	Topical	Response	2	
regarding	the	Project’s	water	supply	infrastructure.			

Also,	groundwater	supplies	and	recharge	impacts	are	addressed	in	Section	4.8,	Hydrology	and	Water	Quality.			
As	discussed	therein,	additional	impervious	surfaces	created	by	the	Project	would	not	result	in	a	substantial	
change	in	groundwater	infiltration	rates	and	there	would	be	no	lowering	of	the	local	groundwater	table	as	a	
result	of	the	Project.		Thus,	impacts	related	to	groundwater	supplies	would	be	less	than	significant.					

Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	2,	which	discusses	water	supply.			

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	Lopez/Martin‐2,	above.			

																																																													
9		 Yorba	Linda	Water	District	website,	https://www.ylwd.com/	Accessed	September	12,	2014.		
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RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐4	

At	 112	 dwelling	 units,	 the	 key	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 its	 density	 of	 1.3	 dwelling	 units	 per	 acre	 of	 single	 family	
homes	with	 an	 open	 space	 area	 of	 36	 acres	which	 is	 compatible	with	 the	 adjacent	 neighborhoods	 to	 the	
north,	west	and	south	which	were	built	pursuant	to	the	City’s	General	Plan	designation	of	up	to	one	dwelling	
unit	per	acre.		Additionally,	the	Project’s	density	of	1.3	gross	dwelling	units	per	acre	compares	favorably	with	
adjacent	 and	 nearby	 subdivisions	 as	 described	 in	 Table	 4.9‐3	 on	 page	 4.9‐19	 of	 Section	 4.9,	 Land	 Use	
Planning,	with	density	ranges	of	between	1.04	and	1.96	dwelling	units	per	acre.		Also,	the	Project	proposes	a	
range	of	 lot	 sizes	 from	a	minimum	of	7,500	square	 feet,	with	an	average	 lot	 size	of	 approximately	15,000	
square	feet	per	the	Project’s	Draft	Area	Plan.	 	With	this	range	of	 lot	sizes,	the	Project	would	be	compatible	
with	the	adjacent	single	family	homes.	

Chapter	 4.0	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 contains	 the	 environmental	 setting,	 project	 and	 cumulative	 impact	 analyses,	
mitigation	measures	and	conclusions	regarding	the	level	of	significance	after	mitigation	for	the	categories	of	
impacts	 required	 to	 be	 analyzed	 by	 CEQA.	 	 The	 conclusion	 for	 all	 of	 categories	 of	 impacts,	 including	 the	
potential	 for	 school	overcrowding,	 the	potential	 for	 increased	 local	 traffic,	 and	 the	potential	 for	 increased	
hazards	is	that	the	Project’s	impacts	are	less	than	significant,	or	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐5	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 fire	
protection	features	(see	project	design	features	PDF	7‐9	to	7‐14)	to	be	included	as	part	of	the	Project.		The	
commenter	 is	 also	 referred	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 regarding	 emergency	 access.	 	 Also,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
addressed	 public	 services	 impacts,	 including	 police	 and	 fire	 protection	 services,	 in	 Section	 4.12,	 Public	
Services,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	
to	both	fire	protection	and	police	services	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	
the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐6	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.		

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐7	

This	 is	 comment	 on	 a	 personal	 experience	 during	 the	 2008	 Freeway	 Complex	 Fire	 and	 is	 noted	 by	 the	
County.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	EIR	or	the	impacts	of	
the	Project	on	the	environment,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

RESPONSE	LOPEZ/MARTIN‐8	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.		
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January 10,  2014 

 

Orange County Planning services 
Attention:  Ron Tippets 
 

Subject:  Response to Cielo Vista Draft EIR 

 

We have reviewed the document as best we are able, considering the size and the amount of 
information. 

We would like to start by saying that we are not anti-development.  The homes we live in, were 
obviously once open land. It is difficult to say that once we have ours, it is time to stop development. 

That said, there are things about Cielo Vista and proposed other developments in the adjacent area that 
do raise a large degree of concern in our minds. 

There are two main areas of the EIR that are of special concern.  They are: 

Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Section 5.14 Transportation and Traffic. 

 

5.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

5.7.9 Community Evacuation Planning 

The key premise of this section seems to be that the majority of residents will dutifully follow an 
evacuation plan. Further, this plan will be initiated early enough to support a structured and orderly 
evacuation.  As was noted in the general comments in this document, this did not go well with the 
Freeway fire.  Residents will naturally want to stay at their homes, assessing what might be done to 
protect them. We find it improbable that residents will now leave their homes early, before they have 
some ability to assess the risk to their property and to themselves. In the event that the fire does 
become more threatening and it does seem prudent to leave, there will very likely be the same 
situation, but with significantly more persons attempting to leave (do to the added number now 
included in the area of concern). This evacuation will again be attempted using a very limited number of 
egress options.  Having seen that process happen first-hand, we feel that this issue is not as easily 
passed over as is implied in this study.  Additionally, If we read the document correctly, these plans are 
still “in-process”, so it is difficult to really evaluate the potential for being effective. 
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5.7.5 Project Impacts Prior To Mitigation 

Section g. 

This discussion suggests that Emergency Ingress/Egress Plans for Evacuation have been incorporated 
into the circulation design of the project. Have any real-world simulations been done showing that these 
plans have some credibility?  That would, of course, include a realistic assessment of the time residents 
would actually have when they try to evacuate. 

Throughout this section, the Home Owners Association bears a significant responsibility to ensure that 
all the planned mitigations are done properly and kept maintained.  Having had some experience with 
HOAs, they do not always function in the orderly and strictly proper manner that will be needed. Is there 
a requirement that the HOA report to some Agency on the status of their mitigation efforts/programs? 

 

i.  Project Emergency plan 

Again, it is noted that allowance for adequate time will be key in formulating an effective evacuation 
plan, so that roads do not become congested.  Looking ahead to the later section on traffic, we find that 
the plans for egress are still quite indefinite, and those proposed options do not really address the traffic 
flow leaving the streets such as Via Del Aqua onto Yorba Linda Blvd. 

Further, it is noted that if alternative measures, other than evacuation are required, the Proposed 
Projects residents would receive an alert and the community’s pre-planned and practiced emergency 
response would be initiated. We find that level of community involvement prior to an emergency, 
difficult to imagine. Is it realistic to assume that this Community will hold practice evacuation drills?  
What system would be in place outside the community that would monitor this “readiness”? 

 A key intersection that will be crucial in any evacuation is that of Via Del Agua and Yorba Linda Blvd.  We 
personally witnessed the incredible congestion there during the Freeway fire, since we live very near 
that intersection. As noted in the Traffic Section, the actual eventual outcome for that area is not 
determinate because of the uncertainty of the implementation of a traffic signal and other mitigations.  
However, even assuming that something will be done to improve access to Yorba Linda Blvd, it is 
difficult to see how this much larger traffic load will transfer smoothly to Yorba Linda Blvd.  Even without 
this large additional traffic load, it was virtually impossible to get onto Yorba Linda Blvd. during the 
Freeway fire due to the congestion on Yorba Linda Blvd. 

5.14 Transportation and Traffic 

As noted in  5.14.1.5 Existing Level of Service Results, the intersection 10, Yorba Linda at Via Del Agua 
receives an F rating in the AM. 

As noted in 5.14.3.4.d. Peak Hour Intersection Capacacity Analysis section 1) Existing Plus Option 1, 
Project Traffic Conditions, at both the AM and PM hours will degrade to LOS F status. 
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 In section 5.14.4.4.e Area-Wide improvements, a proposed mitigation would be the installation of a 
three-phase traffic signal at Yorba Linda Blvd and Via Del Agua. This study totally ignores a situation that 
will severely impact traffic flow from the homes (including ours) that are on Via Del Cerro.  There is also 
one home on Via Del Puente affected as well.  These homes normally access Yorba Linda Blvd by going 
West on Via Del Puente to Via Del Agua, then making a left turn onto Via Del Agua proceeding to Yorba 
Linda Blvd.  The proposed traffic solution will create either a solid line of cars waiting for the light to 
change to access Yorba Linda Blvd, or solid traffic flow when the light is green.  In addition, this will be 
aggravated by traffic entering Via Del Agua heading North from Yorba Linda Blvd.  While the traffic study 
personnel may not consider the fact that 20-30 or so impacted homes are significant, we residents do. 
Unfortunately this situation is likely to negatively impact our home prices significantly, as well. In an 
emergency it would virtually ensure that there would be no exiting the tract via Via Del Agua. 

Looking at 5.14.4.5 Option 2 Project Analysis, once again Via Del Agua is a level F in the AM and E in the 
PM.  Once again, the traffic signal is indicated as the mitigation.  The concerns with that solution are, of 
course, the same as with Option 1. 

5.14.4 Mitigation Measures 

As noted, the Mitigations are “recommended” measures.  There is no assurance they will be 
implemented. 

Other Traffic Concerns 

One issue that we were not able to find addressed, is the school-related traffic.  Presently, when 
children are being taken to and from Travis Ranch School, there is a significant amount of congestion.  
This often involves parents going out of their way to make U turns and various other maneuvers to 
attempt to negotiate this busy area.  The change in traffic flow due to the “surges” in traffic due to the 
high-load traffic signals, will likely severely worsen this problem.  Also the simple addition of a large 
number of parents/students will have a major impact as well.  This is a problem that is presently being 
“struggled with” every day.  We have not seen any mitigation plans to address this problem and prevent 
it from getting significantly worse. 

 

SUMMARY 

In summary, the build-out and eventual sale of this proposed tract of homes will have a significant and 
negative effect on many homes.  The largest impact is likely to be to those homes that front, or require 
access to Via Del Agua.  This impact causes two areas of concern.  First, there is a clear increase in the 
chance of homes lost or damaged by fire in the event of another situation such as the Freeway Fire.  This 
is due to the traffic congestion on Via Del Agua making fire-fighters access to homes along that route 
difficult or impossible. In addition, the safety of the residents themselves may be jeopardized by the 
inability to readily exit their neighborhoods. 

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Text Box
4

t.keelan
Text Box
5

t.keelan
Text Box
6

t.keelan
Continued



Secondly, this development will have a very detrimental effect on everyday living to a large number of 
existing residents. We believe representatives of the County should be sensitive to these effects on their 
constituents, and would appreciate their honest evaluation of the impact this, and other proposed 
projects will have on this community. 

 

Thank you, 

Gary and Jacquelynn Macheel 
5040 Via Del Cerro 
Yorba Linda, CA. 
  
  

PS: 

We would like to offer a suggestion to the preparers of this report and reports to follow.  The practice of 
omitting the full paragraph description number with each referenced paragraph (number or letter),  
makes referencing sections very difficult.  For example, on page 5-553, we have sections d. e. and f.  If 
we as the reader want to reference something in one of those sections, we must go back page by page 
until we finally trace down the rest of the reference.  In this case we have to go back to page 543 to see 
that it relates to section 5.14, then we must note that it is 5.14.1. Further research leads us to page 548 
where we find it is 5.14.1.4, which now allows us to note that there are no new paragraphs in between. 
We then conclude that those of interest must be section 5.14.1.4 d e or f.  It is true that there are page 
numbers associated with these paragraphs.  It seems to us, that these numbers would tend to change 
often with revisions. That would make it difficult to use them as long-term references. 

 

 

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
6

t.keelan
Continued



November 2015    2.B  Comments and Responses 

 

County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐427	
	

LETTER:	MACHEEL	

Gary	and	Jacquelynn	Macheel		
5040	Via	Del	Cerro	
Yorba	Linca,	CA	
(January	10,	2014)	

RESPONSE	MACHEEL‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MACHEEL‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MACHEEL‐3	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MACHEEL‐4	

This	comment	states	 that	 there	 is	no	assurance	 that	 the	mitigation	measures	will	be	 implemented.	 	Under	
CEQA,	 a	 lead	 agency	 adopts	 mitigation	 measures	 described	 in	 the	 EIR	 and	 those	 measures	 must	 be	
enforceable	 through	 conditions	 of	 approval,	 contracts,	 or	 other	 means	 that	 are	 legally	 binding.	 	 (CEQA	
Guidelines,	§	15126.4(a)(2).)		This	requirement	is	designed	to	ensure	that	mitigation	measures	will	actually	
implemented.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	L	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	 	As	indicated	in	this	comment,	the	Draft	EIR	has	
prescribed	a	mitigation	measure	to	 install	a	 traffic	signal	at	 the	 intersection	of	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	and	
Via	Del	Aqua.	 	Under	existing	conditions,	 the	 intersection	operates	at	 a	 level	of	 service	 (LOS)	F.	 	This	LOS	
level	is	indicative	of	extreme	intersection	delays	with	intersection	capacity	exceeded,	as	shown	in	Table	4.14‐
2	on	page	4.14‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	Draft	EIR	contains	substantial	evidence	to	support	that	under	future	
conditions	with	the	Project	and	installation	of	the	traffic	signal,	the	intersection	would	operate	at	LOS	B.		This	
LOS	is	indicative	of	short	traffic	delays	and	an	acceptable	performing	intersection	based	on	City	and	County	
traffic	standards.	 	With	a	LOS	B,	it	would	be	expected	that	even	during	AM	peak	hour	traffic,	during	“green	
light”	 traffic	 signal	 cycles	 that	 left	 turns	 could	 be	 made	 onto	 Via	 Del	 Agua	 from	 Via	 Del	 Puente	 without	
significant	delay.		Also,	please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.											

RESPONSE	MACHEEL‐5	

Traffic	counts	utilized	in	the	traffic	study	were	conducted	on	May	2,	2012,	May	20,	2012	and	June	5,	2012	on	
normal	operating	school	days.		Per	the	Placentia‐Yorba	Linda	Unified	School	District	calendar,	the	last	day	of	
instruction	was	 June,	 15,	 2012.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 presented	 in	 Section	 4.14	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 is	
inclusive	of	school	related	traffic	during	the	morning	commute	period	and	is	reflected	in	the	AM	peak	hour	
traffic	 analyses.	 	 As	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 construction‐related	 and	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.			
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RESPONSE	MACHEEL‐6	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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LETTER:	MAGSAYSAY	

Ron	and	Judith	Magsaysay		
21230	Twin	Oak	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(January	20,	2014)	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	Mitigation	Measures	4.7‐7	to	4.7‐11,	in	addition	
to	 the	 fire	protection	 features	 (see	project	 design	 features	PDF	7‐9	 to	7‐14)	 to	be	 included	 as	part	 of	 the	
Project.	 	 Also,	 while	 the	 County	 concurs	 that	 no	 home	 is	 “fireproof,”	 the	 Project’s	 PDFs	 and	 prescribed	
mitigation	measures	recognize	the	site	is	within	a	very	high	fire	hazard	severity	zone	(VHFHSZ)	and	require	
the	installation	of	numerous	fire	protection	features	that	would	minimize	the	potential	for	a	structural	fire.		
Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐2	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	1	for	a	detailed	explanation	as	to	why	the	Esperanza	Hills	Project	is	not	part	
of	the	Cielo	Vista	Project,	but	was	instead	properly	considered	in	the	EIR	as	a	related	project	for	cumulative	
impacts	purposes	and	in	the	Draft	EIR’s	analysis	of	growth	inducing	impacts.	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐3	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐4	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐5	

Potential	 impacts	regarding	gas	 lines	are	addressed	on	page	4.7‐23	 in	Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	
Materials,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	within	the	project	site	is	a	natural	gas	easement	maintained	
by	the	Southern	California	Gas	Company.		No	residential	uses	are	proposed	directly	adjacent	to	the	easement.		
Regardless,	 the	Project	Applicant	would	 coordinate	 directly	with	 the	 Southern	California	Gas	 Company	 to	
ensure	 no	 conflicts	 would	 occur	 during	 construction	 or	 long‐term	 operation	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 such,	 no	
impacts	 regarding	 conflicts	 with	 existing	 natural	 gas	 lines/easements	 would	 occur	 with	 Project	
implementation.		

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐6	

Prior	 to	 construction	 of	 the	 Project,	 oil	 operations	 on	 the	 areas	 to	 be	 developed	will	 cease	with	 existing	
operational	and	abandoned	oil	wells	permanently	closed	and	capped	which	would	ensure	proper	sealing	of	
wells	to	prevent	the	escape	of	flammable	vapors.		The	potential	for	wells	being	compromised	will	no	longer	
be	 a	 concern	 as	 the	 wells	 will	 be	 closed	 and	 capped	 and	 would	 no	 longer	 be	 operating.	 	 Project	 Design	
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Feature	(PDF)	7‐1	on	page	2‐33	of	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	and	repeated	on	page	4.7‐18	of	Section	
4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials,	provides	the	requirements	for	closure	and	abandonment	of	oil	wells,	
including	 remediation	 for	 surface	 or	 sub‐surface	 contaminated	 soil.	 	Mitigation	Measure	 4.7‐4	 provides	 a	
listing	of	the	agencies	which	would	be	required	to	participate	in	decommissioning	and	abandonment	of	oil	
facilities	and	confirming	that	such	activities	have	been	conducted	according	to	current	standards.			

Before	grading	and	construction	begin	on	the	project	site,	oil	wells	would	have	been	closed	and	capped	so	
there	will	be	no	operational	oil	wells	or	oil	storage	areas	within	the	residential	development.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐7	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.2,	Air	Quality,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 indicated	 in	 Table	 4.2‐8	 on	 page	 4.2‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 fugitive	 dust	
emissions	(PM10	and	PM2.5)	during	construction	activities	would	be	less	than	the	health	protective	thresholds	
established	 by	 the	 SCAQMD	 and	 CARB.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 fugitive	 dust	 emissions	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	impacts	to	nearby	sensitive	receptors.		Section	4.2‐3	on	page	4.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	provides	an	
analysis	of	whether	the	implementation	of	the	Project	would	expose	potential	sensitive	receptors	including	
existing	residences	 located	 in	close	proximity	 to	 the	project	 site	and	concludes	 that	a	 less	 than	significant	
impact	would	occur	in	this	regard.	

Also,	 as	 specified	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 Mitigation	 Measures	 4.2‐1	 and	 4.2‐2	 have	 been	 proposed	 to	 control	
fugitive	 dust	 emissions,	 to	 the	 extent	 feasible.	 	 In	 response	 to	 a	 City	 comment	 (see	 Response	 CITY2‐98),	
applicable	 requirements	of	 SCAQMD	Rule	403	have	 also	been	 included	under	Mitigation	Measure	4.2‐3	 to	
control	fugitive	dust	and	impacts	to	nearby	residents.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐8	

Please	refer	to	Response	Magsaysay‐7	for	a	discussion	of	fugitive	dust	control	measures.		Alternative	fugitive	
dust	 control	measures	which	do	not	 use	water	may	 include	 covering	 stock	piles	with	 tarps,	 chemical	 soil	
stabilizers	and	covering	exposed	areas	with	vegetation.	In	addition,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	comply	
with	SCAQMD	Rule	403	which	does	not	allow	for	dirt	to	be	tracked	out	onto	public	streets.	

Also,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 water	 supply	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.15,	 Utilities	 and	 Service	 Systems,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	water	supply	impacts	would	
be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 The	 analysis	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 acknowledges	 the	 potential	 for	 multiple	 dry	 year	
scenarios.		While	it	is	speculative	to	predict	the	severity	of	future	drought	conditions,	the	Yorba	Linda	Water	
District	(YLWD)	has	a	Water	Conservation	Ordinance	in	place	to	 impose	water	restrictions	during	drought	
conditions,	as	described	below.				

It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 California	 has	 experienced	 several	 years	 of	 drought‐level	 conditions,	 including	 a	
drought	 on	 the	 Colorado	 River.	 	 Governor	 Brown	 in	 January	 2014	 declared	 a	 State	 of	 Emergency	 due	 to	
Drought	 Conditions,	 which	 prompted	 the	 Metropolitan	 Water	 District	 of	 Southern	 California	 (MWD)	 to	
declare	a	Water	Supply	Alert	condition	to	its	26	member	agencies	and	the	19	million	people	they	serve	in	six	
counties.	 	 YLWD	 has	 a	Water	 Conservation	 Ordinance	 that	 would	 impose	 various	 water	 use	 restrictions	
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depending	 on	 the	 severity	 of	 drought	 conditions.10	 	 The	 ordinance	 consists	 of	 permanent	 year‐round	
restrictions,	 focused	 on	 the	 prevention	 of	 water	 waste,	 and	 four	 “Water	 Supply	 Shortage”	 stages.	 	 These	
stages	would	have	increasing	restrictions	on	water	use	in	order	to	allow	YLWD	to	meet	all	health	and	safety	
guidelines	in	the	face	of	water	shortages.	 	While	the	permanent	restrictions	would	be	in	effect	all	the	time,	
the	 YLWD	 would	 change	 from	 stage	 to	 stage	 based	 on	 MWD’s	 declared	 “water	 condition	 alert.”	 	 As	 the	
wholesaler	of	 imported	water,	MWD	not	only	directly	affects	approximately	50%	of	YLWD’s	water	supply,	
but	as	they	provide	“replenishment	water”	to	the	Orange	County	Ground	basin,	MWD	Alert	stages	also	affect	
the	groundwater	half	of	YLWD’s	water	supply.	

As	MWD	changes	Alert	 stages,	 the	YLWD	will	 automatically	 change	 its	Water	 Supply	 Shortage	Stage.	 	The	
YLWD	Board	of	Directors	may	also	change	the	Stage	in	the	event	of	a	local	supply	restriction	that	may	or	may	
not	cause	MWD	to	change	its	Alert	stage.	All	Stages	include	the	Permanent	Water	Restrictions.	 	The	stages	
are	summarized	below:	

 Stage	0:		No	specific	restrictions.		Permanent	restrictions	remain	in	effect.	

 Stage	1:		Minimum	Water	Shortage	‐	Reduce	Usage	by	up	to	10%.			

 Stage	2:		Moderate	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	10%‐20%.	

 Stage	3:		Severe	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	20%‐35%.	

 Stage	4:		Critical	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	more	than	35%.	

Based	 on	 YLWD’s	 water	 supply	 forecasts	 provided	 in	 its	 Urban	 Water	 Management	 Plan	 (UWMP),	 as	
discussed	 in	 Section	 4.15	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 with	 implementation	 of	 YLWD	 policies	 and	 water	
conservation	efforts	during	drought	conditions,	water	supply	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.						

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐9	

Diesel	particulate	emissions	resulting	from	construction	activities	were	addressed	in	Section	4.2,	Air	Quality,	
of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Greenhouse	gas	emissions,	
were	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.6,	 Greenhouse	 Gases,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Both	 of	 these	 sections	 include	 an	
assessment	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 at	 the	 conclusion	 of	 the	 section.	 As	 indicated	 in	 these	 sections,	
construction	criteria	pollutant	emissions	and	greenhouse	gas	emissions	would	result	in	less	than	significant	
impacts,	 with	 construction‐related	 impacts	 being	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 level	 after	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Response	 SCAQMD‐3	 for	 a	
discussion	of	cumulative	construction	air	quality	impacts	with	the	Esperanza	Hills	Project.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐10	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	construction	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.10,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	 I	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Nonetheless,	 mitigation	 measures	 are	 prescribed	 to	 minimize	 construction	 noise	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	
residential	land	uses.		

																																																													
10		 Yorba	Linda	Water	District	website,	https://www.ylwd.com/	Accessed	September	12,	2014.		
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RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐11	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	Project’s	 visual	 compatibility	with	 surrounding	neighborhoods	 and	 aesthetic	
impacts	 in	 Section	 4.1,	 Aesthetics.	 	 Section	 4.1‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 provides	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 Project’s	
potential	 impacts	 on	 the	 scenic	 views	 from	 surrounding	 areas.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 construction	 and	
operational	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐12	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	biological	 resources	 impacts	 in	Section	4.3,	Biological	Resources,	with	 supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	C	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	wildlife	movement	function	of	the	project	site	is	described	
on	page	4.3‐23	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	Because	the	project	study	area	is	bounded	by	residential	development	on	
the	north,	west	 and	 south,	 large	mammal	movement	would	be	deterred	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 lack	of	 suitable	
habitat	except	to	the	east	of	the	project	site.11	Species	such	as	raccoon,	skunk,	coyote,	and	birds	that	require	
less	 extensive	movement	pathway	 requirements	 or	 are	 adaptable	 to	urban	environments	will	 likely	move	
through	the	project	site.		The	project	study	area	does	not	connect	two	or	more	habitat	patches	because	of	the	
developed	areas	on	three	sides	and	consequently	does	not	function	as	a	regional	wildlife	movement	corridor.	

This	 comment	 states	 that	 the	 area	 serves	 as	 a	 wildlife	 corridor	 even	 though	 it	 has	 not	 been	 formally	
designated	as	such.		The	commenter	does	not	provide	any	data,	references	or	other	evidence	to	support	this	
conclusion	aside	 from	an	account	of	personal	observations	of	certain	species	 in	 the	area.	 	A	comment	 that	
consists	almost	exclusively	of	mere	argument	and	unsubstantiated	opinion	does	not	constitute	substantial	
evidence.	 	 (Pala	 Band	 of	Mission	 Indians	 v.	 County	 of	 San	 Diego	 (1998)	 68	 Cal.App.4th	 556,	 580;	 CEQA	
Guidelines,	§	15384.)	 	Moreover,	because	of	the	diversity	of	 jurisdictions	and	the	mix	of	public	and	private	
properties,	 no	 single	 agency,	 including	 the	 County	 of	 Orange,	 has	 the	 authority	 to	 designate	 this	 area	
surrounding	 as	 a	 protected	wildlife	 corridor.	 	 The	Wildlife	 Corridor	 Conservation	 Authority	 (WCCA)	was	
established	to	provide	for	the	environmental	protection,	and	maintenance	of	lands	within	the	Puente‐Chino	
Hills	corridor	area.	 	Its	goal	is	to	assure	that	sufficient	continuity	of	habitat	can	be	preserved	to	maintain	a	
functioning	wildlife	corridor	between	the	Santa	Ana	Mountains	and	Whittier	Hills.		WCCA’s	governing	board	
consists	 of	 representatives	 from	 the	 cities	 of	 Brea,	 Whittier,	 Diamond	 Bar,	 La	 Habra	 Heights,	 the	 Santa	
Monica	Mountains	 Conservancy,	 California	Department	 of	 Parks	 and	Recreation,	 California	Department	 of	
Fish	 and	 Game,	 Los	 Angeles	 County,	 and	 two	 public	 members.	 	 WCCA	 is	 aware	 of	 the	 importance	 of	
maintaining	the	viability	of	 the	regional	Puente‐Chino	Hills	corridor.	 	WCCA	provided	a	comment	 letter	on	
the	Project.		Please	refer	to	Responses	WCCA‐1	to	WCCA‐5	for	WCCA’s	for	responses	provided	to	each	WCCA	
comment.		The	responses	confirm	that	the	Draft	EIR’s	conclusion	of	less	than	significant	impacts	to	wildlife	
corridors	is	correct,	as	discussed	on	page	4.3‐40	of	Section	4.3,	Biological	Resources,	in	the	Draft	EIR.		

