Letter: Allison

From: Bob Allison [mailto:boballison123@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 8:27 AM

To: Tippets, Ron

Cc: Green2go Allison

Subject: Cielo Vista project

Dear Mr Tippets,

My name is Bob Allison | live at 4480 San Antonio Road in Yorba Linda. | am writing to you to please help
support the residence of Yorba Linda and do everything you can to stop the Cielo Vista project. | lost my
house in the November 2008 Complex Fire. Thankfully | was able to safely evacuate the area with my
family (and dog). However it was not easy to safely get out of the area, San Antonio road was a gridlock
of cars, instead of driving down San Antonio road toward Yorba Linda Blvd. | had to drive up San Antonio
road, toward the fire as going down the road was blocked with traffice. Luckily we got out. | know that if
the Cielo Vista project goes forward we will not all get out when the next fire hits us. We cannot think
that another fire will not happen, it will it's just a matter of when! Adding more families (houses) into
these canyons is not a good idea and it will end badly. I'm all for development and progress, however we
love where we live and want to keep it safe for our families. Please help us protect what we have all
worked so hard for; a safe place for our families to live!

2 (cont)

Thank you for your help.

Kind regards,
Bob Allison
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November 2015 2.B Comments and Responses

LETTER: ALLISON

Bob Allison
(January 6, 2014)

RESPONSE ALLISON-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.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
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Letter: Bartelsl

Cielo Vista Project — Proposed Single-Family Residential Development
Community Open House
Comment Form

The County of Orange welcomes your comments on the environmental review process. Your comments will assist us
in better understanding your concerns regarding the proposed Project.

You may submit your comments to County staff at the Community Open House on December 16, 2013, or if you
prefer, you can mail, FAX, hand deliver, or e-mail your commentsto OC Planning, attention Ron Tippets, Project
Planner, by January 7, 2014.

Mail: P.O. Box 4048 Hand Delivery: 300 North Flower Street, 3¢ Floor
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048
Fax: (714) 796-0307 E-mail: Ron. Tippets@ocpw.ocgov.com

Telephone: (714) 667-8856

<%l

A acthating . o it ﬁ‘ﬁs
SYNOPSIS- The Draft EIR fails and lacks credibility due to the fact that it does not address the most
important aspect of a proposed development in a VERY HIGH RISK FIRE ENVIRONMENT. This area was
ground zero in the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. Yet the EIR offers no scenario of how the additional
200+ vehicles that this project will add are going to evacuate over the same roads that in 2008 were
over capacity during that evacuation. There is no mathematical or computer modeling done. There are
no interviews done with residents who experienced the 2008 evacuation. There is no satellite or aerial
photography showing the evacuation route. There are no m2 (cont) ms showing how an additional

I What specific comments do ybil have on theissues analyzed in the Draft EIR? ‘Fﬁk’ ~

200+ vehicles will evacuate. This development offers one w: 1e way out- and the one way out
during a fire is to an evacuation route that cannot support tl al traffic flow. IGNORING THIS
COMPONENT CONSTITUTES A CONVENIENT OMISSION AND CONCEALMENT OF THE TRUTH AND 1

RENDERS THE DOCUMENT IN IT'S ENTIRETY NON-CREDIBLE. WHAT ELSE DID THE DEVELOPER
CONCEAL OR OMIT IN THIS DOCUMENT? See Attachments for additional comments.

Itis an INSULT to every Yorba Linda resident who experienced and survived the 2008 Freeway Complex
Fire for this draft EIR to ignore this event AND PRETEND LIKE IT NEVER HAPPENED. To put profit and
government revenue ahead of the safety of established residents is inexcusable.

THE COUNTY NEEDS TO LOOK CLOSELY AT A DEVELOPER THAT WOULD IGNORE THIS CRITICAL
COMPONENT IN A DOCUMENT LIKE THE EIR. THIS OMISSION IS CRIMINAL. IT ENDANGERS THE LIVES
OF EXISTING RESIDENTS. IT ENDANGERS THE LIVES OF PROSPECTIVE RESIDENTS. THIS iS A LIFE AND
DEATH ISSUE AND | HEREBY PROTEST AND PUT ON NOTICE BOTH THE COUNTY AND DEVELOPER.

| WILL OFFER THIS WRITTEN WARNING FOR USE IN ANY CRIMINAL OR CIVIL LITIGATION AGAINST
ANYONE WHO CONCEALS THE TRUTH REGARDING THIS LIFE OR DEATH ISSUE IN THE EVENT OF BODILY
INJURY OR LOSS OF LIFE.