A	discussion	on	the	impacts	to	wildlife	species	is	provided	on	page	4.3‐27	of	the	Draft	EIR,	which	concludes	
that	impacts	to	common	wildlife	species	are	considered	to	be	less	than	significant.	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐13	

Hydrology	and	water	quality	 impacts	were	addressed	 in	Section	4.8,	Hydrology	and	Drainage,	 of	 the	Draft	
EIR.		Please	see	revisions	in	Chapter	3.0	of	this	Final	EIR	which	provides	corrections	and	additions	to	Section	

																																																													
11		 The	“project	study	area”	is	defined	in	Section	4.3,	Biological	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR	to	include	84.60‐acres	(83.90	acres	on‐site	

and	0.70	acre	off‐site)	in	unincorporated	Orange	County,	California.	
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4.8	of	the	Draft	EIR	based	on	the	Project’s	updated	Conceptual	Drainage	Study	and	Conceptual	Water	Quality	
Management	Plan	(included	in	Appendix	D	of	this	Final	EIR).			Construction‐related	water	quality	impacts	are	
discussed	under	 Impact	Statement	4.8‐1	beginning	on	page	4.8‐22	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	
compliance	 with	 regulatory	 requirements,	 including	 permitting	 coverage	 under	 the	 statewide	 NPDES	
Construction	 General	 Permit,	 would	 ensure	 that	 construction	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 the	
exceedance	 of	 water	 quality	 standards	 during	 construction.	 	 Thus,	 construction‐related	 impacts	 water	
quality	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.				

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐14	

Impacts	to	groundwater	supplies	are	discussed	under	Impact	Statement	4.8‐3	beginning	on	page	4.8‐28	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 since	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 extract	 groundwater	 from	 the	 site	 or	
substantially	 interfere	with	 groundwater	 recharge,	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 on	 groundwater	 supplies	
and	 groundwater	 hydrology	 would	 occur	 from	 Project	 implementation.	 	 No	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
necessary	to	address	groundwater	impacts	since	such	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐15	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 soil	 erosion	 and	 loss	 of	 topsoil	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.5,	Geology	 and	 Soils,	 under	
Impact	 Statement	 4.5‐2	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.5‐18	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 In	 addition,	 hydrology	 and	 erosion	
impacts	 were	 also	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.8,	 Hydrology	 and	Water	 Quality,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Please	 see	
revisions	in	Chapter	3.0	of	this	Final	EIR	which	provides	corrections	and	additions	to	Section	4.8	of	the	Draft	
EIR	based	on	the	Project’s	updated	Conceptual	Drainage	Study	and	Conceptual	Water	Quality	Management	
Plan	(included	in	Appendix	D	of	 this	Final	EIR).	 	 	The	analysis	under	Impact	Statement	4.8‐1	beginning	on	
page	 4.8‐23	 includes	 an	 analysis	 of	 long‐term	 operational	 water	 impacts	 that	 would	 occur	 with	 Project	
implementation.	 	 Also,	 an	 assessment	 of	 drainage	 impacts	 is	 provided	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 4.8‐2	
beginning	on	page	4.8‐25	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	 in	 these	EIR	sections,	compliance	with	applicable	
regulatory	 requirements,	 as	 well	 as	 implementation	 of	 the	 project	 design	 features	 (PDFs)	 and	 best	
management	 practices	 (BMPs)	 identified	 in	 the	Project’s	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	 (WQMP)	would	
ensure	that	operation	of	the	Project	would	not	significantly	affect	the	beneficial	uses	of	the	receiving	waters	
or	 result	 in	 a	 violation	 of	 water	 quality	 standards,	 and	 would	 minimize	 the	 potential	 for	 contributing	
additional	sources	of	polluted	runoff.	 	Thus,	water	quality	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	Also,	the	
Project	would	be	designed	 to	maintain	 existing	drainage	patterns	of	 the	 site	 and	 area.	 	 Post	 development	
runoff	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	regulatory	requirements	such	that	the	post‐project	site	would	not	
result	in	significant	hydrology	impacts	downstream	such	that	flooding	or	erosion	would	occur	on‐	or	off‐site.		
Furthermore,	 the	Project	would	not	create	or	contribute	 runoff	water	which	would	exceed	 the	capacity	of	
existing	 or	 planned	 stormwater	 drainage.	 	 Compliance	 with	 applicable	 regulatory	 requirements	 and	
implementation	of	the	PDFs	would	ensure	impacts	regarding	changes	in	drainage	patterns	and	stormwater	
flows	are	less	than	significant.			

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐16	

In	 order	 to	 address	 the	 need	 for	 additional	 school	 facilities	 resulting	 from	Project	 implementation,	 SB‐50	
(Government	 Code	 Section	 65995)	 referenced	 in	 Mitigation	 Measure	 4.12‐3	 states	 in	 subsection	 (h)	 that	
school	facilities	fees	paid	per	square	foot	of	accessible	residential	space	pursuant	to	this	section	“are	hereby	
deemed	to	be	full	and	complete	mitigation	of	the	impacts	[caused	by]	the	development	of	real	property…on	
the	provision	of	 adequate	 school	 facilities.”	 	The	 fees,	which	are	paid	before	building	permit	 issuance,	 are	



2.B  Comments and Responses    November 2015 

 

County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐434	
	

used	 by	 the	 Placentia‐Yorba	 Linda	 Unified	 School	 District	 to	 provide	 needed	 classroom	 and	 other	 facility	
space.			

As	 for	 additional	 library	 space	 to	 accommodate	 the	 Project,	 the	 incremental	 need	 for	 additional	 library	
facilities	can	be	met	through	payment	of	a	library	development	fee	as	required	by	Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐8,	
or	pursuant	to	a	facilities	and	equipment	(books,	technology)	agreement	pursuant	to	the	proposed	additional	
mitigation	measure	as	provided	below,	which	would	address	impacts	to	City	of	Yorba	Linda	library	facilities,	
as	necessary.					

The	 following	revisions	have	been	made	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	and	are	also	 included	 in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	
and	Additions,	of	this	Final	EIR:	

Executive	Summary	

1.									 Page	ES‐36.		Add	the	following	mitigation	measure	under	“Libraries”:	

Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐8(b)	 	 Prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 a	 building	 permit,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	
shall	 enter	 into	 a	 capital	 facilities	 and	 equipment	 agreement	 with	 the	 Orange	 County	
Public	Library	and/or	the	Yorba	Linda	Public	Library.	 	This	Agreement	shall	specify	the	
developer’s	 pro‐rata	 fair	 share	 funding	 of	 capital	 improvements	 and	 equipment,	which	
shall	be	limited	to	serve	the	project	site.	

Section	4.12,	Public	Services	

1.									 Page	4.12‐16.		Add	the	following	mitigation	measure	under	“Libraries”:	

Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐8(b)	 	 Prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 a	 building	 permit,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	
shall	 enter	 into	 a	 capital	 facilities	 and	 equipment	 agreement	 with	 the	 Orange	 County	
Public	Library	and/or	the	Yorba	Linda	Public	Library.	 	This	Agreement	shall	specify	the	
developer’s	 pro‐rata	 fair	 share	 funding	 of	 capital	 improvements	 and	 equipment,	which	
shall	be	limited	to	serve	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐17	

To	the	extent	that	the	Project	includes	a	public	passive	park	in	the	proposed	open	space	area,	and	the	City‐
planned	multi‐purpose	 trails	 through	 the	open	 space	 area	are	 completed,	 they	would	be	 accessible	 to	 the	
local	community	because	neither	planning	area	is	to	be	gated.	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐18	

It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 varying	 schedules	 occur	 at	 Travis	 Ranch	 Elementary	 School.	 	 To	 ensure	 that	 the	
various	arrival	and	dismissal	times	are	accounted	for,	the	project	contractor	would	be	required	to	maintain	
on‐going	communication	during	construction	with	the	school	administration	at	the	Travis	Ranch	School	per	
Mitigation	 Measure	 4.12‐4.	 	 This	 on‐going	 communication	 would	 address	 the	 varying	 schedules	 at	 the	
elementary	school.				



November 2015    2.B  Comments and Responses 

 

County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐435	
	

RESPONSE	MAGSAYSAY‐19	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetics	impacts	in	Section	4.1,	Aesthetics.		The	analysis	includes	an	evaluation	of	
impacts	to	scenic	vistas	and	scenic	resources,	as	well	as	consideration	of	impacts	to	ridgelines.			Further,	the	
analysis	 included	 an	 assessment	 of	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Yorba	 Linda’s	 Hillside	
Development	Zoning	Code	Regulations	pertaining	to	ridgelines.	 	Section	4.9,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR	evaluates	 the	Project’s	consistency	with	 the	City’s	applicable	density‐related	policies.	 	Moreover,	
the	Final	EIR	 includes	a	new	alternative	–	 the	Modified	Planning	Area	1	Only	Alternative	(Alternative	5)	–	
which	is	consistent	with	the	Yorba	Linda	General	Plan,	particularly	the	density	restrictions.		This	alternative	
was	determined	to	be	the	environmentally	superior	alternative,	and	may	be	adopted	by	the	County	Board	of	
Supervisors.	 	 On	 pages	 4.9‐18	 and	 4.9‐19,	 under	 the	 “Compatibility	 with	 Adjacent	 Neighborhoods”	
subsection,	a	density	comparison	analysis	between	the	Project	and	surrounding	residential	uses	is	provided.		
As	discussed	therein,	in	consideration	of	the	Project’s	density	with	surrounding	land	uses,	the	Project	would	
be	 generally	 compatible	 with	 existing	 off‐site	 land	 uses.	 	 Overall,	 Sections	 4.1	 and	 4.9	 conclude	 that	 the	
Project	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	related	to	aesthetic	and	land	use	impacts,	respectively.	
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From: Michael A. Mahony [mailto:MMahony@Dynamic-Plumbing.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 1:53 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project 
Importance: High 

 Mr. Tippets,  

The statement that “the analysis of the Draft EIR would not result in any significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts” is ludicrous. The fire dangers, dust and pollution are significant and putting the 
additional homes in the path of wildfires is grossly negligent and putting all of the existing families in 
harms way. It is avoidable by severely reducing the number of homes to be built or not building at all 
and making it a sanctuary.   

During the most recent fires my family was STUCK in our car on Via del Aqua trying to escape, but could 
not because of the mass exodus taking place. Our car was licked by the flames on both sides of the road. 
There is absolutely no way to evacuate the existing homeowners on the roads, REGARDLESS OF WHAT 
YOUR TRAFFIC STUDIES REPORT states, as the proof is in the last attempted evacuation WHICH FAILED. 
Adding 1000 additional cars deeper into the hills utilizing the same exit roads WILL NOT WORK as it did 
not work without the proposed homes. Your studies are flawed and the County and City, along with all 
personnel IGNORING the recent events that were opposite of the reports will make each and all liable 
for the damage and destruction of property and lives.  

I believe in property rights and ownership rights, however the original plan created years and years ago 
could not have foreseen the fire and congestion impacts. The plan should be changed immediately. It is 
not safe for the new residents, and increasing the already existing dangers to the existing residents. The 
county and city officials are making their decisions based on sheer greed for monies from the 
development without regard to public safety due to all the budget shortfalls existing at government 
level.  

  

Michael A. Mahony, resident 13 years at 6030 Rockhampton Court, Yorba Linda 
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LETTER:	MAHONY	

Michael	A.	Mahoney		
6030	Rockhampton	Court	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	
(January	13,	2014)	

RESPONSE	MAHONY‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 fire	
protection	features	(see	project	design	features	PDF	7‐9	to	7‐14)	to	be	included	as	part	of	the	Project.		Please	
also	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 regarding	 emergency	 access.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	 addressed	 air	 quality	
impacts	in	Section	4.2,	Air	Quality,	with	supporting	data	in	Appendix	B	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	
air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	
mitigation	measures.			

Also,	 this	 comment’s	 stated	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 as	 currently	 proposed	 is	 acknowledged	 and	will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.	

RESPONSE	MAHONY‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MAHONY‐3	

The	 role	 of	 County	 planning	 staff	 is	 to	 neither	 advocate	 for	 nor	 oppose	 a	 development	 project,	 but	 to	
objectively	 analyze	 and	 balance	 public	 sentiment,	 planning	 and	 technical	 considerations,	 and	 developer	
interest	 to	 provide	 recommendations	 on	 the	 disposition	 of	 a	 project	 to	 the	 decision‐makers.	 	 When	 the	
County	decides	the	disposition	of	the	proposed	Project,	the	Project	analysis	contained	in	the	Draft	EIR,	the	
Project	documents	including	the	vesting	tentative	tract	map	and	the	area	plan	as	well	as	community	input	
will	be	considered	in	the	decision‐making	process.			

The	 County’s	 decision‐making	 process	 will	 consider	 the	 adequacy	 of	 fire	 protection	 through	 the	 Project	
proposed	Mitigation	Measures	4.7‐7	through	4.7‐11	on	pages	4.7‐34	and	4.7‐35	of	Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	
Hazardous	 Materials,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressing	 fuel	 modification,	 residential	 fire	 sprinklers,	 roadway	
design	ensuring	safe	ingress	and	egress,	and	fire	flow	requirements	and	Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐1	on	page	
4.12‐13	of	Section	4.12,	Public	Services,	addressing	fire	facility	capital	improvements.		Project	design	features	
to	 be	 considered	 include	 those	 on	 page	 4.7‐35	 addressing	 the	 preparation	 of	 a	 fire	 protection	 plan,	 fire	
resistant	 construction,	 smoke	 detectors,	 fire	 resistant	 landscaping,	 fuel	 modification,	 and	 spacing	 of	 fire	
hydrants.		

The	decision‐makers	will	also	consider	the	Draft	EIR’s	conclusion	that	Aspen	and	San	Antonio	for	Planning	
Area	2	and	Del	Agua	for	Planning	Area	1,	these	roads	will	continue	to	operate	at	optimal	Level	of	Service	“A”	
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as	 shown	 on	 in	 Table	 4.14‐8	 on	 page	 4.14‐33	 of	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation.	 	 In	 evaluating	 this	
information	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 County’s	 decision‐makers	 will	 decide	 whether	 Project	 changes	 are	
warranted	which	may	result	in	a	modified	project.	

Contrary	to	the	commenter’s	point,	the	County	will	not	make	money	from	the	Project.		Future	residents	will	
be	paying	property	tax,	sales	tax,	and	vehicle	license	fees	which	are	the	primary	sources	of	revenue	for	the	
County	General	 Fund	which	 supports	 the	 operation	 of	 public	 services.	 	 There	 is	 no	 extra	money	 left	 over	
from	these	sources,	and	by	law,	government	cannot	make	a	profit.	



From: Lana Mak [mailto:lanawmak@att.net]  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 8:20 AM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: San Antonio Road Yorba Linda 

Dear Mr.  Spitzer, 

My home was on the path of the Freeway Complex fire in 2008.  Six homes were destroyed on my block 
alone including my neighbors next to me and across from me.  I was spared.  I lived here since 1988. 

The fire spread so fast that morning that I had very little time to evacuate.  My neighbor and I had no 
warning to leave but when we saw orange flames  towering the top of the hills across San Antonio we got 
as much as we can and tried to leave via San Antonio.  We were able to leave because it was still fairly 
early about 1 PM.   Cars were leaving, using San Antonio the only road out of our neighborhood.  Traffic 
got much congested on San Antonio with dense smoke blowing making visibility minimum.  I was lucky to 
get out early using a side street off San Antonio, Alder street which winds it way back to Yorba Linda 
Blvd. 

I am writing to you to consider what it would be like if cars from 500 more houses tries to leave our 
neighborhood via San Antonio Road when another such fire sweeps through.  

Please put our lives and safety first before any other considerations. 

Thank You 

Lana Mak 
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LETTER:	MAK	

Lana	Mak		
(January	6,	2014)	

RESPONSE	MAK‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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From: Olynn [mailto:olynn@roadrunner.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 2:49 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron; Spitzer, Todd [HOA] 
Subject: Cielo Vista project 

 

Ron & Todd, 
Myself & many of our neighbors are concerned with the following: 

The EIR that was done for the Cielo Vista project, is full of PHD, BA & BS experts, with their study and 
data. Like CPAs, it proves figures lie, and liars figure. I hope you are not expecting the homeowners to 
get technical, and respond to these elaborate figures? I am taking the practical approach, and with that I 
ask the following questions: 

1)      What benefit besides more traffic congestion, is Yorba Linda and/ or its current residents, 
receiving from this project? Please be specific. 

2)      Has a traffic study been done, when a reverse 911 evacuation is ordered? 
3)      If not, does that not place a huge question, on the traffic study methodology? 
4)      If not why, and be specific? 
5)      Are not the residents of Yorba Linda ( that experienced this “mass exodus” during the complex 

fire ), the best judge of what should or should not be done, for their wellbeing? 
6)      If not why? Please be specific. 

I look forward to your response. 

  

Respectfully 

  

Olynn Marshall 

5010 via Alvarado 
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LETTER:	MARSHALL	

Olynn	Marshall		
5010	Via	Alvarado	
(January	21,	2014)	

RESPONSE	MARSHALL‐1	

Contrary	to	the	commenter’s	observation	of	increased	traffic	congestion,	with	additional	traffic	attributable	
to	the	project,	Aspen	Way	and	San	Antonio	Road	for	Planning	Area	2	and	Via	Del	Agua	for	Planning	Area	1	
will	 continue	 to	 operate	 at	 optimal	 Level	 of	 Service	 “A”	 as	 shown	 on	 in	 Table	 4.14‐8	 on	 page	 4.14‐33	 of	
Section	4.14,	Traffic/Transportation,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	only	exception	to	this	is	the	intersection	of	Via	Del	
Agua	and	Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	which	currently	operates	at	an	unacceptable	Level	of	Service	“F”	during	the	
AM	peak	period	without	a	traffic	signal	even	before	project	traffic	would	be	added.		Mitigation	Measure	4.14‐
2	 on	 page	 4.14‐30	 in	 Section	 4.14	 requires	 traffic	 signal	 installation	 at	 Via	 del	 Agua	 and	 Yorba	 Linda	
Boulevard	in	consultation	with	the	City.		

As	 for	 specific	 public	 benefit,	 beyond	 the	 payment	 of	 fees	 and	 taxes	 to	 support	 public	 services	 and	
implementation	of	mitigation	measures	(such	as	traffic	improvements)	identified	throughout	the	Draft	EIR,	
approximately	43%	of	the	project	site	will	be	preserved	in	perpetuity	as	open	space.		Development	will	not	
occur	in	this	area	and	there	will	be	no	direct	maintenance	and	operations	cost	to	adjacent	homeowners.	

RESPONSE	MARSHALL‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MARSHALL‐3	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	
the	decision	making	process.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	
EIR	or	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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LETTER:	MILLER	

Linda	and	Dallas	Miller		
4550	Via	Corzo	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(January	13,	2014)	

RESPONSE	MILLER‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MILLER‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MILLER‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 L	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	
Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.	 	This	comment	does	not	raise	any	new	significant	environmental	
issues	or	 address	 the	 adequacy	of	 the	 environmental	 analysis	 included	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 therefore,	 no	
further	response	is	required.	

RESPONSE	MILLER‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	Miller‐3	above	regarding	traffic	and	emergency	access.		Also,	this	comment’s		stated	
opposition	to	the	Project	as	currently	opposed	is	acknowledged	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.	

This	and	other	new	community	type	projects	in	the	unincorporated	area	are	essentially	required	to	pay	for	
themselves	 and	 not	 burden	 adjacent	 jurisdictions	 and	 existing	 residents.	 	 Future	 residents	 of	 the	 project	
areas	will	be	paying	property	tax,	sales	tax,	and	vehicle	license	fees	which	are	the	primary	sources	of	revenue	
for	the	County	General	Fund	which	supports	the	operation	of	public	services.		As	for	service	facilities,	Draft	
EIR	Chapter	4.0	analyzes	Project	 impacts	upon	the	facilities	described	by	the	commenter.	 	Facility	 fees	are	
paid	 as	 required	 by	mitigation	measures	 to	 ensure	 adequate	 police	 facilities	 (development	 impact	 fee	 as	
discussed	on	page	4.12‐13	of	Section	4.12,	Public	Services,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	or	proposed	mitigation	measure	
requiring	an	agreement	to	provide	new	facilities),	school	facilities	(Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐3	on	page	4.12‐
15	of	the	Draft	EIR)	and	fire	protection	(Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐1	on	page	4.12.13	of	the	Draft	EIR)	facilities	
to	 accommodate	 the	 Project’s	 112	 single	 family	 homes.	 	 Project	 related	 infrastructures	 including	 streets,	
connections	 to	 City	 streets	 as	 well	 as	 water	 and	 sewer	 lines	 are	 paid	 for	 by	 the	 developer.	 	 Street	
maintenance	is	provided	for	by	the	County	General	Fund.		
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In	summary,	 the	payment	of	 taxes	by	future	residents	 for	service	operations	as	well	as	developer	 facilities	
fees	 for	 new	 facilities	 is	 the	 approach	 of	 all	 jurisdictions	 in	 the	 County	 to	 minimize	 the	 impact	 of	 new	
development	on	adjacent	jurisdictions	and	existing	residents.		

Other	 than	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Via	Del	 Agua	 and	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard,	 the	 Project	 does	 not	 create	 traffic	
impacts	which	would	warrant	 roadway	 improvements.	 	With	 additional	 traffic	 attributable	 to	 the	Project,	
Aspen	Way	and	San	Antonio	Road	for	Planning	Area	2	and	Via	Del	Agua	for	Planning	Area	1	will	continue	to	
operate	 at	 optimal	 Level	 of	 Service	 “A”	 as	 shown	 on	 in	 Table	 4.14‐8	 on	 page	 4.14‐33	 of	 Section	 4.14,	
Traffic/Transportation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	only	exception	to	this	 is	 the	 intersection	of	Via	Del	Agua	and	
Yorba	Linda	Boulevard	which	currently	operates	at	an	unacceptable	Level	of	Service	“F”	during	the	AM	peak	
period	without	a	traffic	signal	even	before	Project	traffic	would	be	added.		Mitigation	Measure	4.14‐2	on	page	
4.14‐30	 in	 Section	 4.14	 requires	 traffic	 signal	 installation	 at	 Via	 Del	 Agua	 and	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard	 in	
consultation	with	the	City.		

RESPONSE	MILLER‐5	

County	 staff	 is	 unaware	 of	 an	 inability	 of	 homeowners	 in	 the	 developed	 residential	 areas	 along	 the	City’s	
existing	open	space	fringe	to	obtain	homeowners	insurance.		The	Draft	EIR	includes	Mitigation	Measures	4.7‐
7	through	4.7‐11	on	pages	4.7‐34	and	4.7‐35	of	Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials,	 in	the	Draft	
EIR	 addressing	 fuel	 modification,	 residential	 fire	 sprinklers,	 roadway	 design	 ensuring	 safe	 ingress	 and	
egress,	 and	 fire	 flow	 requirements	 and	Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐1	 on	page	4.12‐13	of	 Section	4.12,	Public	
Services,	addressing	fire	facility	capital	improvements	–	with	all	of	these	mitigation	measures	addressing	fire	
safety.	 	 Project	 design	 features	 are	 also	 included	 on	 page	 4.7‐35	 addressing	 the	 preparation	 of	 a	 fire	
protection	 plan,	 fire	 resistant	 construction,	 smoke	 detectors,	 fire	 resistant	 landscaping,	 fuel	modification,	
and	spacing	of	fire	hydrants.	 	Therefore,	the	County	believes	that	homeowners	in	this	new	community,	like	
the	 existing	 open	 space	 fringe	 residential	 communities,	 will	 be	 able	 to	 obtain	 homeowners	 insurance.		
Additionally,	and	while	 the	commenter’s	 concerns	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 review	and	
consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process,	the	possibility	that	homeowners’	insurance	will	not	be	
available	is	not	an	environmental	impact	requiring	analysis	or	mitigation	under	CEQA.			

Additionally,	the	Public	Services	and	Facilities	Element	of	the	County	General	Plan	places	the	1B,	Suburban	
Residential	General	Plan	designation	of	the	project	area	within	the	Insurance	Services	Office	(ISO)	rating	of	
ISO	3	because	the	project	site	is	within	0.3	and	three	miles	of	two	Orange	County	Fire	Authority	fire	stations,	
and	no	project	 structures	will	be	 located	1,000	 feet	or	more	 from	a	 fire	hydrant.	 	The	Project	 consistency	
analysis	 at	 the	 top	of	 page	4.12‐19,	 of	 Section	4.12,	Public	Services,	 details	 the	project	 features	which	will	
make	the	development	“fire	safe.”	



From: Bill and Diana Monroe [mailto:billanddianamonroe@msn.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2013 10:28 PM 
To: Canning, Kevin 
Subject: Environ. Impact Rept.-Esperanza Hls/Cielo Vista Development 

  

Hello Kevin, 
  
We would like to comment on the Esperanza/Cielo Vista Developments.   
  
We witnessed and were affected by the 2008 Freeway Fire, and we wouldn't wish that nightmare on 
anyone.  There are two exit streets leading out of our tract and everyone was praying that their cars 
would not explode, while they dangerously waited with their families, in bumper to bumper traffic 
and with flames encompassing them, to reach the bottom of the hill.  But, of course, once they got to 
the bottom of the hill, the streets were so overcrowded that they did not move for what seemed like an 
eternity.  Even fire trucks could not access our development, and many, many other developments in 
our hills, due to the traffic caused by the mandatory evacuation.   
  
As you are aware, approx 125 homes in the area burned to the ground.  The home across the street 
from ours burned to the ground and a home behind us burned to the ground, and many additional 
homes experienced tremendous fire damage. We personally suffered over $100,000 in damages.  And 
yet, developers and the County of Orange are turning a blind eye and deaf ear on that very serious and 
costly disaster.  They still are attempting to push and shove it down our throats.  Their only interest 
is the income/revenue a 500 plus development would produce.  They would build approximately 500 
homes in the hills in some of the same area that was affected by that fire.   
  
In addition, we, who live here, cannot even begin to imagine or conceive of how the developers, The 
City of Yorba and the County of Orange could even remotely consider proceeding with developing these 
homes, if they seriously take into consideration the risk they would put residences in by building 
additional homes on the hillsides, knowing full-well that there is a huge concern for the limited ingress 
and egress should another fire or earthquake hit that area...and they will!  Earthquakes are just as 
concerning and potentially dangerous, as they have the potential to cause fires, which could also force 
evacuation. 
  
And then there is, of course, the tremendous concern for the excessive traffic that would be added to an 
already overly-crowded area.  That's all we need is additional traffic on our already congested surface 
streets and  91 freeway!!!! 
  
We all know that developers build and then walk away and leave their mess behind.  Again, they only 
are concerned about the money it would make for them, not how homeowners' quality of life would be 
affected or the fact that they intentionally are putting lives and homes at risk by cramming 
additional homes into an already crowded area, that does not have the ability to handle the 

mailto:billanddianamonroe@msn.com
t.keelan
Text Box
Letter: Monroe

t.keelan
Text Box
1

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Rectangle

t.keelan
Text Box
1

t.keelan
Text Box
2

t.keelan
Text Box
3

t.keelan
Text Box
4



overcrowding and excess traffic it currently is experiencing -- let alone adding another 4,000 plus 
vehicles traveling the local streets and freeways on a daily basis. 
  