Kaveri G Bariels
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Robert G Bartels
4730 Klwe Mowntain Drive
Vorba Lindn, Ca 92887

1) Fire Hazard- | witnessed the fire and it's devastating effects in 2008. The dynamics involved in
prevailing winds driving a fire with 20'-30" high flames through the canyon that traverses this
development are catastrophic and creates a blow torch effect and throws a storm of embers well ahead
of the fire that cannot be addressed by brush mitigation or fuel modification zones. People will die.

2) Evacuation during fire or disaster- | witnessed the bottleneck of traffic on Stonehaven/Via Del Agua
during the 2008 fire. People in a panic do not evacuate in an orderly fashion. It is chaotic and adding
another feeder street increases the likelihood of a traffic accident. An accident on the evacuation route
would be CATASTROPHIC by closing the evacuation route-possibly for the duration of the evacuation as
no emergency vehicles can respond to the accident in a timely manner. They will all be tied up with
evacuation. Two lanes of traffic- one going the wrong way of vehicles with people nearly incinerated in

their vehicles (as my wife was during the Freeway Complex Fire) while evacuating. Adding a single point
of egress to Via Del Agua with any additional vehicles will cause deaths during the gridlock- guaranteed.
Most will be in the new neighborhood as those people will have no chance of getting out in a timely
manner. Placing homes here is irresponsible and criminal. Any profits made from this ill-advised project
will be lost in later wrongful death lawsuits. A TRAFFIC SIGNAL AT YORBA LINDA BLVD. AND VIA DEL
AGUA WILL NOT MITIGATE THIS ISSUE. THIS PROPOSAL FAILS ON THIS ISSUE AND ALL OTHER ISSUES
ARE IRRELEVANT. IF EVACUATION ISSUES ARE IGNORED AND FATALITIES ARE SUSTAINED IN THE NEXT
FIRE, THE WARNINGS ISSUED IN WRIITEN RESPONSES BY YORBA LINDA RESIDENTS WILL SERVE AS AN
INDICTMENT FOR LEGAL ACTION AGAINST THOSE WHO CHOSE TO IGNORE THOSE WARNINGS AND SIGN

APPROVALS. | WILL NEVER FORGET, AND [ WiLL REMIND ANYONE WHO DOES. EXPERT "OPINIONS" ON
THIS ISSUE ARE SECONDARY TO THE TRUTH AND REALITIES OF WHAT WERE EXPERIENCED FIRSTHAND
BY YORBA LINDA RESIDENTS IN THE 2008 FREEWAY COMPLEX FIRE. EVACUATION SCENARIOS WERE
NOT EVEN ADDRESSED IN THE DRAFT EIR- TRAFFIC SECTION WHICH DESTROYS THE CREDIBILITY OF
THE ENTIRE DRAFT EIR DOCUMENT. IF THIS CRITICAL POINT WAS OMITTED AND CONCEALED, WHAT
OTHER DAMNING FACTS WERE OMITTED?

3) Health of established residents- The ground soil of the proposed development is contaminated uy
carcinogenic petroleum products- a result of 75+ years of oil extraction from the site. Construction in
this area will stir up this contaminated soil in the form of airborne particulates, which will in turn be
breathed for years by men, women and children already living in established neighborhoods. Those
already suffering respiratory ailments such as asthma will be profoundly and negatively impacted. Those
not already suffering from such ailments are at risk of developing them. Then there are the long term
effects of breathing carcinogenic dust- lung cancer and other related illnesses.

GREENHOUSE GASES- The EIR concludes that hazardous greenhouse gases cannot be mitigated. So the
County is going to allow thousands of established residents be exposed to these dangerous gases for
years? THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE. Would you like your family to be exposed to a hazard like this? If it
cannot be mitigated, the project should not be allowed to continue.

4) Seismic issues- The Whittier fault zone traverses this proposed development. Placing homes and
infrastructure in this close of proximity to it is not only irresponsible- it is criminal- for obvious reasons.

f%c@'z—‘ /
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Robert G Bartels
#730 Klwe Mowtaie Drive
Yorba Linda, Ca 92887

5) Geological issues- Several identified landslide zones are contained within the proposed development.
Hillsides of established residents will be disturbed- potentially destroying their property. This is a fragile
environment and should not be disturbed.

6) Noise impact- Noises created during construction will be amplified by the bowl-like configuration of
the site and broadcast to the established existing neighborhoods negatively impacting the quality of life
of those residents.

7) Added traffic flow- The equivalent of 1200 vehicle trips per day will be created by the addition of the
residents in this development. All arriving and leaving through a single ingress/egress point to share one
access road (Via Del Agua) to the main thoroughfare (Yorba Linda Blvd.) It doesn't take a math major to

see the negative impact this will have on existing residents and neighborhoods.

8) Protected species habitat- The county currently does not do brush/fire abatement in certain areas of
this zone (despite the danger to some existing homes) because they are protected species habitats. Now
all of a sudden it is okay to destroy those same habitats?

/%clé: ¥

9) Impact on area schools- Schools in the area are at capacity. Is the developer going to build new ones? I 10

10) Loss of aesthetics- Existing homeowners who bought properties based on views and open space will
lose property values and enjoyment of serenity and peace. Yorba Linda's careful preservation of ridge
lines will be destroyed.

11) Disruption of existing neighborhoods- The proposed development site is landlocked by existing
neighborhoods, some there for 20-25 years. All access during construction and by future residents is
through our neighborhoods. This is immoral, unethical and wrong. The impact is staggering and the fact
that this development is even being considered boggles the mind.

12) Precarious economic conditions- A sudden unfavorable turn in an already unstable economy could
cause the developer to bail out of the project. This could be catastrophic to the area if hillsides and
terrain have been graded bare and left. The ensuing landslides and mudflow would destroy this already
fragile area, existing homes would be lost and both the County and developer would be sued into the
next millennia. Frankly, | can't think of a worse time to undertake a project of this nature.

13) Air Pollution- Vehicle emissions from the additional 200-300 vehicles, as well as construction
equipment will not be acceptable.

14) Risk assessment- | have listed a few of the serious risks involved in this project. | pay $10,000 a year
to the county in the form of property tax and | have a vested interest in the County of Orange staying
viable financially and not exposing itself foolishly by approving ill-advised developments. Almost anyone
can see that the risks for future litigation are especially inherent in this proposal. | do not like the idea of
my tax dollars being used to pay out future legal actions that could have been prevented. Neither the
County or developer will be able to claim that they were not warned.

11
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November 2015 2.B Comments and Responses

LETTER: BARTELS1

Robert Bartels
4730 Blue Mountain Drive
Yorba Linda, CA 92887

RESPONSE BARTELS1-1

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 BARTELS1-2

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 BARTELS1-3

Handling of potentially contaminated soil was addressed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of
the Draft EIR. Impact Statement 4.7-2 specifically discusses potential environmental impacts resulting from
past and current oil production on the site. While the Phase II Subsurface Investigation did not reveal any
chemicals of concern that would exceed applicable health risk screening levels, the Draft EIR notes that there
is still a potential to encounter impacted soils. Therefore, 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 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 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.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-4

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. As discussed therein and contrary to the comment, impacts
were concluded to be less than significant.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-5

Please refer to Topical Response 4 regarding geology and faulting.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B' 3 03
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RESPONSE BARTELS1-6

The Draft EIR thoroughly evaluated potential environmental issues related to landslides in Section 4.5,
Geology and Soils. As discussed therein, there is information indicating the presence of landslides within the
northern portion of the site. The Project’s proposed grading is planned to avoid most of these areas and
Mitigation Measure 4.5-1 and compliance with applicable regulations and standards would mitigate all
potential impacts related to landslides to a less than significant level.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-7

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, potential construction noise impacts on nearby sensitive
receptors, including residences to the north, west, and south, were evaluated and were concluded to be less
than significant. Nonetheless, mitigation measures are prescribed to minimize construction noise at nearby
sensitive residential land uses.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-8

The Project will have two points of ingress and egress, one for Planning Area 1 and one for Planning Area 2.
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. Also, please refer to Topical
Response 3 regarding emergency access.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-9

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. As discussed therein, impacts to sensitive plant habitats were
concluded to be less than significant with implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-10

The Draft EIR addressed public service impacts, including impacts on schools, in Section 4.12, Public Services,
with supporting data provided in Appendix ] of the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, impacts were concluded
to be less than significant with implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures which require
payment of fees pursuant to SB 50 (Government Code 65995). The payment of SB 50 fees has been declared
by the Legislature to be full mitigation of direct impacts on school facilities and buildings. No new schools
are proposed by the Project.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-11

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. As discussed
therein, impacts were concluded to be less than significant. The commenter provides no evidence that the
analysis and conclusions contained in the Draft EIR are inadequate or inappropriate.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-12

The commenter is correct in noting that the Project is landlocked by existing neighborhoods, specifically
single family subdivisions to the north, west and south in the City. At the same time, it is also important to

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project

PCR Services Corporation 2.B-304



November 2015 2.B Comments and Responses

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 with the anticipated access along existing roads which are proposed
for extension to the project area with Aspen Road to be extended east for Planning Area 2 access and a
connection designed from Via Del Agua for Planning Area 1 access. 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, in the Draft EIR with density ranges of between 1.04 and 1.96
dwelling units per acre.