At what cost is enough, enough?  Won't someone please stand up to these developers and 
governmental agencies before it is too late. What government entity or developer, in their right mind, 
would subject homeowners to this very real risk, and would ever approve and proceed with 
these developments, as it borders on insanity.  Are they really ready to be hit with another huge lawsuit 
should this development be approved and then afterwards when another disaster hits the area.  It is a 
tremendous liability and a potential disaster-in-the-making.    
  
We are letting you know ahead of time that there would be a class action lawsuit filed should these 
projects proceed, as everyone involved in these projects is well-aware of the risk they are taking should 
they move forward with this insane proposal.   
  
The Land of Gracious Living is becoming anything but... 
  
Bill and Diana Monroe 
Successful Homebuyers Realty, Inc. 
5220 Avenida De Kristine, Yorba Linda, CA 92887 
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LETTER:	MONROE	

Bill	and	Diana	Monroe		
5220	Avenida	De	Kristine	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(December	12,	2013)	

RESPONSE	MONROE‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MONROE‐2	

The	 County’s	 decision‐making	 process	will	 consider	 the	 adequacy	 of	 fire	 protection	 through	 the	 Project’s	
proposed	Mitigation	Measures	4.7‐7	through	4.7‐11	on	pages	4.7‐34	and	4.7‐35	of	Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	
Hazardous	 Materials,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressing	 fuel	 modification,	 residential	 fire	 sprinklers,	 roadway	
design	ensuring	safe	ingress	and	egress,	and	fire	flow	requirements	and	Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐1	on	page	
4.12‐13	of	Section	4,12,	Public	Services,	addressing	fire	facility	capital	improvements.		Project	design	features	
to	 be	 considered	 include	 those	 on	 page	 4.7‐35	 addressing	 the	 preparation	 of	 a	 fire	 protection	 plan,	 fire	
resistant	 construction,	 smoke	 detectors,	 fire	 resistant	 landscaping,	 fuel	 modification,	 and	 spacing	 of	 fire	
hydrants.		

The	 commenter	 is	 also	 referred	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	
evacuation	plan	and	the	potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MONROE‐3	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	MONROE‐4	

This	 comment	expresses	 concern	 regarding	 the	 traffic	 that	would	be	added	by	 the	project.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.14,	Traffic/Transportation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	
L	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.			

RESPONSE	MONROE‐5	

Please	refer	to	Response	Monroe‐2.	

The	potential	for	litigation	in	response	to	Project	approval,	should	the	County	approve	the	proposed	Project,	
is	acknowledged.	
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LETTER:	MURPHY	

Carla	and	Mark	Murphy	and	Family		
21295	Clear	Haven	Drive	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(December	13,	2013)	

RESPONSE	MURPHY‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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From: Ted Nakayama [mailto:tednakayama@me.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 9:06 AM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Cc: Bridgett ❤ 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project Draft Environmental Impact Report comment 

Dear Mr. Tippets, 

My name is Ted Nakayama and we live at 4465 San Antonio Road, Yorba Linda CA 92886. 

We are one of the homes that were lost in the Freeway Complex fire on Nov. 15th, 2008. 

We strongly vote against adding these new homes at Cielo Vista Project for the main reason of San 
Antonio Road cannot absorb additional traffic coming down the street to get out to Yorba Linda Blvd. 

It is hard enough now to turn on San Antonio Road now with so many cars coming down the hill to get 
to Yorba Linda Blvd on normal days during traffic hours. 

I, myself thought I was going to die stuck on San Antonio Road on that day of the fire.  As fire 
approached behind the east side homes of San Antonio,  I made a right on San Antonio from our drive 
way to try to escape via Yorba Linda Blvd.  As I approached Alder which is the first stop sign before Yorba 
Linda Blvd, I realized the traffic is completely back up on San Antonio because Yorba Linda Blvd was 
backed up and not moving.  I sat still in the traffic in dark smoke around me, I saw a fire on the left side 
of the Street hop over the cars in front of me and landed on the hill on the right side of the San Antonio 
and ignited and fire raced up the hill toward the houses on the top of the hill.  I imagined myself getting 
burned to death right there, I made a split second decision to turn the car around and go back up San 
Antonio Rd and I was able to escape from Fairmont St.  At that time I realized a few of the cars behind 
me followed me out as well.  

There is no way San Antonio can handle additional 500 + homes which could easily have 1000 more cars 
without causing major traffic on the street. 

Next time we have another fire in the area like the one we had, someone will die getting stuck on San 
Antonio Road because they cannot get out. 

Yorba Linda Blvd. will become a parking lot and therefore no one from San Antonio could get out and 
traffic will be backed up all the way to Aspen.  

Last fire happened on Saturday. Can you imagine what could happen on weekday during rush hours and 
1000 more cars from the new development try to get out at the same time? 

 If the development must happen, developer needs to figure out a way to make Esperanza Rd the only 
access Road to the new development.  Esperanza Road never ever have any traffic and it is a straight 
shot to Imperial Hwy to hop on the freeway which makes it an easy route to escape in case of another 
fire. 

mailto:tednakayama@me.com
t.keelan
Text Box
Letter: Nakayama

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1



 Thank you for listening my story and I am available anytime if you would like to speak to me. 

 Sincerely, 

  

 Ted Nakayama 

4465 San Antonio Road 

Yorba Linda, Ca 92886 
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LETTER:	NAKAYAMA	

Ted	Nakayama		
4465	San	Antonio	Road	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(January	6,	2014)	

RESPONSE	NAKAYMAMA‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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Mr. Tippets 

Draft EIR – Cielo Vista Project 

Comment request:  1/22/2014 

 

This project should not be built as described in the Draft EIR. 

This EIR needs to be combined with all the adjoining projects proposed in the nearby area.  It is 
obvious that the developers are trying to pull a fast one over the local residents in staggering the 
request submittals and rushing comments during the holiday period.  This creates a trust issue.  All the 
projects need to be reviewed together as one combined environmental impact.    

We are hearing that there are multiple developments of 500 homes.  This area cannot absorb them for 
reasons stated by this memo and comments from the general population living in the area. 

It will negatively affect my family’s life style and my neighbors as well. 

Prices of our San Antonio property will decrease and I will have difficulty selling, now that this 
development is being proposed, as well as others planned. 

San Antonio Road is already heavily travelled and making the traffic light in one or two cycles is 
impossible on school / work mornings. 

There continues to be excessive speed on San Antonio and high traffic noise.  I cannot open my front 
windows without the constant sound of traffic traversing up and down the street and interrupting 
conversation and television viewing. Therefore instead of naturally cooling our home, I turn on the Air 
Conditioner; another negative environmental impact. 

Backing out of our driveway continues to be a challenge for the 14 homes along San Antonio and 
nothing is mentioned in the EIR about traffic control mediation for San Antonio, except add to the 
problem with more homes and cars. 

Yorba Linda Blvd. in the evenings is highly congested leaving the 91 Freeway. 

On weekends, we can hardly get to Costco, Savi Ranch, and Home Depot.  Adding 500 homes doesn’t 
help the traffic situation.   

San Antonio Rd. leads right into a Santa Ana driven fire and that will not change, due to the 
geographic terrain and wind tunnel effect in the canyon.  Why are we adding more cars to an already 
congested exit from an emergency?  In the 2008 fire, I found the only way out was by going up to 
Fairmont, since flames were blowing across the road at the lower part.  The smoke was so thick on San 
Antonio that it was like a heavy foggy day with intense fire and heat.  I could not even see the median 
islands recently installed for speed control and had to turn around to get out.  This is setting the 
residents up for a death wish. 
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During a fire, there was a discussion in one of the EIR review meetings about getting residents out and 
keeping residents from getting back in. This was a sheriff solution to moving traffic.  We were lucky that 
the fire occurred in early afternoon on a Saturday.  The scenario would be quite different had it occurred 
on a work and school day.  Residents need to be able to retrieve their family, kids, and pets, so they 
need a safe way back in to do this.  We were so lucky that there wasn’t a loss of life.  The thought 
process is incomplete on the proposed remediation. 

On the day of the fire, the fire station was empty as they were miles away fighting the fire.  All fire 
protection for our area was from outside the area.  We were not given any fire help and I was left to 
fight off the fire myself as my neighbor’s home burnt to the ground.  There must have been over 50+ fire 
trucks that went up the street and none stopped to help us fight the fires on our properties.  A few 
neighbors and I were up over 24 hours with garden hoses that had only a few pounds of pressure. 

The fire hydrants are on the wrong side of San Antonio Rd. to fight off a fire.  If this is going to be an 
egress, then how are the cars going to travel over the fire hoses from the hydrants to the trucks?  
There is nothing in the EIR that discusses how San Antonio homes are to be protected, when cars, and 
now more cars, are going down the hill, and fire equipment is coming up the hill with fire hoses strung 
across the road to the hydrant. 

I am also concerned about the loss of our wildlife population and natural rural settings, in addition to 
endangering protected birds found in the canyon area behind our home. 

Travis Ranch Elementary and Middle School are already overcrowded in class rooms.  Everyone has to 
drop off and pick up children, as the bus system was done away with years ago.  This creates heavy 
traffic and contributes to pollution.  Nothing is mentioned in the EIR about the additional school trips 
with new homes built. 

The traffic study was very light.  Was it done on only one day on a school holiday?  

The developers need to build roads directly to Fairmont and Esperanza Roads to: 

1) Provide travel away from the path of a fire with winds. 
2) Alleviate the traffic jams on Yorba Linda Blvd. 
3) Get the traffic off over crowded neighborhood residential roads. 

The only one benefitting is the developer, who doesn’t live in the area. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

I can be reached by telephone if clarification is needed. 

Ken Newman 
 
4580 San Antonio Rd. 
Yorba Linda, CA 92886 
562-676-6176 
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LETTER:	NEWMAN	

Ken	Newman		
4580	San	Antonio	Road	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(January	22,	2014)	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐1	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	1	for	a	detailed	explanation	as	to	why	the	Esperanza	Hills	Project	is	not	part	
of	the	Cielo	Vista	Project,	but	was	instead	properly	considered	in	the	EIR	as	a	related	project	for	cumulative	
impacts	purposes	and	in	the	Draft	EIR’s	analysis	of	growth	inducing	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐2	

The	commenter	should	note	that	the	area	to	the	east	of	the	City	in	the	unincorporated	County	has	been	and	is	
planned	for	suburban	residential	development	and	open	space.		This	is	an	area	located	in	the	unincorporated	
County	where	the	General	Plan	Land	Use	Element	designation	of	“1B”	allows	for	a	residential	density	range	
of	0.5	to	18	dwelling	units	per	acre.	 	The	City’s	General	Plan	Land	Use	Element	designation	for	this	area	is	
Low	Density	residential	allowing	up	 to	one	dwelling	unit	per	acre	with	a	maximum	of	536	dwelling	units.		
Both	General	Plans	envision	this	area	for	single	family	homes.		To	the	extent	that	residential	development	is	
permitted,	 the	hillside	areas	 immediately	 east	of	 the	City	 are	planned	 for	development	 and	will	 take	on	a	
different	 character	 from	 the	 present	 setting	 with	 a	 new	 single	 family	 community	 which	 is	 planned	 for	
compatibility	with	 the	 existing	homes	 in	 the	 area.	 	 Therefore,	 development	of	 single	 family	 homes	 in	 this	
area,	as	permitted	by	the	General	Plans	of	the	respective	jurisdictions,	should	not	have	an	adverse	impact	on	
existing	residents	as	their	neighbors	will	be	the	same	as	they	themselves	who	purchased	new	homes	in	the	
eastern	fringes	of	the	City	when	those	homes	to	the	west	of	the	project	site	were	constructed.	

Moreover,	 the	 Final	 EIR	 includes	 a	 new	 alternative	 –	 the	 Modified	 Planning	 Area	 1	 Only	 Alternative	
(Alternative	5)	–	which	is	consistent	with	the	Yorba	Linda	General	Plan,	particularly	the	density	restrictions.		
This	alternative	was	determined	to	be	the	environmentally	superior	alternative,	and	may	be	adopted	by	the	
County	Board	of	Supervisors.	

Additionally,	and	although	potential	economic	 impacts	on	 individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	
CEQA	 (see	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 section	 15131(a)),	 with	 project	 design	 being	 compatible	 with	 adjacent	 and	
nearby	single	family	homes,	the	value	of	the	existing	homes	should	not	be	substantially	affected.	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	Appendix	 L	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 intersection	 of	 San	Antonio	Road	 and	
Yorba	Linda	Boulevard,	 the	 intersection	currently	operates	at	a	 level	of	service	 (LOS)	A.	 	This	LOS	 level	 is	
indicative	of	 little	or	no	delays,	 as	 shown	 in	Table	4.14‐2	on	page	4.14‐14	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Under	 future	
conditions	with	 the	 Project,	 the	 intersection	would	 continue	 to	 operate	 at	 LOS	 A.	 	 Accordingly,	 less	 than	
significant	impacts	would	occur	at	this	intersection.			
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RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 operational	 traffic	 noise	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.10,	 Noise,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 I	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.			

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐5	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 along	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard,	 in	 Section	 4.14,	
Traffic/Transportation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	L	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	
impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	
measures.			

Also,	through	the	scoping	process,	the	City	of	Yorba	Linda	did	not	request	that	traffic	calming	be	addressed	
as	 part	 of	 the	 traffic	 study.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 alone	 does	 not	 warrant	 a	 traffic	 calming	
analysis	as	 the	Project	 is	anticipated	 to	contribute	 less	 than	100	peak	hour	 trips	 to	San	Antonio	Road.	 	As	
demonstrated	in	the	Project’s	traffic	study,	the	addition	of	Project	traffic	 is	not	anticipated	to	result	 in	any	
deficiencies,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Via	 del	 Agua	 at	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard	 which	 is	
currently	operating	at	deficient	LOS	during	 the	peak	hours.	 	The	Draft	EIR	prescribed	Mitigation	Measure	
4.14‐2	 requiring	 a	 traffic	 signal	 to	 be	 installed	 at	 this	 intersection,	 which	 would	 improve	 the	 operating	
condition	at	this	intersection	to	an	acceptable	level	based	on	City	and	County	standards.	 	It	is	important	to	
recognize	 that	 traffic	 calming	 measures	 are	 intended	 to	 slow	 vehicles	 and	 consequently	 also	 result	 in	
reduced	traffic	capacity.			

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐6	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐7	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.			

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐8	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	on	biological	resources,	including	impacts	to	common	and	sensitive	wildlife	
species,	in	Section	4.3,	Biological	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	C	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	
discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	
mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐9	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	 school	 impacts	 in	 Section	4.12,	Public	Services,	with	 supporting	data	provided	 in	
Appendix	 J	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	therein,	 impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Also,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	
Section	4.14,	Traffic/Transportation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	L	of	the	Draft	EIR.		 	Traffic	
counts	utilized	in	the	traffic	study	were	conducted	on	May	2,	2012,	May	20,	2012	and	June	5,	2012	on	normal	
operating	 school	 days.	 	 Per	 the	 Placentia‐Yorba	 Linda	 Unified	 School	 District	 calendar,	 the	 last	 day	 of	
instruction	was	 June,	15,	2012.	 	 In	addition,	 the	Project’s	 trip	generation	discussed	on	page	4.14‐23	of	 the	
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Draft	EIR	accounts	for	AM	peak	hour	trips	associated	with	school‐related	trips.		As	such,	the	traffic	analysis	
presented	in	Section	4.14	of	the	Draft	EIR	is	inclusive	of	school	related	traffic	during	the	morning	commute	
period	 and	 is	 reflected	 in	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour	 traffic	 analysis.	 	 As	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 construction‐
related	and	operational	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	
prescribed	mitigation	measures.			

In	 addition,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 operational	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.2,	 Air	 Quality,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	than	significant.	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐10	

Please	refer	to	Response	Newman‐9,	above.	

RESPONSE	NEWMAN‐11	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 on	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard,	 in	 Section	 4.14,	
Traffic/Transportation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	L	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	
impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	
measures.		As	the	study	area	intersections	were	found	to	operate	at	acceptable	service	levels,	based	on	City	
and	County	 standards,	under	 future	with	Project	 conditions,	no	new	roads	beyond	 those	proposed	by	 the	
Project	are	necessary.			Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.			
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LETTER:	PAUL	

Danny	and	Kim	Paul		
4820	Stonehaven	Drive	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	21,	2014)	

RESPONSE	PAUL‐1	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	1	for	a	detailed	explanation	as	to	why	the	Esperanza	Hills	Project	is	not	part	
of	the	Cielo	Vista	Project,	but	was	instead	properly	considered	in	the	EIR	as	a	related	project	for	cumulative	
impacts	purposes	and	in	the	Draft	EIR’s	analysis	of	growth	inducing	impacts.	

RESPONSE	PAUL‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	PAUL‐3	

This	 comment	 includes	 numerous	 evacuation	 and	 fire‐related	 questions	 pertaining	 to	 off‐site	 areas	 and	
facilities.	 	 These	 questions	 do	 not	 constitute	 comments	 on	 the	 analysis	 contained	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR,	which	
require	 clarification	 or	 revised	 analysis	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Thus,	 no	 further	 response	 is	 necessary.		
Nonetheless,	 it	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 each	 school,	 senior	 complex,	 and	 the	 like,	 have	 their	 evacuation	
procedures	that	are	not	related	to	the	Project.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	for	a	detailed	evaluation	of	
the	Project’s	fire	evacuation	plan	and	the	potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.			

RESPONSE	PAUL‐4	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	PAUL‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	impacts	in	Section	4.15,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	water	supply	impacts	would	be	less	than	
significant.		The	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR	acknowledges	the	potential	for	multiple	dry	year	scenarios.		While	
it	is	speculative	to	predict	the	severity	of	future	drought	conditions,	the	Yorba	Linda	Water	District	(YLWD)	
has	 a	Water	 Conservation	 Ordinance	 in	 place	 to	 impose	water	 restrictions	 during	 drought	 conditions,	 as	
described	below.				

It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 California	 has	 experienced	 several	 years	 of	 drought‐level	 conditions,	 including	 a	
drought	 on	 the	 Colorado	 River.	 	 Governor	 Brown	 in	 January	 2014	 declared	 a	 State	 of	 Emergency	 due	 to	
Drought	 Conditions,	 which	 prompted	 the	 Metropolitan	 Water	 District	 of	 Southern	 California	 (MWD)	 to	
declare	a	Water	Supply	Alert	condition	to	its	26	member	agencies	and	the	19	million	people	they	serve	in	six	
counties.	 	 YLWD	 has	 a	Water	 Conservation	 Ordinance	 that	 would	 impose	 various	 water	 use	 restrictions	
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depending	 on	 the	 severity	 of	 drought	 conditions.12	 	 The	 ordinance	 consists	 of	 permanent	 year‐round	
restrictions,	 focused	 on	 the	 prevention	 of	 water	 waste,	 and	 four	 “Water	 Supply	 Shortage”	 stages.	 	 These	
stages	would	have	increasing	restrictions	on	water	use	in	order	to	allow	YLWD	to	meet	all	health	and	safety	
guidelines	in	the	face	of	water	shortages.	 	While	the	permanent	restrictions	would	be	in	effect	all	the	time,	
the	 YLWD	 would	 change	 from	 stage	 to	 stage	 based	 on	 MWD’s	 declared	 “water	 condition	 alert.”	 	 As	 the	
wholesaler	of	 imported	water,	MWD	not	only	directly	affects	approximately	50%	of	YLWD’s	water	supply,	
but	as	they	provide	“replenishment	water”	to	the	Orange	County	Ground	basin,	MWD	Alert	stages	also	affect	
the	groundwater	half	of	YLWD’s	water	supply.	

As	MWD	changes	Alert	 stages,	 the	YLWD	will	 automatically	 change	 its	Water	 Supply	 Shortage	Stage.	 	The	
YLWD	Board	of	Directors	may	also	change	the	Stage	in	the	event	of	a	local	supply	restriction	that	may	or	may	
not	cause	MWD	to	change	its	Alert	stage.	All	Stages	include	the	Permanent	Water	Restrictions.	 	The	stages	
are	summarized	below:	

 Stage	0:		No	specific	restrictions.		Permanent	restrictions	remain	in	effect.	

 Stage	1:		Minimum	Water	Shortage	‐	Reduce	Usage	by	up	to	10%.			

 Stage	2:		Moderate	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	10%‐20%.	

 Stage	3:		Severe	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	20%‐35%.	

 Stage	4:		Critical	Water	Shortage‐	Reduce	Usage	by	more	than	35%.	

Based	 on	 YLWD’s	 water	 supply	 forecasts	 provided	 in	 its	 Urban	 Water	 Management	 Plan	 (UWMP),	 as	
discussed	 in	 Section	 4.15	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 with	 implementation	 of	 YLWD	 policies	 and	 water	
conservation	efforts	during	drought	conditions,	water	supply	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.				

																																																													
12		 Yorba	Linda	Water	District	website,	https://www.ylwd.com/	Accessed	September	12,	2014.		



From: Wayne Pecora [mailto:mrpeck2001@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 6:58 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)  

Please accept this communication outlining my wife's, and my total opposition to the building of 
these two housing developments. 

We've lived in Yorba Linda for over 12 years and reside in the area directly impacted by this 
proposed expansion and development.  We lived here during the recent Freeway Fire and can personally 
attest to the fact that it was very hard to evacuate our neighborhood.  Traffic was impossible on the feeder 
roads onto Yorba Linda Boulevard, and that road was a virtual parking lot.  What would happen with 
hundreds (thousands) of additional cars? 

In addition, our ongoing and current water pressure continues to fluctuate on a daily basis and appears to 
be much less than when we moved here.  What is the potential negative impact on our water supply 
with the hundred of additional homes and thousands of additional residents? Could we fight the next fire?  

Also, what's the potential negative impact on the environment, the lifestyle of current residents and their 
safety? 

There continues to be significant, positive property development in Yorba Linda. But the location of these 
homes would make the complete survival of their residents in the next fire very doubtful.  I believe their 
development would also greatly expand and increase the risk to my family, my neighbors and our 
properties in the next natural disaster --> wildfire, earthquake, ?? 

Please join the vast majority of residents in this area and oppose the development of these houses in this 
part of Orange County. 

Regards, 

Wayne & Lois Pecora 

6000 Rockhampton CT 

Yorba Linda, CA   92887 
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LETTER:	PECORA	

Wayne	and	Lois	Pecora		
6000	Rockhampton	Court	
(January	14,	2014)	

RESPONSE	PECORA‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	PECORA‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	an	important	component	of	
minimizing	the	risks	associated	with	wildland	 fires	 is	 the	availability	of	adequate	 fire	 flow.	 	The	minimum	
fire	 flow	 requirement	 to	 the	project	 site	 is	 1,000	 gallons	per	minute	 (gpm)	 at	 20	pounds	per	 square	 inch	
(PSI).	 	The	ability	of	 the	water	service	provider	 to	provide	water	supply	 to	 the	project	site	 is	discussed	 in	
Section	4.15,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	with	implementation	of	the	
prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 adequate	 water	 supply	 would	 be	 available	 to	 serve	 the	 project	 site,	
including	minimum	fire	flow	requirements.	 	Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	2	regarding	the	Project’s	
water	 supply	 infrastructure.	 	 To	 ensure	 that	 adequate	 fire	 flows	 are	 provided	 to	 the	 project	 site,	 per	
correspondence	with	 the	 OCFA,	Mitigation	Measure	 4.7‐11	 has	 been	 prescribed	which	 requires	 a	 service	
letter	 from	 the	 water	 agency	 (Yorba	 Linda	Water	 District)	 serving	 the	 project	 area	 to	 be	 submitted	 and	
approved	 by	 the	 OCFA	 water	 liaison	 prior	 to	 the	 issuance	 of	 building	 permits,	 that	 describes	 the	 water	
supply	system,	pump	system,	and	fire	flow	and	lists	the	design	features	to	ensure	fire	 flow	during	a	major	
wildfire	incident	thereby	reducing	fire	hazard	impacts	to	less	than	significant.			As	concluded	in	Section	4.7	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR,	 wildland	 fire	 impacts,	 which	 considered	 water	 supply	 to	 combat	 a	 wildland	 fire,	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures,	in	addition	
to	 the	 fire	protection	 features	 (see	project	 design	 features	PDF	7‐9	 to	7‐14)	 to	be	 included	 as	part	 of	 the	
Project.			

RESPONSE	PECORA‐3	

Chapter	 4.0	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 contains	 the	 environmental	 setting,	 project	 and	 cumulative	 impact	 analyses,	
mitigation	measures	and	conclusions	regarding	the	level	of	significance	after	mitigation	for	the	categories	of	
impacts	required	to	be	analyzed	by	CEQA.		The	conclusion	for	all	of	categories	of	impacts	is	that	the	Project’s	
impacts	are	 less	than	significant,	or	 less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	Therefore,	 the	commenter	 is	not	
correct	in	stating	that	the	Project	will	create	a	negative	impact	on	the	environment	and	thereby	on	lifestyle	
and	public	safety	when	Project	 impacts	as	defined	by	CEQA	will	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Additionally,	and	
although	potential	economic	 impacts	on	 individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	
Guidelines	section	15131(a)),	with	project	design	being	compatible	with	adjacent	and	nearby	single	family	
homes,	the	value	of	the	existing	homes	should	not	be	substantially	affected.	
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From: docramo@aol.com [mailto:docramo@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 20, 2014 2:22 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Sage EIR 

OC Planning, 

attn. Ron Tippets 

1.I feel the soils and Geo Technical area failed to address the eminent position of the development to the 
active Whittier Fault.   

This fault has produced recent earthquakes with millions in damages. Are you sure building as close as 
you recommend will be safe?   

Moving tens of thousands cubic yards of dirt.....and less than significant impact...REALLY!!! 

2.On the supply of utilities, especially water, I feel extremely strong that before any certificate of 
occupancy is issued, the ENTIRE water system should be tested and certified to it's ability to meet the 
current acceptable Cal Fire standard of Appendix B.   

This testing should take place with YLWD ,OCFA, COUNTY REPRESENTATION, and OUTSIDE 
INDEPENDENT AGENCY!!!   

No occupancy until this critical test is verified.....PERIOD.    

Given the past history of the Hidden Hills failed water system during the Freeway Complex Fire and lack 
of ever meeting the minimum standard prior to the fire, and multiple developers , this should be obvious 
for public safety.   

Even after the Freeway Complex Fire, permits were issued to build and occupy, the system still failed to 
meet water availability studies. 

3. Lastly the DEIR fails to address potential liability if the project causes unforeseen losses due to faulty 
analysis in the DEIR 

   Will the county bear the consequences? 

   Will the City of Yorba Linda if the area is annexed? 

   Ultimately it will be the residents of the project and the citizens of this community. 

   We don't need this exposure. 

Thank You 

David Ramocinski 

22865 Hidden Hills Rd. 

Yorba Linda, Ca 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐459	
	

LETTER:	RAMOCINSKI	

David	Ramocinski		
22865	Hidden	Hills	Road	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	
(January	20,	2014)	

RESPONSE	RAMOCINSKI‐1	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	4	regarding	geology	and	faulting.	

RESPONSE	RAMOCINSKI‐2	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 geology	 and	 soil	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.5,	Geology	and	 Soils,	with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 E	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	
Response	4	regarding	geology/soils.	

RESPONSE	RAMOCINSKI‐3	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	2	for	a	detailed	discussion	of	the	Project’s	water	supply	infrastructure.		This	
comment	 also	 states	 that	before	 any	 certificate	 of	 occupancy	 is	 issued,	 the	 entire	water	 system	should	be	
tested	 and	 certified	 to	 its	 ability	 to	meet	 the	 current	 acceptable	 standards.	 	 The	 proposed	water	 system	
would	 be	 tested	 by	 the	 YLWD	 and	 OCFA	 as	 required	 by	 applicable	 regulatory	 requirements	 prior	 to	
certificates	of	occupancy.		These	agencies	would	ensure	the	water	system	operates	and	meets	the	required	
fire	flows	to	serve	the	Project.		This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	review	
and	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	
issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 EIR	 or	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	 environment,	 no	 further	 response	 is	
warranted.	

RESPONSE	RAMOCINSKI‐4	

This	is	a	comment	on	future	liability	due	to	future	unforeseen	losses.		The	County	cannot	speculate	as	to	the	
circumstance	that	may	pertain	to	these	issues,	which	are	beyond	the	scope	of	the	EIR.			Because	the	comment	
does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	EIR	or	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment,	
no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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From:  Sharon & Ted Rehmeyer 
             4795 Via De La Roca 
             Yorba Linda, CA  92887-1816 
             Home:  (714) 777-6818; Cell:  (714) 323-4101 
             Email:  ssrehmeyer@gmail.com 
 
Date:  January 20, 2014 

SUBJECT:  CIELO VISTA DRAFT EIR—SECTION 4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES 

OVERVIEW: 
• The Public Services section—Section 4.12-- of the Cielo Vista DEIR falls far short of 

providing a thorough, objective analysis of the proposed Project’s likely impacts on 
public services and public safety. Anyone who lived in Yorba Linda during the 2008 
“Freeway Complex Fire” knows all too well that public safety in hillside areas is not just 
a theoretical concern. It’s a very tangible issue that has real impacts on real people in 
our community. In light of Yorba Linda’s heightened sensitivity to this issue, it is 
especially disappointing that the DEIR fails to meaningfully evaluate and fully disclose 
the potential threats associated with this high-risk development located in Very High 
Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ).    

• Overall, the Cielo Vista DEIR lacks a genuine quantitative analysis of public services and 
instead relies on generalities, unsubstantiated assumptions and vague mitigation 
measures. Whereas public safety impacts can be readily quantified in terms that the 
general public and the County’s decision makers can clearly understand, the DEIR fails to 
do this. Specifically, the DEIR avoids quantitatively answering the critical question, “How 
will  the response feasibility of public safety agencies –notably, Orange County Fire 
Authority and Orange County Sheriff Department—be impacted by this Project for 
evacuating residents living in close proximity to the Project during wildfire events and 
earthquakes?”     

The well documented data on the 2008 Freeway Complex Wildfire that swept through 
the entire Project area—as well as that of the other proposed Project, Esperanza Hills--
shows that the Wildfire destroyed 76  homes within a half a mile of the Project site. 
Gigantic walls of flames, seen in a multitude of photographs and videos from that 2008 
wildfire are forever embedded in ours and our neighbors’ memories.  Memories are still 
vivid of the intense heat, the wind-blown debris, smoke , ash, and soot, as flaming  
embers rained down on adjacent Yorba Linda  neighborhoods at 60 mph, the rate the 
fast moving Santa Anas traveled that Saturday, Nov. 15, 2008. 
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QUESTIONS: 

• How will public service agencies--  OCFA and OCSD-- be impacted when  the next 
Wildfire or Earthquake occurs?  As pointed out by OCFA at the 5th Anniversary of the 
Freeway Fire, “It’s not a question of ‘IF’ it will occur, but ‘WHEN’!“  

• How can Orange County’s Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors make a 
responsible decision on this project without getting an answer to this basic question, 
and understanding the degree to which the project would put existing residents in 
jeopardy? 

• How will the response time and effectiveness of OCFA and OCSD be impacted by the 
addition of more residents in the Project area as earthquakes and Wildfires driven by 60 
mph Santa Anas whip through the Project yet again?  This information needs to be 
collected and scrutinized.  

In addition to failing to provide a quantitative assessment of future response times, the 
DEIR even fails to provide good baseline data indicating existing response times for these 
agencies.  Without the analysis of this data--which should be readily available from public 
records---it makes it impossible to understand potential impacts on the existing homes, plus 
the addition of the Project’s proposed 112 houses.   

The four most significant concerns regarding the Public Services section of the DEIR are 
summarized as follows: 

1.  Wildfire service impacts are understated. Although the DEIR correctly acknowledges that 
Cielo Vista is a high-risk project by virtue of its location within a Very High Wildfire Severity 
Zone – VHFHSZ), its unsupportable conclusions regarding potential impacts to fire safety and 
fire protection services seem to ignore the project’s VHFHSZ status. In particular, the following 
deficiencies in the DEIR’s analysis of fire protection services are noted: 

 
a. The DEIR (page 4.12-3) indicates that the OCFA guidelines for development 

within VHFHSZ’s are currently being revised and are identified as “Expired” on 
the OCFA website. Yet, the DEIR fails to explain when these guidelines will be 
updated, pending their adoption, and what they are likely to say about how 
the development can safely proceed in the meantime, pending their adoption.. 
 

b. The DEIR (page 4.12-5) indicates that OCFA’s goal for response time is to have 
the first engine on the scene within seven minutes and 20 seconds from the 
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receipt of a call. The DEIR then states that the response travel time to Cielo 
Vista is estimated at three minutes. This is an incorrect and misleading 
comparison.   Travel time and response time are two very different things.   
While an engine might be able respond within three minutes under ordinary 
circumstances, but when it most matters – during an extraordinary event such 
as the Freeway Complex Fire of 2008– response times may far exceed the goal 
of seven minutes and 20 seconds (although it’s impossible for a reader of the 
DEIR to know, since the DEIR neglects to discuss response times during a major 
fire event).     
Also on page 4.12-5, the DEIR indicates that the fire stations that would serve 
the proposed project respond to approximately four service calls per day “on 
average,” presumably implying that these stations have plenty of capacity to 
respond to additional calls from the proposed project. Again, however, it’s not 
the “average” circumstance that is the most significant concern. The real issue 
that needs to be evaluated (and which the DEIR fails to evaluate) is how this 
project would alter OCFA’s response times during a major wildfire.  Frequently, 
in a wildfire situation, there are multiple wildfires, and with  OCFA and OCPD 
participating in mutual aid agreements, especially with surrounding area Fire 
Departments, how does that impact our local public service personnel who 
might otherwise be available to serve the Yorba Linda Project area?  With mutual 
aid agreements among cities and counties, local firefighters can easily be called 
elsewhere during a major wildfire, especially since Santa Ana wind conditions 
drive wildfires as fast as the wind itself can blow.   In effect, during a major 
wildfire the proposed project would be “competing” with existing residents for 
fire protection resources, with the potential for significantly worsened response 
times, as demonstrated in the Nov. 15, 2008 Freeway Complex Wildfire.  What 
happens to the residents of this 112 house Project if they either can’t or won’t 
“shelter in place”?   Who will be there to aid them?   The DEIR’s failure to 
evaluate response times during a major wildfire event is a fatal flaw in the 
overall document.   Furthermore, with regard to access to the hillside during a 
wildfire, there would need to be serious changes to Via Del Agua and 
Stonehaven, far beyond simply adding a traffic signal at Via Del Agua and Yorba 
Linda Blvd.    With major egress/ingress to the Project at the intersection of 
Stonehaven and Via Del Agua, evacuation from the Project, and Esperanza Hills, 
plus emergency egress  from Hidden Hills in an emergency situation, will be life 
threatening.  During the 2008 wildfire, traffic evacuated existing homes down 
Stonehaven and Via Del Agua to Yorba Linda Blvd., and they evacuated with 
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three cars abreast on the winding, narrow two-lane roads.  There were no Fire 
responders until Sunday night, November 16, 2008, 36 hours later, well after the 
fire was over.  They were checking gas leaks on properties adjacent to our 
neighbor’s home which had burned to the ground and his gas line too.   What are 
the issues with methane gas leaks if it’s being collected and transported out of 
the area?  How does this impact public health and safety?   But even if a fire 
truck had tried to access Via Del Agua or Stonehaven during the height of the 
flaming inferno, it couldn’t have done so because of the traffic pouring downhill 
3 abreast.    To “shelter in place” in supposedly “fire safe” houses is not an 
acceptable alternative for this Project, given the project’s location within this 
Very High Risk Fire Hazard Zone subject to the Whittier Earthquake Fault line.    
Who is going to “make” someone stay and shelter in place?   What happens if 
they stay, and then become afraid and then try to evacuate?   What’s going to 
happen?  Who will be there to help? 
  

c. On page 4.12-10, the DEIR states that “the incremental increase in population 
from the Project would not be substantial enough to significantly impact fire and 
emergency services on a daily or annual basis.”  Again, it’s not the average 
impact of the course of year that really matters, but the impacts during a major 
event lasting perhaps just a few hours.  How do concurrent multiple wildfires in 
the County or in Southern California impact the response effectiveness, as well 
as evacuation scenarios?    The need to alter response times during an 
extraordinary event is the real “incremental” impact of this project, and the DEIR 
fails to adequately address this fundamental issue.  Example:  It took nearly 36 
hours after the Nov. 15, 2008 Freeway Complex Wildfire before any OCFA trucks 
or personnel came to check for damaged gas lines or other major fire-related 
issues in four house cul de sac adjacent to the Project—this in spite of the fact 
that on of the two fire stations cited in the DEIR is located just a short distance 
from the County hillside Project.   What are the problems of fighting wildfires 
with multiple regional wildfires, and what is the effect of this issue on the 
effectiveness of OCFA and OCPD personnel? 
  

d. The DEIR (pages 4.12-11 and 4.12-12) discusses the OCFA’s Freeway Complex 
Wildfire After Action Report (released in 2009), but does not fully explain how 
the recommendations from this report have (or have not) been implemented. 
From the DEIR’s rather disjointed discussion of this report, it’s unclear how its 
recommendations may help to minimize damage incurred during the next major 
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wildfire event.  As OCFA officials pointed out at the Yorba Linda City Event 
commemorating the 5th Anniversary of the 2008 Freeway Complex Wildfire, “It’s 
not a question of ‘if’  but ‘when’ the next wildfire roars through” this County 
Hillside.  There is historical documentation of the hill being a wildfire prone area.  
See www.hillsforeveryone.org for the historical fire study records for this Project 
area (published in 2012):  “A  100 YEAR HISTORY OF WILDFIRES NEAR CHINO 
HILLS STATE PARK” (ATTACHMENT A)  states on p. 1:  “Though fires are a natural 
part of the ecosystem, there is nothing natural about the size and frequency of 
the fires destroying our wildlands year after year.”   This fire study focuses on the 
period from 1914-2011, and the published data (pp.24-33) shows that only 2 
fires were caused by lightning; all the rest in the 100 year history were caused by 
man.  
 

e. On page 4.12-11, the DEIR makes the claim that “existing single-family 
residences to the west and south of the Project site would gain increased 
protection from the spread of wildfire [presumably due to the proposed project 
acting as a barrier between existing development and wildland areas]. As such, 
the Project would reduce the threat of wildland fires to people and structures in 
the project vicinity and thus lessen the potential demand for fire services needed 
in the event of a wildland fire.” This argument is not substantiated by evidence, 
and it ignores spreading mechanisms, such as embers igniting vegetation.   It 
needs further analysis before being presented as a key conclusion of the DEIR.   
We note that during the Freeway Complex Wildfire, damage to structures was 
not limited to homes on the edge of the urban/wildland interface. Some homes 
in “interior” locations (several blocks from wildland areas) were lost.  In fact, 76 
houses burned within a ½ mile of the proposed Cielo Vista Project site.    
Furthermore, with five active oil wells, one abandoned oil well, and one inactive 
well, the potential for methane gas explosions runs high in this Project.  Also an 
active earthquake fault—the Whittier Fault line-- runs through the Project, and 
the impact of this and the issues of Fracking off Dorinda Rd. and San Antonio Rd., 
close to the Project, need further study.  Further studies are needed on adding 
additional houses to a known and  VERY HIGH RISK WILDFIRE ZONE!  Who will 
provide homeowners’ insurance for the folks who might unwittingly buy into this 
Project?   

 
f. Page 4.12-11 also refers to OCFA’s mutual aid agreements as a means of 

increasing response capacity to a major wildfire event.  However, virtually all fire 
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protection agencies in California have mutual aid agreements. While they can be 
an important part of a local agency’s overall capacity to respond to fires, they do 
not specifically address the unique impacts associated with a high risk project 
such as Cielo Vista.  What will be the effect locally when our local personnel are 
going elsewhere to fight multiple wildfires under regional and Southern 
California mutual aid agreements? 

 
g. The DEIR (on page 4.12-13) presents a total of only two  mitigation measures 

related to fire protection services, and these are very generic.   (4.12-1 and 4.12-
2 are mitigation measures that could be offered for almost any project anywhere 
in Orange County.  They do not reflect the unique risks associated with this 
project’s VHFHSZ status.  (4.12-1) states that “Prior to issuance of a grading 
permit, the Project Applicant shall enter into a Secured Fire Protection 
Agreement with the OCFA.  This Agreement shall specify the developer’s pro-rata 
fair share funding of capital improvements and equipment, which shall be 
limited to that required to serve the project site.”   How does this mitigate any 
potential risks to this Project to existing homeowners or to future home buyers?   
Mitigation (4.12-2)  states:  “All new traffic signals on public access ways and 
electric operating gates installed for the Project shall include the installation of 
optical preemption devices to the satisfaction of the OCFA and the County of 
Orange Manager, Subdivision and Grading Services.”    
 These are both very vague mitigations for a Project located in a very HIGH RISK 
WILDFIRE ZONE with a known earthquake fault line down the middle, and the 
potential for methane gas explosions.      

 
h. Elsewhere (page 4.12-9), though not specifically listed as a mitigation measure, 

the DEIR describes several Project Design Features (PDF’s) that are presumably 
intended to mitigate the project’s VHFHSZ status. While these PDF’s are laudable 
and may reduce damage during a major wildfire, they do not address the 
underlying risk of a major wildfire event in this sensitive location or the resulting 
risk that wildfire emergency response times will be impacted due to the Project’s 
additional demands on OCFA resources.  “Sheltering in Place” housing might 
work, but ONLY if the residents don’t exit into the burning inferno, deciding at 
the last minute that the fire is too scary and decide to leave.  What happens if 
something goes wrong and they have overgrown vegetation, or they have 
wooden patio furniture or large umbrellas or tents in their backyard patio?  With 
Santa Ana winds driving embers and flaming debris, there is no way any house in 
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this Project could truly be “fire safe.”  There is no mitigation because of the 
dangerous location of the Project in a VERY HIGH RISK WILDFIRE ZONE. 

 
2. Police protection impacts are not adequately analyzed.  The DEIR’s analysis of police 

protection impacts is vague and fails to quantitatively measure the degree to which the 
proposed project would affect OCSD’s response times. The DEIR (page 4.12-7) indicates 
that the OCSD has the following goals for response times:  Priority One Calls in 5 
minutes, Priority Two Calls in 12 minutes and Priority Three Calls in 20 minutes. The 
DEIR then makes the following vague statement regarding existing response times:  
“While response times fluctuate, the Department is generally meeting its response time 
goals for the City. The Police Services Chief reports to the City Manager regularly on the 
success of meeting these response time goals.” If the Police Services Chief is regularly 
reporting to the City manager, actual data on response times must exist. Why are these 
data not provided in the DEIR? Without an accurate understanding of baseline 
conditions, how can the DEIR preparers make the conclusions (page 4.12-13) that 
existing response times are “adequate” and that “response times would not be 
substantially changed such that response time objectives are compromised in any 
manner”? It’s also odd that the correspondence from OCSD (Appendix J of the DEIR) 
regarding this project was dated July 2012, or approximately 6 months before OCSD 
became the law enforcement agency for Yorba Linda. As such, the information provided 
obviously does not reflect current conditions and is of questionable value as the basis 
for the DEIR’s conclusions. How could OCSD report on response times for a city which it 
did not serve at that time?  Updated information is needed. 
 

3. School overcrowding is acknowledged but not addressed. The DEIR (page 4.12-7) 
acknowledges that the K-5 portion of Travis Ranch School is overcrowded (with current 
enrollment exceeding capacity by 16%). With the addition of K-5 students generated by 
the proposed project, the DEIR forecasts (page 4.12-14) that the overcrowded condition 
would be exacerbated, with the result that enrollment would exceed capacity by 21%. 
The DEIR further acknowledges there are “no plans for new facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities.” Although the DEIR indicates that Travis Ranch School is slated for 
modernization, it also clearly acknowledges that such modernization would be 
dependent on “State funding availability” and that “modernization of the schools does 
not necessarily mean that capacity will be increased.” The proposed mitigation measure 
(payment of SB 50 mitigation fees) is of little consolation, since there is no guarantee 
that these fees would actually be guaranteed by State funding or spent to provide the 
needed expansion of Travis Ranch School.  Furthermore, these are one time developer 
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fees.  This mitigation is not guaranteed at all, but very “iffy” and totally dependent upon 
the alignment of the stars and the State Representatives and Governor funding 
expansions at the local school sites impacted by this Project.  School enrollment 
fluctuates, and the DEIR proposes an improper deferral of mitigation for schools for 
major negative school impacts. 
 

4. Cumulative impacts analysis is inadequate. As with the rest of the Public Services 
section, the cumulative impacts discussion is lacking in substance and quantitative 
analysis. Notably, the project-specific discussions on fire and police services seemed to 
be based largely on correspondence with OCFA and OCSD (Appendix J of the DEIR). 
However, this correspondence was focused on the proposed project itself and did not 
address the substantial list of cumulative projects. How did the DEIR preparers make 
conclusions regarding cumulative impacts if the affected agencies did not specifically 
provide input regarding the cumulative projects?   Furthermore, this Project should be 
considered by OC Planning and the City of Yorba Linda as one single Planning Package, 
along with Esperanza Hills, and the potential development of another 48 unit housing 
development called Bridal Hills that depends on access through Esperanza Hills.  There 
may be other developments that feed off of these projects as well in the hillside area.  
Any and all developments proposed for the Project location is in HIGH RISK WILDFIRE 
ZONE and face the risks of potential oil well fires, which are far more dangerous and 
cause major harm to the environment and air quality.  Many local homeowners, 
adjacent to the Project, cannot get adequate insurance on their existing homes because 
of the danger of policy cancellation because they live in a HIGH RISK WILDFIRE ZONE.  If 
the potential buyers cannot get insurance for their houses, who will pay for the 
insurance gaps?  Will people of Yorba Linda and/or Orange County end up paying for 
gaps caused by insurance companies failing to provide any or adequate coverage to 
potential home buyers in the Project or cancellation of insurance because of the risks 
involved with living in a HIGH RISK WILDFIRE ZONE.   Shouldn’t the potential dollar 
impact on the County and City because of lack of insurance issues be considered an 
impact on public services?  
  

In the absence of a more comprehensive and even-handed analysis of these issues, it would be 
unconscionable and irresponsible for the County’s Planning Commission and the Orange County 
Board of Supervisors to approve this project.  
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐461	
	

LETTER:	REHMEYER	

Sharon	and	Ted	Rehmeyer		
4795	Via	De	La	Roca	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	20,	2014)	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐1	

This	comment	provides	general	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	regarding	impact	conclusions	presented	in	the	
Draft	EIR	Public	Services	section.		The	commenter	does	not	provide	any	data,	references	or	other	evidence	to	
support	this	conclusion.		A	comment	that	consists	exclusively	of	mere	argument	and	unsubstantiated	opinion	
does	 not	 constitute	 substantial	 evidence.	 	 (Pala	Band	of	Mission	 Indians	 v.	County	of	 San	Diego	 (1998)	 68	
Cal.App.4th	556,	580;	CEQA	Guidelines	§	15384.)		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	
the	content	of	the	EIR	or	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐2	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐3	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐4	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐5	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐6	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐7	

This	comment	provides	general	comments	on	the	analysis	of	fire	protection	services	includes	in	Section	4.12,	
Public	 Services,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 comment	 also	 introduces	 specific	 comments	 on	 the	 fire	 protection	
analysis,	which	are	discussed	in	responses	Rehmeyer‐8	to	Rehmeyer‐21,	below.			Because	the	comment	does	
not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	EIR	or	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment,	no	
further	response	is	warranted.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐8	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	
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RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐9	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐10	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐11	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐12	

Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials,	of	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	hazards	associated	with	methane.		
Specifically,	methane	 impacts	are	addressed	on	page	4.7‐22	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	
has	 been	 prescribed	 to	 ensure	 potential	 impacts	 associated	with	methane	 gas	 are	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	 than	
significant	 level.	 	 Mitigation	 Measure	 4.7‐6	 requires	 a	 qualified	 environmental	 consultant	 to	 prepare	 a	
combustible	 gas/methane	 assessment	 study	 for	 the	OCFA	 for	 review	 and	 approval,	 prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 a	
grading	permit.		Based	on	the	results	of	the	study,	methane	mitigation	measures	would	be	implemented	by	
the	 Project,	 as	 necessary	 to	 ensure	 methane	 gases	 do	 not	 pose	 significant	 hazards	 to	 people	 or	 the	
environment.		Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	further	prescribes	measures	such	as	vapor	barriers	or	sealed	utility	
conduits	 to	 reduce	 the	potential	 for	 fire	danger	during	 construction	and	 also	 reduce	 the	potential	 for	 any	
health	hazards	from	methane	gas	which	could	otherwise	occur	to	future	residents	of	the	Project,	as	well	as	
surrounding	residential	areas.		The	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	would	ensure	that	methane	
within	the	project	site	does	not	result	in	public	health	or	safety	issues.		To	ensure	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	is	
implemented	to	applicable	OCFA	requirements,	the	following	revisions	have	been	made	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	
are	also	included	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions,	of	this	Final	EIR:	

Executive	Summary	

1.	 Page	ES‐27.		Modify	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	with	the	following	changes:	

Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	 		 Prior	to	grading	activities	and	concurrent	with	decommissioning	of	
the	 on‐site	 oil	 facilities,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 retain	 a	 qualified	 environmental	
consultant/California	 registered	 engineer	 and/or	 geologist	 with	 demonstrated	
proficiency	in	the	subject	of	soil	gas	investigation	and	mitigation	to	prepare	a	combustible	
gas/methane	 assessment	 study	 to	 the	 OCFA	 for	 review	 and	 approval,	 prior	 to	 grading	
activities.	The	study	shall	be	prepared	to	meet	the	combustible	soil	gas	hazard	mitigation	
requirements	set	forth	in	OCFA’s	Combustible	Soil	Gas	Hazard	Mitigation	Guideline	C‐03.		
Prior	 to	 conducting	 the	 gas/methane	 assessment	 study,	 the	 site	 drill	 locations	 shall	 be	
pre‐approved	by	the	OCFA	as	to	ensure	approval	of	the	report.		Based	on	the	results	of	the	
study,	methane	mitigation	measures,	which	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	use	of	
vapor	 barriers	 and/or	 sealed	 utility	 conduits,	 and	 other	 mitigation	 measures	 shall	 be	
identified	 in	a	mitigation	plan	 for	 implementation	during	construction	and	operation	of	
the	 Project.	 	 The	mitigation	 plan	 shall	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 the	 OCFA	
prior	to	grading	activities.	

Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials	



November 2015    2.B  Comments and Responses 

 

County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐463	
	

1.	 Page	4.7‐24.		Modify	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	with	the	following	changes:	

Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	 		 Prior	to	grading	activities	and	concurrent	with	decommissioning	of	
the	 on‐site	 oil	 facilities,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 retain	 a	 qualified	 environmental	
consultant/California	 registered	 engineer	 and/or	 geologist	 with	 demonstrated	
proficiency	in	the	subject	of	soil	gas	investigation	and	mitigation	to	prepare	a	combustible	
gas/methane	 assessment	 study	 to	 the	 OCFA	 for	 review	 and	 approval,	 prior	 to	 grading	
activities.	The	study	shall	be	prepared	to	meet	the	combustible	soil	gas	hazard	mitigation	
requirements	set	forth	in	OCFA’s	Combustible	Soil	Gas	Hazard	Mitigation	Guideline	C‐03.		
Prior	 to	 conducting	 the	 gas/methane	 assessment	 study,	 the	 site	 drill	 locations	 shall	 be	
pre‐approved	by	the	OCFA	as	to	ensure	approval	of	the	report.		Based	on	the	results	of	the	
study,	methane	mitigation	measures,	which	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	use	of	
vapor	 barriers	 and/or	 sealed	 utility	 conduits,	 and	 other	 mitigation	 measures	 shall	 be	
identified	 in	a	mitigation	plan	 for	 implementation	during	construction	and	operation	of	
the	 Project.	 	 The	mitigation	 plan	 shall	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 the	 OCFA	
prior	to	grading	activities.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐13	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐14	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐15	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐16	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐17	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐18	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 fire	
protection	features	(see	project	design	features	PDF	7‐9	to	7‐14)	to	be	included	as	part	of	the	Project.		Please	
also	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

As	 stated	 on	 page	 2‐14	 in	 Section	 2.0,	Project	Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 existing	 on‐site	 oil	 wells	 and	
production	facilities	would	be	abandoned	or	re‐abandoned,	as	necessary,	in	accordance	with	the	standards	
of	 the	 State	 of	 California	 Division	 of	 Oil,	 Gas	 and	 Geothermal	 Resources	 (DOGGR),	 OCFA,	 and	 County	 of	
Orange.	 	 The	Project	 is	 not	 proposing	 new	oil	wells	 and	 as	 such,	would	not	 drill	 new	wells.	 	 Also,	 the	 oil	
drilling	pad	is	currently	inactive	and	there	are	no	proposed	plans	or	pending	applications	to	conduct	drilling	
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at	 the	 site.	 	 Although	drilling	 operations	may	be	 performed	 at	 the	 drilling	 pad	 in	 the	 future,	 there	 are	 no	
known	or	foreseeable	plans	to	reinstate	drilling	at	the	pad.		Furthermore,	in	the	event	drilling	at	the	pad	is	
proposed	 in	 the	 future,	 it	 would	 be	 an	 independent	 project	 that	 would	 require	 separate	 environmental	
review	prior	to	consideration	of	approval	of	any	drilling	activities.			

This	 comment	 raises	 concerns	 regarding	 fracking	 and	potential	 associated	 impacts	 at	 the	project	 site.	 	As	
stated	above,	there	are	no	plans	now	or	in	the	foreseeable	future	to	reinstate	drilling	at	the	site	or	to	pursue	
fracking.		Furthermore,	no	known	fracking	activities	have	occurred	on	the	project	site.			

Please	refer	to	Response	Rehmeyer‐12,	above,	for	a	discussion	of	methane‐related	impacts.		

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐19	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐20	

As	indicated	on	page	4.12‐13,	compliance	with	the	applicable	regulatory	requirements	and	implementation	
of	 the	 project	 design	 features	 (PDFs)	 and	 prescribed	mitigation	measures	 would	 ensure	 that	 the	 Project	
would	not	adversely	affect	fire	protection	services	and	all	potentially	significant	impacts	in	this	regard	would	
be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.		Thus,	not	only	would	Mitigation	Measure	4.12‐1	and	4.12‐2	help	
to	reduce	the	significance	of	potential	fire‐related	impacts,	but	also	the	PDFs	(see	PDFs	7‐9	to	7‐14)	that	have	
been	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Project	 would	 prevent	 the	 occurrence	 and/or	 minimize	 the	 significance	 of	
potential	 fire	related	 impacts.	 	A	mitigation	plan	 is	sufficient	 for	purposes	of	CEQA	 if	 it	 identifies	methods	
that	will	 be	 used	 to	mitigate	 the	 impact	 and	 sets	 out	 standards	 that	 the	 agency	 commits	 to	meet.	 	 (North	
Coast	 Rivers	 Alliance	 v.	 Marin	 Mun.	Water	 Dist.	 (2013)	 216	 Cal.App.4th	 614,	 647.)	 	 Furthermore,	 OCFA	
regulatory	requirements	for	projects	in	a	VHFHSZ	would	be	implemented	by	the	Project,	which	are	reflected	
in	the	Project’s	Fire	Master	Plan	and	Conceptual	Fuel	Modification	Plans,	where	applicable	(see	PDFs	7‐9	and	
7‐12).	 	 	 A	 detailed	 description	 of	 the	 fire‐related	 PDFs,	 including	 the	 fire	 protection	 plan	 and	 fuel	
modification	zones,	to	be	implemented	as	part	of	the	Project	is	included	in	Section	4.7	in	the	Draft	EIR.	

Please	refer	to	Response	Rehmeyer‐12,	above,	for	a	discussion	of	methane‐related	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐21	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐22	

Also,	this	comment	requests	clarification	on	the	extent	of	impacts	regarding	responses	OCSD	time	objectives.		
As	described	on	page	4.12‐7	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	OCSD	prioritizes	calls	for	service,	with	Priority	One	being	
the	highest	(life	threatening	emergency).		It	is	the	goal	of	each	patrol	officer	to	respond	to	Priority	One	Calls	
in	5	minutes,	Priority	Two	Calls13	in	12	minutes	and	Priority	Three	Calls14	in	20	minutes.		Police	services	in	

																																																													
13		 Requires	immediate	response	and	may	not	be	assigned	Code	3	(lights	and	siren)	response.		Includes	crimes	which	have	just	occurred	

and	the	suspect	has	left	the	area	and	the	victim	is	not	in	any	further	danger;	any	incident	with	potential	of	quickly	escalating	to	a	
crime	against	person,	 i.e.,	 family	disturbance,	custody	disputes	where	all	parties	are	present;	bomb	 threats;	any	 incident	where	a	
delay	 in	response	could	 impede	 further	 investigation,	 i.e.,	deceased	person	or	situation	 involving	delicate	evidence;	alarm	calls;	or	
similar	circumstances.	
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the	local	project	vicinity	were	recently	evaluated	as	part	of	the	contract	for	OCSD	police	services	between	the	
City	and	OCSD,	with	staff	provided	to	meet	response	time	objectives.		The	Project	would	add	up	to	112	new	
residences	 (up	 to	 approximately	 358	 residents),	 which	 is	 an	 incremental	 increase	 (0.5%)	 relative	 to	 the	
City’s	population	of	approximately	67,000	people.	 	The	OCSD’s	patrol	routes	would	be	modified	to	 include	
the	project	site.		As	discussed	on	page	4.12‐13	of	the	Draft	EIR,	to	offset	any	incremental	need	for	funding	of	
capital	improvements	to	maintain	adequate	police	protection	facilities	and	equipment,	and/or	personnel,	the	
Project	would	be	responsible	for	paying	development	impacts	fees.	 	In	addition	to	the	development	impact	
fee	 reference,	Mitigation	Measure	 4.12‐2(B)	has	 been	 added	 further	 ensure	 impacts	 to	police	 services	 are	
less	than	significant.		This	mitigation	measure	requires	that	prior	to	issuance	of	a	grading	permit,	the	Project	
Applicant	shall	enter	into	a	secured	Law	Enforcement	Services	Agreement	with	the	Orange	County	Sheriff’s	
Department.	 	 This	 Agreement	 shall	 specify	 the	 developer’s	 pro‐rata	 fair	 share	 funding	 of	 capital	
improvements	 and	 equipment,	which	 shall	 be	 limited	 to	 serve	 the	 project	 site.	 	 The	 proposed	mitigation	
measure	is	shown	in	Response	LAFCO‐8.		In	consideration	of	the	Project’s	incremental	population	increase	to	
OCSD’s	 service	 area	 and	 the	 payment	 of	 development	 impacts	 by	 the	 Project,	 there	 would	 not	 be	 a	
“substantial”	 change	 in	 OCSD	 response	 times	 resulting	 from	 Project	 implementation.	 	 That	 is,	 the	 change	
would	not	be	such	that	response	time	objectives	would	not	be	met	with	the	Project,	compared	to	without	the	
Project.			

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐23	

In	 order	 to	 address	 the	 need	 for	 additional	 school	 facilities	 resulting	 from	Project	 implementation,	 SB‐50	
(Government	 Code	 Section	 65995)	 referenced	 in	 Mitigation	 Measure	 4.12‐3	 states	 in	 subsection	 (h)	 that	
school	facilities	fees	paid	per	square	foot	of	accessible	residential	space	pursuant	to	this	section	“are	hereby	
deemed	to	be	full	and	complete	mitigation	of	the	impacts	[caused	by]	the	development	of	real	property…on	
the	provision	of	 adequate	 school	 facilities.”	 	The	 fees,	which	are	paid	before	building	permit	 issuance,	 are	
used	 by	 the	 Placentia‐Yorba	 Linda	 Unified	 School	 District	 to	 provide	 needed	 classroom	 and	 other	 facility	
space	 necessitated	 by	 the	 Project.	 	 This	 Project	 impact	 fee	 is	 due	 and	 payable	 at	 the	 issuance	 of	 building	
permits.		Payment	is	not	dependent	on	any	involvement	by	the	state.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐24	

Please	refer	to	Response	Rehmeyer‐23.		

With	respect	to	the	commenter’s	point	that	there	is	a	deferral	of	mitigation,	as	stated	in	Response	Rehmeyer‐
23,	 SB	 50’s	 fee	 payment	 requirement	 (see	 Government	 Code	 65995)	 provides	 full	 mitigation	 for	 school	
impacts	upon	payment	of	the	school	impact	fee	as	declared	by	the	Legislature.		As	such,	there	is	no	deferral	
of	mitigation.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐25	

The	 cumulative	 impact	 analysis	 is	 based	 on	 the	 requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 15130,	 Discussion	 of	
Cumulative	 Impacts,	 in	 the	CEQA	Guidelines.	 	The	context	 for	analyzing	cumulative	 impacts	 is	described	 in	
Chapter	3.0,	Basis	 for	Cumulative	Analysis,	 of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	CEQA	Guidelines	 Section	
15130(b)	indicates	that	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	shall	reflect	the	severity	of	the	impacts	and	the	

																																																																																																																																																																																																																						
14		 Requires	immediate	response	unless	assigned	a	priority	1	or	2	call.	Includes	calls	where	the	informant	is	to	be	contacted	for	a	report	

only;	most	routine	situations	where	there	is	an	informant;	suspicious	person,	loud	parties	or	similar	disturbances.	
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likelihood	of	occurrence,	but	the	discussion	need	not	provide	the	same	level	of	detail	as	is	provided	for	the	
impacts	attributable	to	the	project	alone.		A	lead	agency	is	not	required	to	provide	evidence	supporting	every	
fact	underlying	the	EIR’s	evaluation	of	cumulative	impacts	nor	is	an	exhaustive	analysis	required.		(Ass’n	of	
Irritated	 Residents	 v.	 County	 of	Madera	 (2003)	 107	 Cal.App.4th,	 1383,	 1404.)	 	 Instead,	 the	 discussion	 of	
cumulative	 impacts	 is	guided	by	the	standards	of	practicality	and	reasonableness,	and	should	focus	on	the	
cumulative	 impact	 to	which	the	 identified	other	projects	contribute	rather	 than	the	attributes	of	 the	other	
projects	which	do	not	contribute	to	the	cumulative	impact.		Moreover,	an	EIR	need	not	follow	any	particular	
format	as	 long	as	 it	contains	the	 information	required	by	CEQA	and	CEQA	Guidelines.	 	 (CEQA	Guidelines	§	
15160.)	 	 CEQA	does	 not	 require	 a	 specific	 format	 for	 an	 EIR’s	 analysis	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 nor	 does	 it	
specify	that	 the	analysis	be	set	 forth	 in	any	particular	place	 in	the	EIR.	 	 (See	Whitman	v.	Bd.	of	Supervisors	
(1979)	 88	 Cal.App.3d	 397,	 411,	 fn	 7	 [stating	 that	 the	 analysis	 may	 be	 set	 forth	 either	 in	 a	 section	 on	
cumulative	impacts	or	elsewhere	in	the	EIR].)	 	While	the	discussions	of	cumulative	impacts	for	each	public	
service	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.12	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 do	 not	 specifically	 state	 a	 “Threshold	 Statement,”	 the	
analyses	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 assume	 that	 potential	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	 related	 projects	 being	
evaluated	would	be	subject	to	the	same	or	similar	thresholds	of	significance	used	to	evaluate	project‐specific	
impacts,	which	are	already	listed	in	Section	4.12.		Based	on	these	thresholds,	the	EIR	provided	a	cumulative	
assessment	of	public	service‐related	impacts.					

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐26	

This	comment	states	that	this	Project	should	be	considered	by	Orange	County	Planning	and	the	City	of	Yorba	
Linda	as	one	single	planning	package	along	with	Esperanza	Hills	and	the	potential	development	of	another	
48‐unit	housing	development	called	Bridal	Hills	that	depends	on	access	through	Esperanza	Hills.		The	County	
disagrees	for	the	reasons	set	forth	in	Response	HFE1‐2,	which	discusses	a	similar	claim	in	the	context	of	the	
two	part	Laurel	Heights	test.		The	facts	surrounding	development	at	Bridal	Hills	are	arguably	even	stronger	
than	 Esperanza	 Hills	 (discussed	 in	 Response	 HFE1‐2)	 because	while	 the	 Esperanza	 Hills	 Project	 was	 the	
subject	 of	 a	 separate	 development	 application	 that	was	 approved	 by	 the	 County	Board	 of	 Supervisors	 on	
June	 2,	 2015,	 any	 development	 at	 Bridal	 Hills	 or	 Yorba	 Linda	 Land	 is	 speculative	 at	 this	 point	 as	 no	
applications	are	pending.	 	Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	1	 for	a	detailed	explanation	as	to	why	the	
Esperanza	Hills	Project	is	not	part	of	the	Cielo	Vista	Project,	but	was	instead	properly	considered	in	the	EIR	
as	 a	 related	project	 for	 cumulative	 impacts	purposes	 and	 in	 the	DRAFT	EIR’s	 analysis	 of	 growth	 inducing	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	REHMEYER‐27	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 Rehmeyer‐18,	 above,	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 oil‐related	 operations	 and	 impacts	
associated	with	the	Project.				

In	addition,	the	County	cannot	speculate	on	the	ability	of	property	owners	to	obtain	homeowners	insurance,	
which	is	beyond	the	scope	of	the	Draft	EIR.			Because	the	comments	pertaining	to	insurance	coverage	do	not	
raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 EIR	 or	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	 environment,	 no	
further	response	is	warranted.	

	



From: Chris R [mailto:cdrikel7@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 5:13 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project 

 Mr Tippets, 

 I am a Yorba Linda resident and writing you with great concerns about the Cielo Vista project that is 
being proposed in the hills near Yorba Linda. I have lived in Yorba Linda for over 20 years and was in the 
city during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, witnessing the destruction it brought to Yorba Linda and all 
the surrounding territories. Specifically the North East area of Yorba Linda and the neighboring hills. This 
is the general area that is being proposed for this development.  

I am urging the County of Orange to deny the project from progressing any further until the County can 
assure all Yorba Linda Resident's safety will not be adversely impacted by the project. 

Chris Rikel 

mailto:cdrikel7@gmail.com
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LETTER:	RIKEL	

Chris	Rikel		
(January	22,	2014)	

RESPONSE	RIKEL‐1	

The	Commenter	 is	referred	to	Topical	Response	3	 for	a	detailed	evaluation	of	 the	Project’s	 fire	evacuation	
plan	and	the	potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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From: Debra Ruge [mailto:druge@ph.lacounty.gov]  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 10:27 AM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Enviornmental Impact 

  

Hello Mr. Tippets, 

I am contacting you to express my concern about the proposed Cielo Vista housing development.  I live 
on Dunrobin Way in Yorba Linda which can only be reached via Stonehaven or Via Del Agua roads.  I was 
at this address during the 2008 Freeway Fire and experienced firsthand the challenge of evacuating at 
the same time that fire vehicles were attempting to go to the homes.  I concur with the recent 
environmental –impact report that states that the intersection at Via Del Agua and Yorba Linda Blvd. 
would be adversely affected by increased traffic from the proposed houses.  I am concerned that not 
only will this intersection be affected, but the intersection of Stonehaven and Yorba Linda Blvd. as well.  
In addition, traffic on Yorba Linda Blvd. would be at a standstill with the additional residents based on 
the experience during the Freeway Fire as residents must use Yorba Linda Blvd. to evacuate the area.  I 
ask that you take these safety concerns very seriously.       

  

Thank you for your consideration, 

  

Debra Ruge 

Director, Medical Therapy Program 

California Children’s Services, Children’s Medical Services 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Health 

9320 Telstar Avenue, Suite 226 

El Monte, CA 91731 

druge@ph.lacounty.gov 

mailto:druge@ph.lacounty.gov
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LETTER:	RUGE	

Debra	Ruge		
Dunrobin	Way	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	
(January	6,	2014)	

RESPONSE	RUGE‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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Melanie Schlotterbeck 

19042 Alamo Ln 

Yorba Linda, CA 92886 

714-779-7561 
 

 
January 22, 2014 

 
Via E‐Mail 
 
Orange County Planning 
Attn:  Ron Tippets 
300 N. Flower Street 
Santa Ana, CA 92702‐4048 
 
Re:  Cielo Vista Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear Mr. Tippets: 
 
As a resident of Yorba Linda I would like to submit the following comments and attachments on the 
Cielo Vista Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  The project’s DEIR must recirculated to provide 
more complete investigation as it relates to geology. 
 
Understanding the existing geologic conditions for the Cielo Vista site is critically important to knowing 
the safety of the site as it relates to this proposed development.  There is a unique confluence of 
geologic circumstances: liquefaction, seismic risk (earthquakes), landslides, and expansive soils on this 
site.  These conditions need further review and investigation.  The project proponent must conduct 
extensive trenching and boring on the site to understand the existing conditions.  This investigation has 
not been done.  Therefore, the DEIR must be recirculated. 
 
Additionally, this analysis in and of itself requires its own environmental impact review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act due to the impacts.   
 
I submit into the record photos from the neighboring Esperanza Hills property, where similar 
investigations were already completed for that property’s DEIR.  (See Attachments 1, 2, and 3) 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Melanie Schlotterbeck 
 
CC:  Todd Spitzer 
 
Attachments:  1, 2 and 3 – Photos of Esperanza Hills 
 

t.keelan
Text Box
Letter: Schlotterbeck

t.keelan
Line

t.keelan
Text Box
1





November 2015    2.B  Comments and Responses 

 

County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
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LETTER:	SCHLOTTERBECK	

Melanie	Schlotterbeck		
19042	Alamo	Lane	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(January	22,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SCHLOTTERBECK‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 4	 regarding	 geology	 and	 faulting.	 	 In	 addition,	 please	 refer	 to	 Response	
POHH‐REED‐6	for	a	discussion	of	implementing	Mitigation	Measure	4.5‐1	that	requires	further	geotechnical	
investigations.		
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From: Mark Schock [mailto:mschock74@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 4:52 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron; Canning, Kevin 
Cc: Lindsey, Tom; Gene Hernandez; anderhd@roadrunner.com; Mark Schwing; maalders@yorba-
linda.org; Steve Harris; David Brantley; cyoung@yorba-linda.org 
Subject: Public Comments - Esperanza Hills DEIR 

  

Mr. Ron Tippets  (Cielo Vista) 

Orange County Planning Services 

300 N. Flower St. 

P.O. Box 4048 

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 

  

Mr. Kevin Canning (Esperanza Hills) 

Orange County Planning Services 

300 N. Flower St. 

P.O. Box 4048 

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 

  

January 21, 2014 

Public Response to Esperanza Hills DEIR and Request for Time Extension and a Request that this Public 
Comment also be attached to the Cielo Vista DEIR 

Mr. Tippets & Mr. Canning 

 Immediately after the Freeway Complex Fire, I made a Public Records Request for copies of any security 
camera footage captured during the fire from the Metropolitan Water District's Santiago Tower.  The 
MWD Santiago Tower security camera directly overlooks the canyon where the Cielo Vista and 
Esperanza Hills developments are proposed to be built.  During the fire, the security camera was 
remotely operated by personnel from the MWD Deimer Plant, and was panned from the top (at Hidden 
Hills) of the Canyon, to the bottom, where the new developments are proposed to be built.   This video 
footage shows in real time, the devastating speed and intensity of the fire where it raced down the 
canyon where the proposed Esperanza Hills and Cielo Vista Projects, will be built if approved.   The 
viewing of the MWD Santiago Tower Freeway Complex Fire Videos, will most assuredly give anyone 

mailto:mschock74@earthlink.net
mailto:anderhd@roadrunner.com
mailto:maalders@yorba-linda.org
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responsible for reviewing or approving Esperanza Hills  or Cielo Vista Project plans, a much greater 
insight into whether or not the proposed development plans are adequate as currently presented.  The 
video appears to show that the ENTIRE CANYON burned in approximately 37 MINUTES.  The video is 
fully date and time stamped. 

Please see the attached e-mail that I had sent to the County for the NOP Public Comment Process for 
Esperanza Hills describing the MWD Video and my comments that it should be reviewed by all parties 
involved in the preparation and review of the Esperanza Hills DEIR process, as well as the DEIR process 
for Cielo Vista.  Also see the attached e-mail from Kevin Canning acknowledging receipt of my public 
comments.   

I attended the Esperanza Hills Open House Meeting on January 16, 2014.  I asked to see the hard copy 
of the DEIR so that I could ensure that my public comments were included in the formal package.  Much 
to my surprise, my letter was nowhere to be found in the document.  I asked the developer's staff 
person to confirm that my letter had somehow not been included in the document.  She confirmed that 
my letter had not been included in the document, and said that it must have been a printing error.  I 
checked the County's website to see if my letter had been included  in the electronic version of the 
document.  My letter had also not been included in the electronic version posted on the County's 
website. 

At the end of the meeting, I approached Mr. Michael Huff, of Dudek who was the Fire Protection & 
Urban Forestry Practice Manager hired by the developer to ask if he had reviewed my public comments 
or the MWD Video as part of his preparation of the Fire preparedness and Fire Evacuation portion of 
the DEIR.  Mr. Huff indicated that he had not seen my public comments nor the MWD Video and was 
unaware of their existence.  Mr. Huff said that he would very much like to get a copy of the video so 
that he could compare it with his computer fire simulations upon which he had based his DEIR report.  
After all, why depend solely on computer fire simulations when an actual dated and time stamped video 
of the Freeway Complex Fire in the canyon where the Esperanza Hills development is proposed to be 
built exists.  Mr. Huff could not explain why the developer had not provided him with my public 
comments. 

Please see the above e-mail from Kathy Crum of the Developer's staff.  In her e-mail, she stated that my 
public comments were "somehow" not included in Appendix B of the DEIR.  She went on to say that my 
comments were considered in the preparation of the DEIR.  This seems very hard to believe.  I find it 
very unfortunate and of great concern that Mr. Huff of Dudek had no knowledge of my public 
comments or the video, that the developer evidently did not provide Mr. Huff with that information, 
and finally, that my public comments were not published in the DEIR document in a timely manner for 
review by the public, OCFA and the Sheriff's Department prior to the preparation of those agencies' 
formal responses to the DEIR. 

Because Mr. Huff of Dudek indicated that he would very much like to obtain a copy of the MWD Video 
so that he could compare it with his computer fire simulations upon which he had based his Fire 
Preparedness and Fire Evacuation portion of the Esperanza Hills DEIR, I request the following: 
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• That the Esperanza Hills Developer be required to formally document that the current Esperanza 
Hills DEIR as presented to the public did not consider the MWD Santiago Tower Security Video 
Footage during its preparation of the Fire Preparedness and Fire Evacuation portions of the 
document. 

  

• That the developer formally document that my original NOP Public Comment e-mail had been 
omitted from the DEIR until yesterday which precluded all reviewing agencies and members of 
the public from having access to its contents and knowledge of the existence of the MWD Video 
Footage.  This information, along my original NOP Public Comment e-mail should be 
immediately sent to all entities and individuals who had previously been sent HARD and 
ELECTRONIC copies of the DEIR. 

  

• That the Esperanza Hills DEIR process be extended for an ADDITIONAL 30 DAYS to allow Mr. Huff 
of Dudek and the developer to obtain and review the MWD Video to see if it would have any 
impact on the final preparation of the Fire Preparedness and Fire Evacuation portion of the 
DEIR. 

  

• That the Esperanza Hills DEIR process be extended for an ADDITIONAL 45 DAYS after that to 
allow a reasonable period of time for responding agencies and members of the public to review 
and comment on the new revised information. 

  

• That the MWD Video be added to the electronic copies and County website postings of the 
Esperanza Hills DEIR and the Cielo Vista DEIR to facilitate public access to the video footage as 
well as additional public comment on the issue. 

  

Before any County of Orange employees or appointed or elected officials, begin their review, or 
approval, of any and all documents related to the proposed Esperanza Hills and Cielo Vista projects, I 
strongly recommend that all parties be required to view the Metropolitan Water District Santiago Tower 
Security Camera Video taken during the November 15, 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 

Based on my telephone conversation with Mr. Tippets this afternoon, I will provide each of your 
respective offices with both full and edited copies of the MWD Video Footage and hard copies of this 
correspondence tomorrow.  The edited copy of the MWD Video Footage is approximately 142MB in file 
size and approximately 33 minutes in length. The edited version starts as the fire appears at the top of 
the canyon at Hidden Hills, and essentially has been edited to eliminate those portions of the video 
where the security camera's view was obscured by smoke.    
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Please attach this Public Comment Letter to BOTH the Esperanza Hills and Cielo Vista DEIR's as the 
importance of the MWD Video directly applies to both proposed developments. 

   

  

Mark Schock 

4955 Fairwood Circle 

Yorba Linda, CA 92887 
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LETTER:	SCHOCK	

Mark	Schock		
4955	Fairwood	Circle	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	21,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SCHOCK‐1	

This	 comment	 letter	 requests	an	extension	 to	 the	public	 review	period	 for	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	described	 in	
Chapter	1.0,	Introduction,	of	this	Final	EIR,	the	Draft	EIR	was	subject	to	a	public	review	and	comment	period	
of	a	 total	of	75	days,	which	well	exceeds	the	minimum	review	periods	established	under	CEQA.	 	The	Draft	
EIR	was	submitted	to	the	State	Clearinghouse,	Office	of	Planning	and	Research,	and	initially	circulated	for	a	
45‐day	 public	 review	 beginning	 on	 November	 7,	 2013,	 and	 ending	 on	 December	 23,	 2013.	 	 A	 Notice	 of	
Preparation	of	the	Draft	EIR	was	mailed	to	the	appropriate	public	agencies,	special	districts,	and	members	of	
the	public	prior	to	the	 issuance	of	 the	Notice	of	Availability	and	release	of	 the	Draft	EIR	for	public	review.			
The	initial	45‐day	public	review	and	comment	period	was	subsequently	extended	by	the	County	to	60	days,	
with	the	comment	period	ending	on	January	7,	2014.		This	additional	extension	was	granted	by	the	County	in	
response	to	extension	requests	from	both	the	public,	as	well	as	public	agencies,	including	the	City	of	Yorba	
Linda’s	request	 for	a	minimum	60	day	review	period.	 	A	“revised”	Notice	of	Availability	was	mailed	to	 the	
appropriate	public	agencies,	special	districts,	and	members	of	 the	public	 to	provide	notice	of	 the	extended	
public	review	time	on	the	Draft	EIR.		Subsequently,	a	“Second	Revised”	Notice	of	Availability	was	issued	on	
January	2,	2014	and	extended	the	public	review	and	comment	period	on	the	Draft	EIR	an	additional	15	days,	
resulting	in	a	review	and	comment	period	ending	on	January	22,	2014.	

In	addition	to	providing	review	time	beyond	what	is	required	by	CEQA,	and	though	not	required	by	CEQA,	
the	 County	 also	 elected	 to	 hold	 a	 public	 meeting	 at	 the	 Travis	 Ranch	 Activity	 Center	 in	 Yorba	 Linda	 on	
December	16,	2013,	in	order	to	take	public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	and	to	further	encourage	public	input.	
CEQA	Guidelines	 §	 15105(a)	 requires	 a	 public	 review	period	 for	 a	 draft	 EIR	 of	 not	 less	 than	 30	days	nor	
longer	 than	 60	 days	 except	 in	 unusual	 circumstances.	 	 The	 75‐day	 public	 review	 and	 comment	 period	
provided	more	than	sufficient	time	for	public	review	under	CEQA.	

RESPONSE	SCHOCK‐2	

This	 comment	 includes	 comments	 pertaining	 to	 the	Esperanza	Hills	 Project	 that	 are	 not	 applicable	 to	 the	
Cielo	Vista	Project.			Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	EIR	or	the	
impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

RESPONSE	SCHOCK‐3	

This	comment	requests	the	County	review	the	footage	of	the	Freeway	Complex	Fire	from	the	Metropolitan	
Water	District’s	Santiago	Tower.			This	comment	is	noted	by	the	County	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.		Because	the	comment	does	not	
raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 EIR	 or	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	 environment,	 no	
further	response	is	warranted.	
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To:   Ron Tippets, Planner, Current & Environmental Planning Section,  OC Planning  Services 

From:   Edward Schumann 

Re: Cielo Vista Project, Draft EIR #615 

Date: Jan. 16, 2014 

 

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Cielo Vista Project, Draft EIR #615.  As a concerned 

Yorba Linda resident I am opposed to the Project and believe the Draft EIR does not adequately 

address important issues and reaches incorrect and erroneous conclusions.  My specific comments 

follow: 

 

Aesthetics  
One of CEQA's stated purposes is "to provide the people of this state with . . . enjoyment of aesthetic, 

natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities" (§ 21001, subd. (b)), and aesthetic issues are 

among those that are "properly studied in an EIR" (Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside 

(2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 492; National Parks & Conservation Assn. v. County of Riverside (1991) 

71 Cal.App.4th 1341, 1360). As relevant here, the Guidelines give content to the concept of aesthetics 

by including the following questions in the checklist of a project's potential environmental effects: 

"Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?" and "Would the project 

substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?" 

(Guidelines, Appendix G, questions I(a) and I(c).) 

 

The Project and it's neighboring Esperanza Hills Project effectively destroy the last open scenic space 

between Yorba Linda and Chino Hills State Park.  (The DEIR gives short shrift to the cumulative impact 

of the adjoining projects.)  In its less than 50 acres, the Project will grade some 660,000 cubic yards of 

hillside.  Figures 4.1-2 - 4.1-7 to the DEIR show existing views but the proposed views fail to take into 

account the cumulative visual impact with the Esperanza Hills Project.   

 

Likewise, the DEIR erroneously concludes the Project will affect the view of only a few existing homes 

and will not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the area.  As shown in the attached 

photographs, the area currently consists of rolling hills and scenic vistas.  The area is visible from most 

of the homes in the Casino Ridge area, as well as from the homes to the south and west of the Project 

area.  There is no mitigation for the destruction of the visual character of the area.  The DEIR must 

address and analyze the degradation of the scenic landscape and aesthetic quality of the area. 
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Yorba Linda's Land Use Element (LUE) requires hillside area density to account for slope severity and 

stability, topographic conditions and natural resources protection, and to preserve open space areas 

and natural drainage areas. Per the County’s LUE, development in hillside areas is bound by the same 

constraints both to preserve the natural terrain and contours, as feasible, which is also addressed in the 

County’s Resource Element. 

The Yorba Linda Municipal Code (18.30.040 - Standards and guidelines) provides these Site Design 

Principles: 

1.Most of the hillside sites are highly visible from distant locations. Therefore, views of the site from the 

neighborhood and other off-site locations should be given careful consideration.  

2.Massive grading and single retaining walls in excess of six (6) feet in height should be avoided in 

order to preserve a more natural slope appearance.  

3.The buildings located near hillside rims have higher visibility. The buildings should be partially 

screened with landscaping to minimize the "wall" effect.  

4.Significant trees and other vegetation, which contribute to the aesthetics of the site and surrounding 

area, should be preserved.  

5.Natural hillsides and ridgelines should be preserved to the extent feasible. The usual impacts of 

grading should be softened through designs which incorporate slope undulation, blending and other 

features to reflect the natural terrain.  

Additionally, any residential tract or individual residential unit development within hillside areas, shall 
conform to the following standards:  

1.Ridgelines shall be preserved in their natural state to the degree possible. 

2.Streets, both public and private, shall be developed below the crest of a natural ridgeline.  

3.Building pads shall not be located so as to be on the crest of a natural ridgeline. 

4.Any construction shall be done in a manner so as a dwelling, roofline or any component part of the 

construction shall be superimposed against another land mass and shall not be visible against a 

horizon or the sky when viewed from the canyon floor.  
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5.Tract and parcel maps for the purposes of residential construction shall include a variety of house 

styles, heights, roof elements and other design features.  

6.Natural earth tones and materials shall be used; use of bright colors, including stark white, shall be 

discouraged.  

7.Terraces, terrace drains, down-drains and other similar structures, shall incorporate the use of natural 

rock or other man-made design feature that has the appearance of a natural material.  

8.Any manufactured slope shall be contoured in a manner to appear to have a natural grade.  

Finally, the Code provides that, for any proposed residential development that is determined to be 

viewed from any point within Chino Hills State Park, the grading and landscaping plans shall include, 

for each lot so determined to be viewed, specific measures, including height limits, setbacks, 

landscaping, berms and/or other measures which will assure that any structure built on the lot will not 

be viewed from Chino Hills State Park. 

 

The Draft EIR fails to recognize or address these multiple requirements.  The Project proposes to 

destroy natural hillsides and ridges via massive grading.  The building pads for Planning Area 1 flatten 

a natural ridgeline and replace it with densely packed homes.  

 

Planning Area 2 abuts homes just east of San Antonio Road.  Each of those homes are on lots of over 

an acre.  In contrast, the 17 residences in Planning Area 2 all fall within only 6.4 acres.  The DEIR gives 

no consideration to this failure to maintain the rural quality of the surrounding area. 

 

OrangeCounty.net City Guide describes Yorba Linda as follows: 

"In 2005 CNN ranked Yorba Linda 21st among the best places in the U.S. to live in their 'Great 

American Towns' quest. With a population over 68,000, Yorba Linda is best known as a residential 

community of single-family homes situation on sizable lots. 

Yorba Linda' commitment to equestrian activities has helped set it apart from other communities with 

it's [sic] three state-of-the-art equestrian arenas. It also boasts 100 miles of equestrian, biking and 

walking trails."   

 

The OC Register likewise describes Yorba Linda as "primarily a residential community of single-family 

homes built on large lots."  "Yorba Linda is well known for its equestrian community. Many of the large 
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lots have their own stables and riders can often be seen along the streets moving between the city's 

100 miles of trails." 

 

The Project aesthetically fails to conform to these existing conditions and the DEIR fails to address the 

divergence with the character of the local community.    

 

Air Quality 
The DEIR does not adequately address the generation of dust and other particulates as soil is 

disturbed (including soil contaminated with hazardous substances from oilfield operations and methane 

deposits) during construction. Such particulates could cause or exacerbate asthma and reactive airway 

syndrome for downwind residents.   

 

One significant health risk not addressed in the DEIR is soil disturbance during site preparation 

resulting in the airborne dispersal of coccidioidomycosis (aka “Valley Fever”) spores.  These spores 

frequently contaminate soils in arid areas of California. The resulting disease, which produces flu-like 

symptoms lasting one to several weeks in most cases, is endemic to inland valleys in California. Since 

the symptoms are usually transient and resemble many other common illnesses, many cases are not 

recognized or diagnosed. Disseminated disease, which develops in about 1/1000 recognized cases, 

can spread to many organ systems, manifesting in a variety of ways including lung disease and 

meningitis. Dissemination is more likely among Blacks, Asians and individuals who are immuno-

suppressed. Although coccidioidomycosis is endemic to Los Angeles County and the incidence has 

increased sharply in the past five years, it is unknown whether the spores are found in soils in the 

Project area.  This should be analyzed and determined in the DEIR with appropriate mitigation 

measures required. 

 

The California Dept. of Public Health (CDPH) received reports of 18,776 statewide cases of 

coccidioidomycosis with estimated symptom onset dates from 2001 through 2008. Annual rates of 

coccidioidomycosis increased by 91.3 percent from 2001 (4.25 per 100,000) to 2006 (8.13 per 100,000) 

and decreased by 25.3 percent from 2006 to 2008 (6.07 per 100,000). During the surveillance period, 

265 (1.4 percent) cases were reported to have died with coccidioidomycosis.  (Epidemiologic 

Summaries of Selected General Communicable Diseases in California, 2001-2008.) 

 

The DEIR also does not address dispersal into the atmosphere of toxic or carcinogenic components of 

petroleum from currently operating wells and facilities. 
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The DEIR further fails to consider release of methane creating potential for explosions.  Drilling and 

other oilfield related operations in the past may facilitate increased migration and leakage of methane 

through ground fissures and faults and through old shafts and wellheads where it can then build up to 

explosive concentrations in buildings.  Methane gas is a colorless, odorless, tasteless gas that is less 

dense than air. It is formed as the by-product of organic decomposition and is of concern because of its 

flammability and explosive potential, particularly in the manmade enclosed spaces.  In California, the 

sensitivity to methane gas increased dramatically with an explosion and fire in the Fairfax district in 

1985. This occurred when methane gas built up in the basement of a department store and exploded. 

The methane was traced to oil contamination in an abandoned portion of an old oil field–the Salt Lake 

Field.  

 

The danger can be greatly reduced or prevented by venting the methane and installing alarms.  Such 

mitigation is not discussed in the DEIR.  The Orange County Fire Authority Fire Prevention Division 

Informational Bulletin 05-03 (Combustible Soil Gas Hazard Mitigation for Existing Homes Undergoing 

Expansion in Yorba Linda) noted that the City of Yorba Linda has adopted an amendment to the local 

fire code that enables the city to enforce measures requiring methane soil gas hazards to be 

investigated and mitigated.  The DEIR fails to address the conditions and necessary mitigation 

measures.  (See, http://www.ocfa.org/_uploads/pdf/ib-05-03.pdf  ) 

 

A Union of Concerned Scientists 2006 study analyzed air pollution caused by construction equipment 

and quantified its effect on California’s public health and economy.  The report noted that construction 

equipment is operating in cities and towns throughout California, releasing harmful NOx and PM 

emissions into the air and raising the risk of exposure to these pollutants for residents who live and 

work near construction sites. The likelihood of people living or working close to construction sites is 

highest in densely populated urban areas, but the suburbs are not free of risk from construction 

equipment pollution. Many projects in these areas, including new commercial and residential 

developments, require extensive use of construction equipment for land clearing and grading 

operations.  

The analysis found that the economic and health damage caused by construction equipment pollution 

in California is staggering. More than 1,000 premature deaths per year can be attributed to these 

emissions, along with more than 1,000 hospitalizations for cardiovascular and respiratory illness, and 

more than 30,000 asthma attacks and other respiratory symptoms. Hundreds of thousands of lost work 

days and school absences equate to more than $60 million in annual economic losses. In addition, 
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Californians collectively experience millions of days each year when air pollution restricts their activities. 

Overall, construction equipment pollution costs the state more than nine billion dollars every year. 

  Construction equipment pollution is therefore a health concern for all Californians. 

 

The DEIR does not address the public health issues from air pollution arising from construction 

equipment and operations.  The DEIR must also include a cumulative impact analysis of such issues. 

 

Geology & Soils 
As the Yorba Linda City’s Safety Element points out, slope stability is a serious geologic problem in the  

northern and eastern portions of the City. This area is underlain by siltstone and interbedded sandstone 

of the Puente Formation and are often the most prone to landsliding and other forms of slope failure.  

Slope stability needs to be fully addressed in the DEIR. 

 

the identification, excavation and disposal of contaminated soils is not meaningfully addressed in the 

DEIR.  The Project site has long been used for oil production and the DEIR acknowledges the 

abandonment of oil service material (including an unidentified 55 gallon drum of unknown contents and 

origin) but fails to evaluate the existing conditions and likely environmental impacts associated with the 

Project as required by CEQA.  The DEIR fails to analyze and identify appropriate mitigation measures. 

The level of contamination is not properly evaluated and the various methods of soil reclamation and 

disposal of contaminated soil are not addressed. 

 

Yorba Linda Municipal Code 15.36.700 requires leak testing of abandoned wells processed through the 

Orange County Fire Authority with the leak test report prepared by a state licensed geotechnical or civil 

engineer or state-registered environmental assessor, class II.  The Code provides that a well shall be 

considered leaking if the leak test report indicates the meter read is greater than the lower explosive 

limit which is set at 500 parts per million. An approved leak test report is only valid for 12 months from 

City acceptance. The DEIR provides no leak test data and fails to report any historic or current 

conditions or to analyze future performance.. 

 

Greenhouse Gases 
Even if methane (see above) is “safely” vented to the atmosphere, it is also a potent greenhouse gas.  

Direct health effects linked to such greenhouse effects are negligible in isolation, but cumulatively 

contribute to the global burden of greenhouse gases with far reaching effects on the physical 

environment and human health.  This element is not addressed in the DEIR. 
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Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
Yorba Linda is subject to wildfires due to the steep terrain, highly flammable vegetation of  

adjacent Chino Hills and the high winds (Santa Ana winds) that correspond with seasonal  

dry periods.  Major fires have threatened the City in the past. High wildfire hazard areas  

include the northern and eastern portions of the City.  

 

Since 1980, the Yorba Linda area has experienced 25 separate wildland fires, burning a  

total of 82,734 acres; single events range from one to nearly 20,000 acres. Until the recent  

Freeway Complex Fire, the most notable and devastating of these were the 1982 Gypsum  

Incident (19,986 acres), the 1980 Owl Incident (18,332 acres), the 1980 Carbon Canyon  

Incident (14,613 acres) and the 2006 Sierra Peak Incident (10,506 acres). The commonality  

of each of these larger fires is the Santa Ana Wind and the effect it has on vegetation and fire behavior. 

The Santa Ana Canyon funnels the wind, increasing its speed and magnifying the effects on the 

available fuel bed. The frequency of fire in this area has allowed non-native vegetation of volatile 

grasses and weeds to become the dominate fuel type.   

 

On November 15, 2008, Yorba Linda experienced the Freeway Complex Fire. The Orange  

County Fire Authority’s preliminary report (December 2, 2008) on the fire indicated that the  

fire consumed 30,305 acres; destroyed 187 residential structures (including multi-family residential 

buildings) and damaged 127 residential structures. Four commercial properties were destroyed or 

damaged, along with 43 outbuildings. My home was one of those destroyed. 

 

As you will note from my experiences, we live in a rural community.   Most resident have animals, many 

have horses, chickens, goats and other livestock.  This results in much more confusion and logistic 

difficulties in evacuating for a fire.  Local vets evacuated during the 2008 fire and left no emergency 

facilities available.  That contributed to the death of our dog the night our house burned down. 

 

This is my story: 

It was a hot day for November 2008, not unlike the first weeks of 2014.  The Santa Anas were blowing 

hard, hot and dry.  A heavy chain rattled against my barn as I fed the horses that Saturday morning.  

My wife, Tam, left about 8:30 for a class in Lemon Heights.   
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As I started the weekend chores, I saw the smoke to the east and went to the back fence to have a 

look.   We live on a hillside property - about 2 1/2 acres, all told.  The house and landscaped yard sat 

on a pad at the top.  Our 2 stall barn was on a small pad just lower than that.  A steep hill then falls 

away to the 'lower 40' - a flat piece of land that runs to the edge of or property.   We have a small riding 

arena and hay shed down there.  A small creek runs just beyond our property line, paralleling it.  

Beyond that is the Cielo Vista property and other open land and the Chino Hills State Park.   

 

The next door neighbor, Nick, was standing by his back fence too and we chatted a while as we 

watched the smoke.  I remember one of us commenting that one of these days the land back there 

needed to burn.  It was so dense you couldn't even bushwhack through it.  We discussed that we were 

safe from any fire.  Between the cleared arena area was our hillside.  Our hillsides was bare with 

grought resistant ground cover near the top; Nick had his planted in freeway daisy or some type of 

drought resistant plant.  Also the fire was both east and south.  Since the wind was a hard easterly, the 

fire would run down along the 91, not north toward us. 

 

Still, you don't take chances.  Our other adjacent neighbor, Joyce, was loading her horses to ship them 

farther away from the danger area.  I hooked our trailer to my pickup and took the 2 horses down to the 

arena and turned 'em out.   

 

By 10 or so, the smoke became thicker; I went back to the house and called Tam to come home but the 

students don't take phones into her classes.  She'd be gone til noon.   I called some friends who live in 

Hidden Hills.  John was at work but Lisa and the kids along with her neighbor and her kids were out and 

could not get home due to the evacuation and chaotic traffic.  I told them to come over "where it's safe" 

until they could get back home.  The agreed and headed over.   

 

Meanwhile, I went back down and helped Joyce with her animals.  In addition to several horses, she 

had some goats and pot-bellied pigs, dogs, a cat...... The horses had been moved out and the rest of 

the menagerie was being loaded up when the pigs got free.  While restricted to her own arena, the big 

fellows gave several of us a good run before they all got loaded... a pretty funny scene all in all. 

By that time, it was clear that the fire was coming our way.  I started the water sprinklers  we use to 

keep the dust down in the arena and turned on the automatic sprinklers around the house.   I went back 

up to the house.  Tam had arrived and was talking to Lisa and clan and watching the fire coverage on 

TV.  I told them they'd better not stay and needed to get moving.  I told Tam to load the dogs and call 
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our friends Ken and Jana and see if we can dump the animals there until it's safe, then get loaded and 

get over there.  I'd follow with the horses. 

 

We scattered and I went down and got the horses in our trailer.  As I helped Joyce with the last of hers, 

we saw the flames cresting the closest hill.  Time to go.  By the time I got up to San Antonio, the traffic 

was jammed and the fire was right behind me, blasting through the little canyon like a furnace.  Traffic 

was virtually stopped going down San Antonio and houses were burning on either side of the street.  I 

turned and headed up San Antonio, threading the trailer through the downhill traffic trying to use both 

lanes.  It was probably 1 pm but was like night up along the hills... the smoke dense as flames licked 

along the ridgeline to the northeast.  I was able to circle around to Fairmont and parked in the Methodist  

Church parking lot to wait for Tam.  Where the hell was she?!   

 

She had grabbed things out of the safe, a change of clothes for each of us, and the 3 dogs and went 

down San Antonio.  She saw kids running down the street carrying their pets.... traffic snarled trying to 

get down to YL Blvd.... and houses on fire to the left as the flames jumped across the street.  (And to 

this day, I have not heard the end of the fact that I left the Element almost on empty and Tam was 

certain she was going to run out of gas and be pushed to the side and left....She got down to the 

Chevron station and cursed me until she made it to our rendezvous.  Now we wonder, is it safer to keep 

cars fueled up knowing they pose a heightened fire danger or keep limited fuel with the attendant 

danger of not having enough to get out.)   

 

In the parking lot, we traded cars and put the dogs in the truck with Tam. I headed back home.  I 

managed to get up San Antonio through the still heavy downhill traffic.  When I pulled into our cul-de-

sac, I saw Joyce & Todd's house on fire.  A fire dept. pickup truck was parked in the middle of the cul-

de-sac and a single fireman stood alongside.  He asked if that house was mine and I said, no, and 

pointed out mine.  He said  he was sorry but mine was 'gone too'.  "But it looks fine."  I said.  He 

explained that the fire was in the attic and there were no resources available to do anything.  It seems 

everyone had been sent to Hidden Hills, again assuming the fire would not turn north.  There was no 

one coming to help us.  This poses the question for future fires - what are the chances of fire personnel 

being called to another area - Cielo Vista, Esperanza Hills, Hidden Hills - and again leaving us without 

sufficient protection? 

 

H e offered to go in with me ("We have maybe 5 minutes.") and grab a few things.  Let me digress a 

moment here.  Both of Tam's parents died that summer within about 2 months of each other.  We had 
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recently cleared out their Las Vegas home to sell it and had brought back what we wanted to keep.   

Our dining room had been cleared out and was full of crates, boxes and furniture.  For our part, we had 

about 20 years of collected goods in the house including a pretty nice art collection (a Goya series,  a 

very nice Gorman litho, an original Steadman drawing, a few original works by minor artists and a 

couple of really nice bronzes).  Tam teaches Japanese tea ceremony, so she had a LOT of Japanese 

ceramics, utensils,  scrolls and the like, in and around a bedroom I had converted into a tea room.  I 

had a collection of Japanese tea bowls from the famous kilns from across Japan.  I also was working as 

an independent contractor and had a home office upstairs.  The garage contained a wine cellar with 

about 200 bottles of aging cabs.  We also love books and could probably have started a used 

bookstore with our inventory... or a nice house fire.  Tam also had an office upstairs.  She is also an 

accomplished pianist.  She had a Steinway concert grand piano and a Yamaha baby grand.  

  

So when you are offered 5 minutes to 'grab a few things', your mind kinda goes blank.  The fireman 

suggested my computer.  Good idea.  We sprinted upstairs but when we got there my office was full of 

smoke and he wouldn't let me go in.  He asked where it was and crawled in after I gave directions.  He 

came out with the (desktop) unit.  (Later I realized he had pulled all the cables including the one to my 

external hard drive.  So much for data.)  By this time, not only was the wind still howling, rattling the 

windows , but all of the smoke alarms were screaming their high pitched whistle, and the upstairs  was 

filling with smoke.  "We can't stay", the fireman warned.  That eliminated saving anything from the 

offices or bedrooms.   

 

We went down and I grabbed some family photos and our wedding album (I did want to see Tam again, 

after all..)  My tea bowl collection was in a display case and I tossed some into an empty box.  And that 

was about it.  A second fireman came in and they told me to get out.   As we left, we passed our 48# 

flat screen TV sitting on a table.  "Want this?" one asked.  He grabbed it and the next thing I knew he 

was trying to shove it into my Mini Cooper (in the garage).  "Just put it in the yard."  I suggested.   

Through force of habit, I guess, I grabbed my tennis bag and pulled the Mini out to the street.    I took a 

third car from the garage and then shuttled them a few blocks away.  I came back and, at that point, all 

I could do was watch and take some pictures as my house burned. 

 

At some point a fire truck arrived.  They stayed a while, mostly trying to keep the fires contained and 

then left saying they had to try to save some homes.  They left a hose attached to the fire hydrant 

(ironically) directly across the street from our  house.  By this time it was late afternoon, a male from 

each of the five houses on our cul-de-sac (except for Todd next door who was out of town)  was there 
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and we took turns on the hose, keeping the fires contained, wetting down the adjacent houses and, 

occasionally, putting out the random tree fire.  There was not sufficient fire department personnel to 

protect the surrounding homes. 

The end - until the next one. 

 

The Cielo Vista Project proposes to add over 100 homes.  The adjoining Esperanza Hills Project would 

add another 340 homes.  The projects cannot be considered in isolation due to their cumulative impact 

on all environmental matters including and especially public safety.  The After Action Report on the 

Freeway Complex Fire by the OC Fire Authority noted that traffic became gridlocked as residents tried 

to flee while emergency vehicles attempted to gain access.  As noted above, San Antonio Drive was 

almost impassable as homes burned on each side of the street.  Access by Via del Agua was similarly 

clogged.  The major artery of Yorba Linda Blvd. was inadequate to divert the evacuating vehicles.   

 

The DEIR uses the unrealistic and unsupported figure of 1.5 vehicles per home.  Ours is an affluent 

community with multiple vehicles per home.  Even at 1.5 vehicles per home, the Project would add over 

150 vehicles to the already overburdened exit routes and when considered with the adjoining project, 

some 700 additional vehicles would make the exit routes virtually impassable during an emergency.  

Even at the volume of traffic which existed in 2008, one stalled car on San Antonio could easily have 

resulted in many lost lives.  Without major changes to the traffic infrastructure surrounding the Project, 

the lack of consideration of public safety is irresponsible.   

 

Edward Schumann 

4310 Willow Tree Ln 

Yorba Linda 
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LETTER:	SCHUMANN1	

Edward	Schumann		
4310	Willow	Tree	Lane	
Yorba	Linda	
(January	16,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetics	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.1,	Aesthetics.	 	 	 This	 comment	 states	 the	 Project	
would	effectively	destroy	the	last	open	scenic	space	between	Yorba	Linda	and	Chino	Hills	State	Park.	 	This	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	 issue	on	the	content	of	 the	EIR	or	 the	 impacts	of	 the	Project	on	the	
environment.		In	addition,	the	comment	states	that	Figures	4.1‐2	to	4.1‐7	do	not	include	the	Esperanza	Hills	
Project.		The	visual	simulations	were	appropriately	prepared	for	inclusion	into	the	“project‐specific”	analysis	
of	 the	 Aesthetics	 section.	 	 Cumulative	 aesthetic	 impacts	 are	 addressed	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 4.1‐4	
beginning	 on	 page	 4.1‐33	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 cumulative	 visual	 impacts	 with	 the	
Esperanza	Hills	Project	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.						

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐2	

The	Draft	 EIR	 in	 sub‐section	b,	 Existing	Conditions,	 on	page	 4.1‐2	 acknowledges	 that	 the	 site	 is	 currently	
undeveloped	 and	 consists	 of	moderate	 to	 steeply	 sloping	 hillsides,	 with	 photographic	 illustrations	 of	 the	
project	site.	 	The	visual	impact	assessment	beginning	on	page	4.1‐8	under	Impact	Statement	4.1‐1	includes	
visual	 simulations	 from	 vantages	 considered	 generally	 representative	 and	 similar	 to	 views	 from	 nearby	
single‐family	 residential	 uses,	 including	 views	 from	 Casino	 Ridge	 (see	 Figure	 4.1‐7),	 from	 the	 south	 (see	
Figure	 4.1‐2),	 and	 views	 from	 the	west	 (see	 Figures	 4.1‐3	 to	 4.1‐6).	 	 	 The	 visual	 simulations	 are	 used	 to	
provide	an	assessment	of	the	aesthetics	impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.															

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐3	

Page	4.1‐2	of	Section	4.1,	Aesthetics,	in	the	Draft	EIR	references	the	City’s	Hillside	Development	Zoning	Code	
Regulations	 against	 which	 the	 Project	 is	 subsequently	 analyzed	 for	 consistency	 on	 pages	 4.1‐31	 and	 ‐32.		
This	consistency	analysis	concludes	that	the	Project’s	open	space	area	and	concentration	of	the	development	
envelope	in	two	planning	areas	would	ensure	that	intermediate	and	long	range	views	of	hillside	locales	and	
visually	prominent	ridgelines	and	canyon	would	not	be	altered,	including	preservation	of	the	primary	east‐
west	canyon	within	the	central	open	space	portion	of	the	project	site.	

Consistency	with	 the	 retaining	wall	 criteria	of	 the	City’s	Hillside	Development	Zoning	Code	Regulations	 is	
addressed	in	Table	4.1‐3	on	page	4.1‐31.		The	retaining	wall	criteria	associated	with	grading	is	stated	to	be	
six	 (6)	 feet,	with	additional	height	 to	be	avoided	 in	order	 to	preserve	a	more	natural	 slope	 character.	 	As	
stated	 in	 Table	 4.1‐3,	 retaining	 wall	 heights	 above	 6	 feet	 will	 be	 used	 only	 when	 needed	 to	 ensure	
manufactured	 slope	 stability	 with	 wall	 features	 landscaped	 and	 adjacent	 grading	 to	 be	 blended	 in	
furtherance	of	restoring	a	more	natural	slope	appearance	to	ensure	that	the	character	and	quality	of	the	site	
affected	by	such	slopes	can	be	minimized,	as	feasible.	
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RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	Schumann1‐3.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts	 in	 Section	4.1,	Aesthetics.	 	At	112	dwelling	units,	 the	proposed	
Project’s	density	is	1.3	dwelling	units	per	acre	of	single	family	homes	(with	an	open	space	area	of	36	acres)	is	
compatible	with	the	adjacent	neighborhoods	to	the	north,	west	and	south	which	were	built	pursuant	to	the	
City’s	General	Plan	designation	of	up	to	one	dwelling	unit	per	acre.		Additionally,	the	Project’s	density	of	1.3	
gross	 dwelling	 units	 per	 acre	 compares	 favorably	with	 adjacent	 and	 nearby	 subdivisions	 as	 described	 in	
Table	4.9‐3	on	page	4.9‐19	of	Section	4.9,	Land	Use	Planning,	with	density	ranges	of	between	1.04	and	1.96	
dwelling	 units	 per	 acre.	 	 Also,	 the	 Project	 proposes	 a	 range	 of	 lot	 sizes	 with	 an	 average	 lot	 size	 of	
approximately	15,000	square	feet	per	the	Project’s	Draft	Area	Plan.		With	this	range	of	lot	sizes,	the	proposed	
project	would	be	compatible	with	the	adjacent	single	family	homes.	 	Therefore,	at	an	overall	density	of	1.3	
dwelling	 units	 per	 acre,	 the	 homes	 in	 Planning	 Area	 2	 would	 be	 compatible	 with	 the	 homes	 in	 the	 City	
subdivisions	west	of	Planning	Area	2	which	the	commenter	states	without	specific	information	as	being	on	
lots	“over	an	acre.”			

The	commenter	should	note	that	both	the	County	General	Plan	and	the	City	General	Plan	permit	clustering	to	
preserve	 topographically	 constrained	 and	 open	 space	 areas	 such	 that	 actual	 lot	 sizes	 are	 allowed	 to	 be	
smaller	 than	 the	 arithmetic	 one	 dwelling	 unit	 per	 acre	 as	 identified	 in	 the	 City	 General	 Plan	 Land	 Use	
designation	of	Low	Density	Residential.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐6	

Construction‐related	 air	 quality	 impacts	were	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.2,	Air	Quality,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	Draft	EIR.		

As	indicated	in	Table	4.2‐8	on	page	4.2‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR,	fugitive	dust	emissions	(PM10	and	PM2.5)	during	
construction	activities	would	be	less	than	the	health	protective	thresholds	established	by	the	SCAQMD	and	
CARB.	 	As	a	result,	 fugitive	dust	emissions	would	result	 in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	nearby	sensitive	
receptors.			

Also,	 as	 specified	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 Mitigation	 Measures	 4.2‐1	 and	 4.2‐2	 have	 been	 prescribed	 to	 control	
fugitive	 dust	 emissions,	 to	 the	 extent	 feasible.	 	 In	 response	 to	 a	 City	 comment	 (see	 Response	 CITY2‐98),	
applicable	 requirements	of	 SCAQMD	Rule	403	have	 also	been	 included	under	Mitigation	Measure	4.2‐3	 to	
control	fugitive	dust	and	impacts	to	nearby	residents.			

Handling	of	potentially	contaminated	soil	was	addressed	in	Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials,	of	
the	Draft	EIR.	 	 	As	discussed	under	 Impact	Statement	4.7‐2	beginning	on	page	4.7‐20,	a	Soils	Management	
Plan	 (SMP)	 and	 a	 Health	 and	 Safety	 Plan	 (HASP)	 would	 be	 implemented	 by	 the	 Project	 when	 handling	
suspected	contaminated	soils.		These	plans	would	establish	the	protocol	for	the	safe	handling	and	disposal	of	
impacted	soils	 that	could	be	potentially	encountered	during	construction	activities.	 	Additional	soil	 testing	
would	 be	 implemented	 to	 ensure	 soils	 are	 accurately	 characterized	prior	 to	 excavation	 and	 earth	moving	
activities.	 	Mitigation	Measures	4.7‐1	to	4.7‐3	require	 these	plans	 to	be	prepared	and	 implemented	during	
construction	activities.	 	As	concluded	under	Impact	Statement	4.7‐2,	with	implementation	of	the	applicable	
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project	 design	 features	 (PDFs),	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures	 and	 compliance	 with	 applicable	
regulatory	 requirements,	 all	 potentially	 significant	 impacts	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 potential	 to	 create	 a	
significant	 hazard	 to	 the	 public	 or	 the	 environment	 through	 reasonably	 foreseeable	 upset	 and	 accident	
conditions	 involving	 the	 release	 of	 hazardous	materials	 into	 the	 environment	would	 be	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	
than	significant	level.	

Also,	Section	4.7	of	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	hazards	associated	with	methane.		Specifically,	methane	impacts	
are	addressed	on	page	4.7‐22	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	has	been	prescribed	to	ensure	
potential	 impacts	 associated	 with	 methane	 gas	 are	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 level.	 	 Mitigation	
Measure	 4.7‐6	 requires	 a	 qualified	 environmental	 consultant	 to	 prepare	 a	 combustible	 gas/methane	
assessment	study	for	the	OCFA	for	review	and	approval,	prior	to	issuance	of	a	grading	permit.		Based	on	the	
results	 of	 the	 study,	methane	mitigation	measures	would	 be	 implemented	 by	 the	 Project,	 as	 necessary	 to	
ensure	methane	gases	do	not	pose	significant	hazards	to	people	or	the	environment.		Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐
6	 further	prescribes	measures	such	as	vapor	barriers	or	sealed	utility	conduits	 to	reduce	 the	potential	 for	
fire	danger	during	construction	and	also	reduce	the	potential	for	any	health	hazards	from	methane	gas	which	
could	 otherwise	 occur	 to	 future	 residents	 of	 the	 Project,	 as	 well	 as	 surrounding	 residential	 areas.	 	 The	
implementation	 of	Mitigation	Measure	 4.7‐6	would	 ensure	 that	methane	within	 the	 project	 site	 does	 not	
result	 in	public	health	or	 safety	 issues.	 	To	ensure	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	 is	 implemented	 to	 applicable	
OCFA	 requirements,	 the	 following	 revisions	 have	 been	 made	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 are	 also	 included	 in	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions,	of	this	Final	EIR:	

Executive	Summary	

1.	 Page	ES‐27.		Modify	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	with	the	following	changes:	

Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	 	Prior	to	grading	activities	and	concurrent	with	decommissioning	of	the	
on‐site	 oil	 facilities,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 retain	 a	 qualified	 environmental	
consultant/California	 registered	 engineer	 and/or	 geologist	 with	 demonstrated	
proficiency	in	the	subject	of	soil	gas	investigation	and	mitigation	to	prepare	a	combustible	
gas/methane	 assessment	 study	 to	 the	 OCFA	 for	 review	 and	 approval,	 prior	 to	 grading	
activities.	The	study	shall	be	prepared	to	meet	the	combustible	soil	gas	hazard	mitigation	
requirements	set	forth	in	OCFA’s	Combustible	Soil	Gas	Hazard	Mitigation	Guideline	C‐03.		
Prior	 to	 conducting	 the	 gas/methane	 assessment	 study,	 the	 site	 drill	 locations	 shall	 be	
pre‐approved	by	the	OCFA	as	to	ensure	approval	of	the	report.		Based	on	the	results	of	the	
study,	methane	mitigation	measures,	which	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	use	of	
vapor	 barriers	 and/or	 sealed	 utility	 conduits,	 and	 other	 mitigation	 measures	 shall	 be	
identified	 in	a	mitigation	plan	 for	 implementation	during	construction	and	operation	of	
the	 Project.	 	 The	mitigation	 plan	 shall	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 the	 OCFA	
prior	to	grading	activities.	

Section	4.7,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials	

1.	 Page	4.3240.		Modify	Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	with	the	following	changes:	

Mitigation	Measure	4.7‐6	 	Prior	to	grading	activities	and	concurrent	with	decommissioning	of	the	
on‐site	 oil	 facilities,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 retain	 a	 qualified	 environmental	
consultant/California	 registered	 engineer	 and/or	 geologist	 with	 demonstrated	
proficiency	in	the	subject	of	soil	gas	investigation	and	mitigation	to	prepare	a	combustible	
gas/methane	 assessment	 study	 to	 the	 OCFA	 for	 review	 and	 approval,	 prior	 to	 grading	
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activities.	The	study	shall	be	prepared	to	meet	the	combustible	soil	gas	hazard	mitigation	
requirements	set	forth	in	OCFA’s	Combustible	Soil	Gas	Hazard	Mitigation	Guideline	C‐03.		
Prior	 to	 conducting	 the	 gas/methane	 assessment	 study,	 the	 site	 drill	 locations	 shall	 be	
pre‐approved	by	the	OCFA	as	to	ensure	approval	of	the	report.		Based	on	the	results	of	the	
study,	methane	mitigation	measures,	which	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	use	of	
vapor	 barriers	 and/or	 sealed	 utility	 conduits,	 and	 other	 mitigation	 measures	 shall	 be	
identified	 in	a	mitigation	plan	 for	 implementation	during	construction	and	operation	of	
the	 Project.	 	 The	mitigation	 plan	 shall	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 the	 OCFA	
prior	to	grading	activities.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐7	

Please	refer	to	Response	Schumann1‐6,	above.	 	With	regard	to	concerns	of	Valley	Fever	spores,	the	Project	
implements	 fugitive	dust	reduction	measures	consistent	with	South	Coast	Air	Quality	Management	District	
requirements	 (see	Rule	 403)	which	will	 limit	 the	 travel	 of	 potential	 spores	 off‐site.	 	 Rule	 403	 establishes	
fugitive	dust	 limits	 to	 reduce	 the	 amount	of	 particulate	matter	 entrained	 in	 the	 ambient	 air	 as	 a	 result	 of	
anthropogenic	(man‐made)	fugitive	dust	sources	by	requiring	actions	to	prevent,	reduce	or	mitigate	fugitive	
dust	 emissions.	 	 This	 rule	 requires	 implementation	 of	 best	management	 practices	 (including	 construction	
equipment	maintenance	and	upkeep)	for	fugitive	dust	control.		With	these	fugitive	dust	reduction	measures	
to	be	implemented	by	the	Project,	risk	of	Valley	Fever	would	be	less	than	significant.		Section	4.2,	Air	Quality,	
in	the	Draft	EIR	provides	a	discussion	of	the	Project’s	construction‐related	fugitive	dust‐related	impacts.		As	
discussed	therein,	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	
measures.				

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐8	

As	 stated	 on	 page	 2‐28	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	Project	Description,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 existing	 on‐site	 oil	wells	 and	
production	facilities	would	be	abandoned	or	re‐abandoned,	as	necessary,	in	accordance	with	the	standards	
of	 the	 State	 of	 California	 Division	 of	 Oil,	 Gas	 and	 Geothermal	 Resources	 (DOGGR),	 OCFA,	 and	 County	 of	
Orange.		A	1.8‐acre	parcel	located	in	Planning	Area	1	(also	referred	to	as	the	“drilling	pad”)	is	proposed	to	be	
zoned	R‐1(O)	and	can	be	designated	for	continued	oil	operations	including	consolidation	of	wells	relocated	
from	the	rest	of	 the	project	site	and	slant	drilling	of	new	wells	below	ground.	 	However,	 the	Project	 is	not	
proposing	new	oil	wells	and	as	such,	would	not	drill	new	wells.		The	drilling	pad	would	be	made	available	to	
the	 current	 oil	 operators	 following	 the	 Project’s	 construction	 activities	 for	 continued	 oil	 operations	 with	
permitting	 and	 site	 planning	 to	 be	 pursued	 by	 the	 oil	 operators.	 	 Thus,	 the	 oil	 drilling	 pad	 would	 be	
developed	for	future	oil	operations	as	a	separate	project	should	the	oil	operators	choose	to	relocate	to	this	
area	of	the	project	site.		Although	drilling	operations	may	be	performed	at	the	drilling	pad	in	the	future,	there	
are	no	known	or	foreseeable	plans	to	reinstate	drilling	at	the	pad.		Furthermore,	in	the	event	drilling	at	the	
pad	is	proposed	in	the	future,	it	would	be	an	independent	project	that	would	require	separate	environmental	
review	prior	 to	consideration	of	approval	of	any	drilling	activities.	 	Therefore,	preparation	of	a	health	risk	
assessment	 and	 analysis	 of	 any	 potential	 odor	 impacts	 would	 not	 be	 meaningful	 as	 future	 drilling	
operational	parameters	are	not	known	and	are	speculative	at	this	point.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐9	

Please	refer	to	Response	Schumann1‐7,	above.	



November 2015    2.B  Comments and Responses 

 

County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐479	
	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐10	

The	 localized	 air	 quality	 thresholds	 used	 in	 Section	4.2,	Air	Quality,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 are	 health‐protective	
thresholds	 established	 by	 the	 SCAQMD,	 CARB	 and	 EPA.	 	 These	 pollutant	 standards	 take	 into	 account	
sensitive	 populations	 such	 as	 children,	 elderly	 and	 people	 with	 respiratory	 problems.	 	 Potential	 	 health	
impacts	resulting	from	criteria	pollutant	exposure	are	provided	on	pages	4.2‐10	through	4.2‐13	of	the	Draft	
EIR.		Localized	criteria	pollutant	impacts	were	addressed	on	page	4.2‐25	which	demonstrated	that	localized	
criteria	 pollutant	 concentrations	 would	 remain	 below	 SCAQMD	 health‐protective	 thresholds.	 	 Please	 also	
refer	to	Response	SCAQMD‐3	for	a	discussion	of	cumulative	construction	impacts.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐11	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	geology	and	soil	impacts,	including	slope	stability,		in	Section	4.5,	Geology	and	Soils,	
with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	E	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	Slope	stability	impacts	are	discussed	under	
Impact	 Statement	 4.5‐1	 on	 page	 4.5‐15.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	
Response	4	regarding	geology/soils.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐12	

The	grading	plan	for	the	site	assumes	that	nearly	all	of	Planning	Area	1	would	be	graded	to	accommodate	the	
proposed	residential	and	supporting	 infrastructure	uses.	 	The	 locations	of	 the	existing	oil	wells	are	within	
the	 grading	 footprint	 areas	 of	 Planning	 Area	 1.	 	 Thus,	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	 the	 majority	 extent	 of	
contaminated	soils,	if	any,	is	included	within	the	grading	quantities	for	the	Project.			It	would	be	speculative	
to	estimate	the	extent	of	any	underlying	soil	contamination	based	on	the	analysis	conducted	in	Section	4.7,	
Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials.	 	As	discussed	therein,	while	the	Phase	II	Subsurface	Investigation	report	
concluded	that	the	soils	tested	on	the	site,	including	those	near	the	oil	facilities,	do	not	contain	chemicals	of	
concern	(COCs)	 that	exceed	applicable	health	risk	screening	 levels,	 the	Draft	EIR	conservatively	concludes	
that	 there	 is	 nonetheless	 still	 the	 potential	 for	 the	 Project	 to	 encounter	 impacted	 soils	 during	 soil‐
disturbing/grading	activities	associated	with	Project	construction.		As	such,	a	Soils	Management	Plan	(SMP)	
has	been	prepared	 for	 the	Project	 that	outlines	 the	protocol	 for	 the	handling	and/or	disposal	of	 impacted	
soils	that	could	potentially	be	encountered	during	construction	activities.		The	SMP	is	required	by	Mitigation	
Measure	4.7‐1	and	included	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Furthermore,	Mitigation	Measures	4.7‐2	and	4.7‐
3	are	prescribed	to	address	potentially	encountered	contaminated	soils	during	construction	activities.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐13	

The	referenced	Yorba	Linda	Municipal	Code	Section	15.36.700	in	this	comment	pertains	to	a	Site	Plan	and	
Design	 Review	 approval	 being	 sought	 from	 the	 City	 of	 Yorba	 Linda	 Planning	 Commission	 and/or	 the	
Community	Development	Director.		The	Project	does	not	require	Site	Plan	and	Design	Review	from	the	City	
of	Yorba	Linda	and	as	such,	this	Municipal	Code	section	is	not	applicable	to	the	Project.		However,	all	existing	
on‐site	oil	wells	and	production	facilities	would	be	abandoned	or	re‐abandoned,	with	leak	testing	provided,	
as	necessary,	in	accordance	with	the	standards	of	the	State	of	California	Division	of	Oil,	Gas	and	Geothermal	
Resources	(DOGGR),	OCFA,	and	County	of	Orange.			

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐14	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	greenhouse	gas	impacts	in	Section	4.6,	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	F	of	the	Draft	EIR.			Cumulative	greenhouse	gas	emissions	impacts,	inclusive	of	all	
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greenhouse	gases	(methane	included),	are	discussed	under	Impact	Statement	4.6‐3	beginning	on	page	4.6‐26	
of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	analysis	acknowledges	that,	“On	a	global	scale,	no	single	project	alone	will	measurably	
contribute	 to	 a	 noticeable	 incremental	 change	 in	 global	 average	 temperature.	 	 Therefore,	 GHG	 impacts	 to	
global	climate	change	are	inherently	cumulative.”	 	The	cumulative	GHG	impact	analysis	recognizes	that	the	
project	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 GHG	 plans	 to	 reduce	 GHG	 emissions	 and	 would	 not	 exceed	
applicable	 SCAQMD	GHG	 thresholds.	 	 Further,	 as	 discussed	 therein,	 since	 the	 Project	would	 result	 in	 less	
than	 significant	 impacts	 based	 on	 AB	 32	 derived	 thresholds,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 have	 cumulatively	
considerable	GHG	impacts.				

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐15	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	G	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	analysis	 is	based	on	the	results	of	 the	Cielo	
Vista	 Fire	 Behavior	 Analysis	 Report,	 prepared	 by	 Firesafe	 Planning	 Solutions.	 	 The	 Fire	 Behavior	 Report	
considered	existing/future	vegetative	interface	fuels,	topography,	and	historical	weather	conditions	during	a	
wildland	 fire	event.	 	The	report	provided	results	of	computer	calculations	 that	measured	the	 fire	 intensity	
from	a	worst	case	scenario	wildfire	in	both	the	extreme	(Santa	Ana‐	NE	wind)	and	the	predominate	(Onshore	
–	 Southwest	 wind)	 conditions.	 	 Thus,	 this	 worst‐case	 condition	 includes	 those	 conditions	 that	 occurred	
during	the	Freeway	Complex	Fire.		The	results	of	the	fire	behavior	calculations	have	been	incorporated	into	
the	fire	protection	design	built	into	the	Cielo	Vista	development.		Therefore,	the	results	of	the	Cielo	Vista	Fire	
Behavior	Report	are	appropriate	for	addressing	wildland	fire	impacts	resulting	from	implementation	of	the	
Project.	 	As	discussed	 in	Section	4.7,	wildland	 fire	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	significant	with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures,	in	addition	to	the	fire	protection	features	(see	project	
design	 features	PDF	7‐9	 to	7‐14)	 to	be	 included	as	part	of	 the	Project.	 	The	commenter	 is	also	referred	 to	
Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergence	response	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐16	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergence	response	and	wildland	fire	impacts.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐17	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	1	for	a	detailed	explanation	as	to	why	the	Esperanza	Hills	Project	is	not	part	
of	the	Cielo	Vista	Project,	but	was	instead	properly	considered	in	the	EIR	as	a	related	project	for	cumulative	
impacts	purposes	and	in	the	Draft	EIR’s	analysis	of	growth	inducing	impacts.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐18	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN1‐19	

Contrary	to	the	comment,	the	Draft	EIR	does	not	assume	a	specific	number	of	vehicles	per	household.		Please	
refer	to	Topical	Response	3	for	a	detailed	evaluation	of	the	Project’s	 fire	evacuation	plan	and	the	potential	
traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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TO:   Mr. Ron Tippets 

         Orange County Planning 

         300 North Flower Street 

         Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 

  

Cc:  The Honorable Todd Spitzer, OC Supervisor, Third District 

FROM:  Edward L. Schumann 

DATE:  JANUARY 21, 2014 

 SUBJECT:  Cielo Vista Project DRAFT EIR No. 615 

This article from Voice of OC, provides a nice response to the DEIR which fails to take into account the 
issues raised in Ms. Sefton's article.                 

Community Editorial: Heed the ‘Sustainable Communities 
Strategy’ 
By GLORIA SEFTON | Posted: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 8:15 am  

At first blush, the Madrona housing proposal in Brea might look like any other. It’s a 162-unit 
development of single-family homes that will sit on 367 acres. 

But it represents a tipping point. 

And it’s only one of many similar proposals that are pushing development boundaries all over 
Orange County. 

As the Brea City Council opens hearings on Madrona on Tuesday, council members and the 
public should see the project for what it actually is: more sprawl development. 

It’s on virgin hillside land abutting Chino Hills State Park on the fringes of Brea. It runs counter 
to the Sustainable Communities Strategy that Orange County — and Brea itself — adopted in 
April 2012. 
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What is the Sustainable Communities Strategy? 

It flows from California’s landmark greenhouse gas reduction law, which requires cuts in 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. The Southern California Association 
of Governments, in response to the law, set greenhouse gas transportation reduction targets for 
the region at 9% by 2020 and 16% by 2035, and in a multiyear effort involving stakeholders 
across the region, established the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

The Strategy lays out many ways to reduce vehicle miles driven to achieve the mandated 
greenhouse gas reductions and at the same time build livable, vibrant and sustainable 
communities for Orange County — even in the face of expected population growth of 4 million 
over the next 25 years. 

(Click here to read the Sustainable Communities Strategy.) 

These “smart land-use strategies” encourage maximizing use of existing facilities and avoiding 
or limiting impacts to open space that contain important natural resources and habitat. The 
strategies also support “infill” housing and redevelopment, mixed-use development and 
walkability of communities, improving the jobs to housing ratio and promoting land-use patterns 
that offer alternatives to single-occupant auto use. These strategies also have the benefit of 
reducing pollution and improving health. 

The Sustainable Communities Strategy doesn’t propose a wholesale change to Southern 
California’s developed areas; existing stable residential neighborhoods are expected to remain 
the way they are today. Rather, the strategy promotes new ways of developing new 
neighborhoods and revitalizing old ones to give Orange County residents a variety of lifestyle 
choices. 

But Madrona doesn’t fit the bill for any of these modern planning strategies. It’s dangerous too. 
The tract would be situated on hills prone to landslides and smack in the middle of a historic 
wildland fire corridor. Surely Madrona violates the fundamental principle of protecting natural 
habitat and resources that are critical for environmental and public health. It will destroy more 
than 1,300 oak and walnut trees and bulldoze virgin land. 

Likewise, Cielo Vista and Esperanza Hills, also in the binge of proposals under consideration, 
fail to make the grade. Those tracts are on virtually undeveloped county land that Yorba Linda is 
anticipated to annex. Cielo Vista proposes 112 homes on 84 hillside acres that support natural 
habitat. Esperanza Hills proposes 340 homes on 469 hillside acres bordering a state park. 

Adding more to the list, Mission Viejo recently approved Skyridge, a development next to 
natural habitat on previously unincorporated county parcels that will be annexed to Mission 
Viejo, expanding its boundaries. And SaddleCrest, though currently in litigation, is an isolated 
tract in unincorporated rural Trabuco Canyon on undeveloped land far from services and 
transportation hubs and without current infrastructure. If SaddleCrest’s approval stands, we can 
expect more developments like it in the canyon areas. 

http://goo.gl/uAh9jz


All of these development proposals fly in the face of sustainable development strategies. And 
they are being made against a backdrop of burning Southern California hillsides and an official 
state declaration of drought emergency. It would be reckless to ignore the fact that these 
developments will require vast amounts of water where virtually no water is being used today. 

Climate change is occurring, and it’s having severe negative impacts that cannot be denied. If 
we’re serious about greenhouse gas reduction and, importantly, sustainability and protection of 
resources and quality of life for the next generations, projects like Madrona, Cielo Vista and 
Esperanza Hills should not go forward. 

Instead of blithely approving these outmoded development plans, it’s time for elected officials — 
the ones with authority to say yes or no to these projects — to scrutinize them according to the 
sustainable development tenets that the region signed on to. Will these officials have the courage 
and foresight to reject these proposals, or is the Sustainable Communities Strategy just a 
meaningless document? 

Local jurisdictions can use creative tools, like transferring development rights to appropriate 
locations elsewhere, to keep the valuable and sensitive open space undisturbed while providing 
economic fairness to landowners and developers. Many California cities and counties are already 
doing this. 

We have virtually no chance of meeting our target greenhouse gas reductions or creating a 
desirable, livable Orange County for the long term if land-use decisions are going to be made 
with little or no regard for the adopted strategies of building sustainable communities and 
reducing vehicle miles driven. Rather, our precious open space will be consumed forever and 
we’ll be living in isolated island communities, far from work or services, traveling long distances 
on traffic-choked highways and dealing more and more with the negative impacts of climate 
change. 

That would be a colossal failure on our part. 

Gloria Sefton is a Voice of OC Community Editorial Board member and a co-founder of the Saddleback 
Canyons Conservancy. 

http://www.voiceofoc.org/community_editorial_board/article_c1e932c2-9f7d-11e1-9e95-0019bb2963f4.html
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LETTER:	SCHUMANN2	

Edward	Schumann		
4310	Willow	Tree	Lane	
Yorba	Linda	
(January	21,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SCHUMANN2‐1	

This	 comment	 references	 an	article	written	by	Gloria	 Sefton	 from	Voice	of	OC,	which	 references	 the	Cielo	
Vista	Project,	amongst	others,	and	provides	her	opinions	of	the	various	development	proposals	in	regards	to	
SCAG’s	Sustainable	Communities	Strategies	(SCS).			This	article	is	noted	by	the	County	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers	for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.		This	comment	
does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	EIR	or	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment.		
However,	 it	 is	noted	that	SCAG’s	SCS	targets	are	not	project‐specific	and	are	achieved	through	region‐wide	
vehicle	miles	traveled	(VMT)	reduction	measures.		These	VMT	reduction	goals	contained	in	the	SCS	may	be	
achieved	 through	other	means	 such	as	mass	 transit	or	 transit	oriented	development	within	 the	 region.	 	A	
discussion	of	the	Orange	County	Council	of	Governments	(OCCOG)	SCS	has	been	added	to	the	Draft	EIR	(see	
below).		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	the	SCS.		The	following	revisions	have	been	
made	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	are	also	included	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions,	of	this	Final	EIR:	

Section	4.6,	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	

1.		Page	4.6‐26.		Add	the	following	text	below	the	1st	paragraph	in	the	discussion	of		“Consistency with 
Applicable GHG Plans”:	

Further,	as	discussed	previously,	SB	375	was	enacted	to	reduce	GHG	emissions	by	requiring	MPOs	to	
develop	 an	 SCS	 as	 part	 of	 their	RTP.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 SCAG	has	 included	 an	 SCS	 element	 to	 their	RTP	
which	 encompasses	 the	 counties	 of	 Imperial,	 Los	 Angeles,	 Orange,	 Riverside,	 San	 Bernardino	 and	
Riverside.		SB	375	also	allows	for	subregional	council	of	governments	to	develop	a	subregional	SCS.		
The	Orange	 County	 Council	 of	 Governments	 (OCCOG)	 has	 developed	 a	 subregional	 SCS	 specific	 to	
Orange	County.			

The	 OCCOG	 subregional	 SCS	 contains	 goals	 (VMT	 reduction)	 identical	 to	 the	 regional	 SCAG	 SCS.		
However,	 goals	 of	 the	 SCS	 are	 not	 project	 specific.	 	 As	 stated	 in	 the	 OCCOG	 subregional	 SCS,	 “no	
subregional	GHG	emissions	reduction	 targets	were	set	by	CARB	or	SCAG.	 	GHG	emission	reduction	
targets	are	only	calculated	at	the	regional	level.”		Therefore,	the	SCS	does	not	target	specific	projects,	
but	reductions	will	be	achieved	on	a	regional	level.			

In	order	to	achieve	VMT	and	GHG	reduction	goals,	the	SCS	contains	several	VMT	reduction	measures	
which	 may	 not	 be	 project	 specific.	 	 Such	 measures	 include	 transportation	 system	 efficiency	
improvements	 and	 transit	 oriented	 development.	 	 As	 these	 VMT	 reduction	 measures	 are	 more	
regional	in	nature,	the	Project	would	not	be	able	to	implement	such	measures.		Therefore,	the	Project	
would	not	conflict	with	goals	of	the	SCS.			
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From: Robert Sedita [mailto:rnsedita@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 3:22 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project 

Mr. Ron Tippets 

Orange County Public Works 

Mr. Tippets: 

I am writing you today to express my concern over the proposed Cielo Vista Project in Yorba 
Linda. I have lived in the track of homes entered thru Via Del Agua for approximately 25 years 
and have seen the continued growth of Yorba Linda and the effect such growth has had on the 
existing infrastructure, safety and quality of life within Yorba Linda.  

I have two primary concerns relative to this project.  Firstly, the traffic situation that currently 
exists at the uncontrolled intersection of Via Del Agua and Yorba Linda Blvd. has continually 
deteriorated with the addition of more homes in the area.  This is especially true during school 
hours, when parents dropping off their children at Travis Ranch School use Via Del Agua as a 
turn-around get onto Yorba Linda Blvd., and approach the school from the north rather than deal 
with the congestion at the school when approaching from the south.  This routinely backs traffic 
up and it is not uncommon to have over a dozen vehicles waiting to make left turns out of Via 
Del Agua.  This level of traffic waiting at the stop sign and the high volume of traffic already 
moving on Yorba Linda Blvd. during this time of day, results in substantial delays for residents 
attempting to exit the track.  Additionally, pedestrian traffic is also impacted.  Many residents 
walk in this area as do many parents and grandparents with small children and/or  infants in 
strollers.  The amount of traffic already using Via Del Agua is significant and crossing at the 
corners is somewhat hazardous for these pedestrians.  I have witnessed several incidents 
wherein drivers were traveling in excess of the residential limit and have cut-off pedestrians 
attempting to cross Via Del Agua. The addition of these homes would exasperate these already 
significant problems.  

Secondly, I was at home during the Freeway Complex Fire and witness how rapidly a wind 
driven fire can spread.  We lost three homes in our track. The problem was not so much the 
hillsides, but rather the landscaping and the homes that fed the fire into our track.  We did not 
see a fire truck for 3 days in our track.  The construction of these homes bordering the Chino 
State Park property is a recipe for disaster.   

I respectfully request that the County reconsider allowing the construction of these homes.  
Such construction would have an adverse effect on the traffic flow, public safety and quality of 
life that attracted many of us to Orange County in the past.  

Respectfully, 

R. Sedita 
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LETTER:	SEDITA	

Robert	Sedita		
(January	13,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SEDITA‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 L	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
acknowledges	 that	 impacts	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Via	 Del	 Agua	 and	 Yorba	 Linda	 Boulevard	 are	 currently	
significant	 and	 the	 addition	 of	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 would	 add	 to	 the	 existing	 traffic	 deficiency	 at	 this	
intersection.		Thus,	the	Draft	EIR	prescribed	Mitigation	Measure	4.14‐2	which	requires	a	traffic	signal	to	be	
installed	at	this	intersection	prior	to	the	issuance	of	building	permits	for	the	Project.		The	addition	of	a	traffic	
signal	 would	 alleviate	 the	 existing	 deficiency	 such	 that	 future	 traffic	 conditions	 would	 operate	 at	 a	 level	
acceptable	by	City	of	Yorba	Linda	and	County	of	Orange	traffic	standards	and	reduce	the	Project’s	potentially	
significant	 impact	 to	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 level.	 	 Further,	 the	 traffic	 signal	 would	 provide	 designated	
crossings	for	pedestrians	at	this	intersection.			

RESPONSE	SEDITA‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 fire	
protection	features	(see	project	design	features	PDF	7‐9	to	7‐14)	to	be	included	as	part	of	the	Project.		Please	
also	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.			
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From: Mark Shidler [mailto:msrshidler@msn.com]  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2014 3:11 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Objection to Cielo Vista Project and Esperanza Hills Project 

 

Good Afternoon, 

I am a long time Yorba Linda resident, living here since 1994. I moved here because my 
family and I craved the low density and rural feel, Yorba Linda offered. My family was 
quite content with the “ Land of Gracious Living” until we were stuck in the major traffic 
jam, causes by the Freeway Complex Fire evacuations. We genuinely feared for our lives as 
the fire came towards us. As a result of the fire we lost our back yard and almost our house. 
Thanks to the fire fighters infra- red technology, the  embers that started burning in the 
frame of our house were discovered and cut out. I have no doubt our house would have been 
lost. 

The streets here in our track couldn’t handle the amount of cars already trying to escape 
the blaze. Adding more homes and cars is only going to make it worse and next time, it 
could cost lives.  

The developer and the OC planning staff, need to be honest and not just ram this thru. 

The Fire Authority has concerns , as does the OC Sheriffs Dept. about public safety. These 
projects must not endanger anyone and as it stands there aren’t adequate routes to escape 
quickly. There needs to be enough water to fight future fires. The only reason my house was 
saved was because the water pumping station was damaged from the fire and the fire dept. 
came back. 

Everyone of my neighbors is against this project as am I. These projects need to be rejected 
and put down permanently. They do not benefit our community. 

I urge you to not let these projects proceed. 

I want this on the record. 

Sincerely, 

Sheryl A Shidler 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐485	
	

LETTER:	SHIDLER	

Sheryl	A.	Shidler		
(January	17,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SHIDLER‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	SHIDLER‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 wildland	 fire	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.7,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	an	important	component	of	
minimizing	the	risks	associated	with	wildland	 fires	 is	 the	availability	of	adequate	 fire	 flow.	 	The	minimum	
fire	 flow	 requirement	 to	 the	project	 site	 is	 1,000	 gallons	per	minute	 (gpm)	 at	 20	pounds	per	 square	 inch	
(PSI).	 	The	ability	of	 the	water	service	provider	 to	provide	water	supply	 to	 the	project	site	 is	discussed	 in	
Section	4.15,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	with	implementation	of	the	
prescribed	 mitigation	 measures,	 adequate	 water	 supply	 would	 be	 available	 to	 serve	 the	 project	 site,	
including	minimum	fire	flow	requirements.	 	Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	2	regarding	the	Project’s	
water	 supply	 infrastructure.	 	 To	 ensure	 that	 adequate	 fire	 flows	 are	 provided	 to	 the	 project	 site,	 per	
correspondence	with	 the	 OCFA,	Mitigation	Measure	 4.7‐11	 has	 been	 prescribed	which	 requires	 a	 service	
letter	 from	 the	 water	 agency	 (Yorba	 Linda	Water	 District)	 serving	 the	 project	 area	 to	 be	 submitted	 and	
approved	 by	 the	 OCFA	 water	 liaison	 prior	 to	 the	 issuance	 of	 building	 permits,	 that	 describes	 the	 water	
supply	system,	pump	system,	and	fire	flow	and	lists	the	design	features	to	ensure	fire	 flow	during	a	major	
wildfire	incident	thereby	reducing	fire	hazard	impacts	to	less	than	significant.			As	concluded	in	Section	4.7	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR,	 wildland	 fire	 impacts,	 which	 considered	 water	 supply	 to	 combat	 a	 wildland	 fire,	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures,	in	addition	
to	 the	 fire	protection	 features	 (see	project	 design	 features	PDF	7‐9	 to	7‐14)	 to	be	 included	 as	part	 of	 the	
Project.			
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From: Barbara Sinner [mailto:barbsinner@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2014 9:50 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista and Esperanza Hills 
 
Dear Ron, 
 
I am strongly opposed to these two proposed developments being accessed by utilizing San Antonio or 
Via Del Aqua. I lost my home in the Freeway Complex Fire. I live on San Antonio with a fire station and a 
police station at the bottom of my street. My home never received a drop of water from a Fireman, and 
when police were notified of looters on my property, they did not respond. I remember the horrifying 
gridlock that day I escaped. I remember driving through the thickest cloud of black smoke, hoping there 
wouldn't be a car in front of that cloud, and that I wouldn't die in my car on San Antonio. 
 
Yorba Linda lost 135 homes that day. The new developers claim that their additional homes will create a 
fire break. I think we already had hundreds of homes that did not create a fire break. No so called "fire 
break" can withstand 50 mph gusts carrying burning embers. The developers claim that their new 
houses will be burn proof. Anyone remember the Titanic???? 
 
The developers claim that people won't evacuate and stay in their homes because they have been told 
their new houses are burn proof. Let's see, I don't see Grandma whose babysitting her grand kids calmly 
watching a DVD and cranking up the A/C. I don't see a dad calling his 16 yr old daughter at home and 
instructing her on how to use the garden hose to put out the fire on the bushes. I don't see horse 
owners bringing their horses indoors until the fire passes.  It is second nature to run, not to stay. People 
will not stay at home comfortable with the belief that their home is fire proof, they will run. And they 
will all run at the same time in the same direction, because they have no other way out, A proposed 500 
home cul de sac in a well documented fire area is ludicrous!! 
 
Please know that I and others will continue to fight these proposed projects.  
 
Barbara Sinner 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐487	
	

LETTER:	SINNER	

Barbara	Sinner		
(January	5,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SINNER‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 regarding	 emergency	 access.	 	 Also,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 public	
services	 impacts,	 including	 police	 and	 fire	 protection	 services,	 in	 Section	 4.12,	 Public	 Services,	 with	
supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.			

RESPONSE	SINNER‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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Lizette and David Spellman 
4460 San Antonio Rd 

Yorba Linda, CA 92886 
(714) 970-1420 

Lizette18@sbcglobal.net 
 

January 19, 2014 
 
Mr. Ron Tippets 
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING 
300 North Flower Street 
Santa Ana, California 92702 
 
SUBJECT: Response to Cielo Vista Project DRAFT EIR No. 615, Geology – Section 4.5 
 

The Draft EIR acknowledges four major geological risks present on the project site: 

 

a. The presence of the Whittier fault and trace lines, although the locations used for 
site planning were “inferred”. (Appendix E, LGC Geotechnical Feasibility Study, 
3/1/13, Page 2); 

b. Several “large-scale’ landslides are indentified at the northwestern portion of the 
subject site”.  (Appendix E, LGC Geotechnical Feasibility Study, 3/1/13, Page 2); 

c. expansive soils are present; 
d. liquefaction is possible; 

The DEIR statement that with proper geotechnical investigation, all of these risks can be 
minimized is not supported by substantial evidence. 

All four of the above listed conditions are likely to have significant impacts on the site plan.  For 
example, a significant number of planned homes fall within the 1000’ wide Whittier fault zone in 
areas that could be undevelopable.   

Additionally, depending upon the amount of remedial grading required to mitigate landslide 
formations, significant offsite grading may be required to the east on the Esperanza Hills 
property.  (Appendix E, PSE Geotechnical Evaluation, 6/8/06, Section 4.5.) 

Appendix E, LGC Geotechnical Feasibility Study, 3/1/13, Introduction makes reference to 
“subsurface geotechnical evaluation of the site is currently in-progress”….this information was 
not found. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 proposes to require a final site specific geotechnical investigation prior 
to issuance of grading permits.  The final site specific geotechnical investigation should be 
completed prior to approval of the EIR. Identification of impacts must be analyzed in the Draft 
EIR and all reasonable avoidance and mitigation options must also be analyzed in the document. 

Any other approach constitutes improper deferral under the California Environmental Quality 
Act. 
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LETTER:	SPELLMAN	

Lizette	and	David	Spellman		
4460	San	Antonio	Road	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92886	
(January	19,	2014)	

RESPONSE	SPELLMAN‐1	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	4	regarding	geology	and	faulting.			

RESPONSE	SPELLMAN‐2	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	4	regarding	geology	and	faulting.		

RESPONSE	SPELLMAN‐3	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	4	regarding	geology	and	faulting.			

RESPONSE	SPELLMAN‐4	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	4	regarding	geology	and	faulting.			
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From: Valerie Stansberry [mailto:Truthrule7@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 8:48 AM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Corliss Vista & Esperanza Hills 
 
Dear Ron,  my husband and I have been residents in Yorba Linda for thirty years. The appealing semi 
small town atmosphere has been Yorba Linda's appeal and trademark. Unlike South Orange County, you 
don't have to wait through a traffic signal three times to cross.  Also, witnessing and being part of the 
last fire, all residents will conclude that the evacuation did not work in our best interest. It will only get 
worse.  Let's leave our beautiful city which attracts people just because of the quaintness and less 
congestion. Please stop the building!!  Sincerely, Ron & Valerie Stansberry 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐491	
	

LETTER:	STANSBERRY	

Ron	and	Valerie	Stansberry		
(January	22,	2014)	

RESPONSE	STANSBERRY‐1	

The	 role	 of	 County	 planning	 staff	 is	 to	 neither	 advocate	 for	 nor	 oppose	 a	 development	 project,	 but	 to	
objectively	 analyze	 and	 balance	 public	 sentiment,	 planning	 and	 technical	 considerations,	 and	 a	 project’s	
goals	to	provide	recommendations	on	the	disposition	of	a	project	to	the	decision‐makers.		When	the	County	
decides	the	disposition	of	the	proposed	Project,	the	Project	analysis	contained	in	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	
documents	 including	the	vesting	tentative	 tract	map	and	the	area	plan	as	well	as	community	 input	will	be	
considered	in	the	decision‐making	process.			

With	 respect	 to	 emergency	 evacuation,	 the	 commenter	 is	 referred	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	
evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	 potential	 traffic	 impacts	 associated	 with	 wildfire	
evacuation	events.		
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From: Olivia Steverding [mailto:steverdingassoc@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, January 10, 2014 1:03 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Responses 

 

My name is John Steverding and my wife is Olivia we live at 4760 Stirlingbirdge Circle Yorba Linda, CA for 
25 years.  Our cull de sac empty’s on to Stonehaven a few houses from Via Del Agua. 

On the day of the fires in November of 2008 we were viewing the fire on a hill top close to our street.  As 
the fire approached we prepared to evacuate, the wind was extreme and the fire was moving very fast, 
within 10 minutes it traveled over a mile and was upon us.  The fire was over 30 feet tall and the air was 
as dark as midnight. 

As we approached Stonehaven the street was packed with cars and fire surrounded us.  We never 
expected to see our home again, cars were being abandoned and some were running down the street, 
there was no other way out and it took forever to get onto Yorba Linda Blvd.  Now picture that and add 
500 new auto’s to the scenario, and when the second development is completed add another 1,000 
vehicles.   

I cannot even believe that a new development that empties on to Via Del Agua is going to be 
considered.  On top of that, the project could go on 5 to 7 years of earth moving and contaminating the 
air, with God knows what. 

If this project goes through as designed I’ll think about moving from the “Land of Gracious Living” it 
won’t be gracious anymore. 

I am sure that you are aware of the earthquake faults within these developments. 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐493	
	

LETTER:	STEVERDING	

Olivia	and	John	Steverding		
(January	10,	2014)	

RESPONSE	STEVERDING‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	STEVERDING‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	air	quality	impacts,	including	construction	and	operational	impacts,	in	Section	4.2,	
Air	Quality,	with	 supporting	data	 provided	 in	Appendix	B	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	
were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	4	regarding	geology	and	faulting.	
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From: tlstull [mailto:tlstull@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 2:30 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project 

 

Dear Mr. Tippets, 

I writing regarding the Cielo Vista project. I strongly oppose this project due to the negative impacts that 
it will impose on the air quality, the increased traffic, and the harm it will do the environment.  

The harm and negative impacts it will have on the current resident's quality of life is significant.  

Further, it will cause irreversible harm to the environment and sensitive populations that reside in the 
vicinity. 

Please do not allow this project to proceed. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Stull 

Yorba Linda Resident  
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐495	
	

LETTER:	STULL	

Theresa	Stull		
(January	22,	2014)	

RESPONSE	STULL‐1	

Chapter	 4.0	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 contains	 the	 environmental	 setting,	 project	 and	 cumulative	 impact	 analyses,	
mitigation	measures	and	conclusions	regarding	the	level	of	significance	after	mitigation	for	the	categories	of	
impacts	required	to	be	analyzed	by	CEQA.		The	conclusion	for	all	of	categories	of	impacts	is	that	the	Project’s	
impacts	are	 less	than	significant,	or	 less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	Therefore,	 the	commenter	 is	not	
correct	 in	 stating	 that	 the	 Project	 will	 create	 air	 quality,	 traffic,	 and	 general	 environmental	 impact	when	
project	 impacts	 as	 defined	 by	 CEQA	 will	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Additionally,	 and	 although	 potential	
economic	 impacts	on	 individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	Guidelines	section	
15131(a)),	with	project	design	being	compatible	with	adjacent	and	nearby	single	family	homes,	the	value	of	
the	existing	homes	should	not	be	substantially	affected.	
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From: David & Tricia Thaete [mailto:badandee@ca.rr.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2014 9:58 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Ceilo Vista and Esperanza Hills 
Importance: High 

Mr. Tippets: this email serves as my notice of opposition to the Ceilo Vista and Esperanza Hills projects. 
As a resident of Yorba Linda in the neighborhood below and adjacent to these projects, and having 
personally experienced the ravishing fires 5 years ago, including the inept actions of our emergency 
response agencies, I am convinced that these projects would only serve to increase the level of danger 
that my family and our fellow neighbors would be exposed to in the event of another catastrophic event, 
like the fires fire years ago, or an earthquake. Primarily, with the number of residential units planned, and 
the ingress/egress planned to accommodate these units, there has been a complete lack of good 
planning practices and good judgment applied to support these projects. 

Please put me on record as opposing these projects. 

Sincerely, 

David Thaete 

21570 Dunrobin Way 

Yorba Linda, CA  92887 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐497	
	

LETTER:	THAETE	

David	Thaete		
21570	Dunrobin	Way	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	14,	2014)	

RESPONSE	THAETE‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	
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From: Dale Thayer [mailto:dalethayer@me.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 6:01 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project 
 
Mr. Tippets 
Mr. Tod Spitzer 
 
My name is Dale Thayer and I live at 4660 San Antonio Rd.     I attended the meeting on the 16th of 
January but was not able to make a comment due to the late hour that the meeting ran to.   I will keep 
my comments brief and to the point. 
 
I lost my home and nearly my wife and son during the fire of 2008.    If you look up my address you will 
see that we are the first house as you go up San Antonio.    
Even being that close to Yorba Linda Blvd. my wife was not able to exit down San Antonio due to heavy 
smoke and fire.    She had to turn around amidst several other vehicles doing the same thing to travel up 
San Antonio to Fairmont and out.    With additional traffic created by the new development coming the 
same way it's not incorrect to state that there will be life lost in the case of a similar event.     
 
My second statement is this:    One of the proposed exit routes is to build a road practically in my back 
yard in the gas easement area from the development to San Antonio.     All I want from each of you is 
your estimate of how much this will lower my property value.    I did ask the developer after the meeting 
on the 16th and he admitted that he could not answer me.    In other words," substantially" and I think 
you will agree.     That being the case how is it right to allow one man or developer the right to build in 
such a way that another mans property is devalued?     
 
I informed the developer that evening that if this plan were to go forward I will be seeking legal action 
against all involved in this action and those approving this action which would include all public 
agencies.    His comment to me before he walked away was  "let's get together and work something 
out".    I trust that the decision makers in this action will consider the damage this will do not only to me 
but several of my neighbors not to mention the endangerment of future residents to this community. 
 
Please be men of integrity in your decision making. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dale Thayer 
4660 San Antonio Rd. 
Yorba Linda, CA 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐499	
	

LETTER:	THAYER	

Dale	Thayer		
4660	San	Antonio	Road	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	
(January	22,	2014)	

RESPONSE	THAYER‐1	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	3	regarding	emergency	access.	

RESPONSE	THAYER‐2	

This	 comment	 states	 that	 the	 proximity	 of	 the	 proposed	 exit	 route	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 property	 will	
substantially	 lower	 his	 property	 value.	 	 The	 potential	 economic	 impacts	 on	 individual	 homeowners	 are	
beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 CEQA	 (see	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 section	 15131(a)),	 particularly	 given	 that	 the	 Project’s	
density	and	design	is	compatible	with	adjacent	and	nearby	single	family	homes.		At	112	dwelling	units,	the	
key	to	the	Project	is	its	density	of	1.3	dwelling	units	per	acre	of	single	family	homes	with	an	open	space	area	
of	36	acres	which	is	compatible	with	the	adjacent	neighborhoods	to	the	north,	west	and	south	which	were	
built	pursuant	to	the	City’s	General	Plan	designation	of	up	to	one	dwelling	unit	per	acre.	 	Additionally,	 the	
Project’s	 density	 of	 1.3	 gross	 dwelling	 units	 per	 acre	 compares	 favorably	 with	 adjacent	 and	 nearby	
subdivisions	 as	 described	 in	 Table	 4.9‐3	 on	 page	 4.9‐19	 of	 Section	 4.9,	 Land	 Use	 Planning,	 with	 density	
ranges	of	between	1.04	and	1.96	dwelling	units	per	acre.		Also,	the	Project	proposes	a	range	of	lot	sizes	from	
a	 minimum	 of	 7,500	 square	 feet,	 with	 an	 average	 lot	 size	 of	 approximately	 15,000	 square	 feet	 per	 the	
Project’s	Draft	Area	Plan.	 	With	 this	 range	of	 lot	 sizes,	 the	Project	would	be	 compatible	with	 the	adjacent	
single	family	homes.	

RESPONSE	THAYER‐3	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	review	and	consideration	as	part	of	
the	decision	making	process.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	
EIR	or	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment,	no	further	response	is	warranted.			
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From: James Unland [mailto:jmunland49@att.net]  
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 8:19 AM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Development 

As a property owner immediately adjacent to the proposed Cielo Vista development in Yorba 
Linda, I write to express my strong opposition to the development.  Putting a large development 
in a fire prone area is not only a danger to the new residents, it is a danger and risk to the 
existing residents. Developers cannot mediate this risk, no matter what their PowerPoint slides 
will say.   

I lived through the Freeway Complex fire.  I remember trying to evacuate the area only to find 
gridlock on Stonehaven, and more importantly, Yorba Linda Blvd-we were trapped.  There is no 
way a builder can promise to mediate the risk of surface street gridlock.  Promising development 
exits into two streets running into YL Blvd, to evacuate the 500 homes,  does not do anything 
but increase the gridlock.   

Fire will come again.  We must intelligently plan for that eventuality.  Putting a new development 
squat in the middle of the fire area is just not intelligent. 

Open space is at a premium in Orange County.  The higher purpose of the land should be for 
open space, not developer's pockets. 

Very Respectfully, 

Jim Unland 

4765 Stirlingbridge Circle 

Yorba Linda, CA 92887 

jmunland49@att.net 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐501	
	

LETTER:	UNLAND	

Jim	Unland		
4765	Stirlingbridge	Circle	
Yorba	Linda,	CA	92887	
(January	6,	2014)	

RESPONSE	UNLAND‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 3	 for	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 fire	 evacuation	 plan	 and	 the	
potential	traffic	impacts	associated	with	wildfire	evacuation	events.	

RESPONSE	UNLAND‐2	

Approximately	36	acres	or	43%	of	the	project	site	between	the	two	planning	areas	is	planned	to	be	retained	
as	permanent	open	space.		Future	ownership	of	this	area	can	be	by	the	Project’s	homeowner’s	association,	a	
non‐profit	agency,	or	a	public	agency.	 	Development	will	not	occur	 in	 this	area	and	there	will	be	no	direct	
maintenance	and	operations	cost	to	adjacent	homeowners.	
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From: Scott Wallace [mailto:scottwallace@votaw.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 3:41 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject: Cielo Vista Project 

  

I am writing in opposition to the Cielo Vista Project. I live on Allonby Circle which is the street right off of 
Stonehaven. We are at the bottom of Stonehaven and hear the traffic coming down the hill to Yorba 
Linda Blvd all day and night. It can be substantial at specific times of the day.  During the fire evacuation, 
I am told there was tremendous traffic trying to get off of the hill. Adding the Cielo project will add 
significantly to the challenge of ecavuation. 

 Yorba Linda Blvd is a main road which has increased in traffic tremendously over the past 10 years we 
have lived here. More traffic in this area will negatively affect our “Gracious Living” in Yorba Linda.  

 I have lived in Orange County since 1963, so I witnessed amazing growth. For me, in this case it is not so 
much the growth - it’s the access to it and the added specific traffic over very few roads. I can only 
imagine the number of construction trucks up and down Stonehaven, let alone the continuous added 
traffic that will come when other direct routes to Yorba Linda Blvd will back up and the choice is made to 
use Stonehaven.  

 Please consider stopping this project 

  

Scott Wallace 
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County	of	Orange	 Cielo	Vista	Project	
PCR	Services	Corporation	 2.B‐503	
	

LETTER:	WALLACE	

Scott	Wallace		
(November	21,	2014)	

RESPONSE	WALLACE‐1	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 during	 both	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	
Project,	 in	 Section	 4.14,	 Traffic/Transportation,	with	 supporting	data	 provided	 in	Appendix	 L	 of	 the	Draft	
EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 construction	 and	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	
Response	 3	 regarding	 emergency	 access.	 	 	 Also,	 the	 comment’s	 statement	 of	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	
because	 of	 added	 traffic	 is	 acknowledged	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 review	 and	
consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.	

	





From: Brian Wilkerson [mailto:wilkersn@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2014 8:37 PM 
To: Tippets, Ron 
Subject:  

  

Dear Supervisor Spitzer, 

 I've lived in Yorba Linda for over 25 years, and I recently retired from the Orange County Sheriff's 
Department. I believe all my neighbors and I oppose the proposed housing development that would go 
in our neighborhood ( Cielo Vista and Esperanza Hills). The reasons are simple, increased traffic in our 
neighborhood and additional fire hazard. I ask that if you haven't, please look at the area that is 
proposed for this new development and the proposed ingress and egress for all the additional traffic. It 
will cause a bottle neck effect, affecting the quality of life for all of us that live here. Also, the fire in 2008 
showed us first hand how vulnerable we are to fire storms, and how fire resources were stretched to the 
breaking point. My street went hours before we saw a fire truck, when it did arrive the fire had already 
passed taking many houses with it. Additionally, water pressure was not effective to fight the fire.  

I realize that you and the other Supervisors must make decisions based on all the information available 
to you, including input from the developers and the residents. I hope you will give the residents that 
must live with this decision, proper consideration.  

thank you, 

Brian Wilkerson 

4605 Alder Ave 

Yorba Linda Ca, 92886 
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