With a total of 112 homes divided between Planning Area 1 at 95 units and Planning Area 2 at 17 units, an
additional key to compatibility with adjacent neighborhood is that the Project’s peak commute period trip
generation is limited to 84 trips during the AM peak between 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 113 trips between the
PM peak between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. Even with the additional peak hour trips attributable to the existing
adjacent communities using the same roads --- the Aspen/San Antonio and San Antonio/Yorba Linda Blvd.
intersections for Planning Area 2 and the Via Del Agua/Street A intersection for Planning Area 1, these
intersections will continue to operate at optimal Level of Service “A” or “B” as shown on in Table 4.14-11 on
page 4.14-42 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” and “D” during the AM and PM peak periods, respectively, without a traffic signal even before
project traffic would be added. With the addition of a traffic signal at Via Del Agua and Yorba Linda
Boulevard as required by Mitigation Measure 4.14-2, this intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS B
during the AM and PM peak hours (see Table 4.14-12 on page 4.14-43 of the Draft EIR), based on City of
Yorba Linda and County traffic standards. So, contrary to the commenter’s observation, the Project will not
create a significant traffic impact on local streets.

As for construction traffic, page 4.14-22 of the Draft EIR discusses its impacts as also being less than
significant with the requirement for a construction staging and traffic management plan which will minimize
peak hour worker trips during the AM and PM peak periods and will limit the delivery of construction
vehicles to the project site to off-peak periods. Together with grading to be balanced on site resulting in no
transportation of soil through the neighborhoods (with the exception of any contaminated soil), with
construction activity not occurring during the early morning and late afternoon when residents are generally
home, and the relatively short term construction period as discussed on page 4.12-15 in Section 4.12, Public
Services, construction impacts on the adjacent communities is anticipated to be less than significant.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-13

Should the Project’s vesting tentative tract map be approved, all improvements attributable to the project
developer, typically grading and infrastructure, must be secured usually through a bond or letter of credit for
the very reason identified by the commenter which is to ensure that if the developer does not complete the
vesting tentative tract map improvements, unfinished grading and adverse soils conditions will be stabilized
and infrastructure will be completed to a certain extent so that site can be secured for an indefinite period of
time even if the Project is not completed. These requirements will be adopted as conditions of approval for
the vesting tentative tract map, if approved.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B' 3 O 5
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RESPONSE BARTELS1-14

The commenter provides her opinion with respect to air pollution impacts, but does not provide any
evidentiary support for her assertions. (Pala Band of Mission Indians v. County of San Diego (1998) 68
Cal.App.4th 556, 580 [A comment that consists exclusively of mere argument and unsubstantiated opinion
does not constitute substantial evidence]; CEQA Guidelines § 15384.) 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
discussed therein, operation- and construction-related impacts were concluded to be less than significant
with implementation of the prescribed mitigation measures.

RESPONSE BARTELS1-15

Challenges to a project approval typically address the adequacy of a County-certified (approved) Final EIR
where both the Project Applicant and the County are named respondents. The County’s standard practice is
to have the Project Applicant pay the full cost of defending litigation challenging the adequacy of a Final EIR
(e.g. through an indemnification agreement), which would be in effect for the Project .

Please also see Response Bartels1-13.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B' 3 06



Letter: Bartels2

January 14, 2014

To: Mr. Ron Tippets, Project Manager
OC Public Works OC Planning Services

Subject: Draft EIR for Cielo Vista Development

From: Norah Bartels
4730 Blue Mountain Dr
Yorba Linda CA 92887

I submit my written comments regarding the Cielo Vista development. | will keep my concerns to the
primary areas that affect Hazards/fire safety and traffic/evacuation. All other concerns are irrelevant
since the developer has demonstrated that these areas cannot be mitigated.

The developer ignores the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire in the EIR. Pretends like it never happened.
Supervisor Todd Spitzer has characterized the 2008 evacuation as "virtually impossible for (existing)
residents to evacuate." This begs the question, with no new roads proposed by the Cielo Vista
developer, where are the 200 plus vehicles generated by this development going to go? Is there a term
for "more impossible?" Supervisor Spitzer understands that unless new roads going North or East are
proposed, this project cannot go forward. The developer is painted into a corner and his answer to the
traffic/evacuation issue is to put broad generalities ‘i‘z,:"* i=~glevant traffic studies into the EIR. The EIR
fails on this point alone. To ignore this places the co lit's staff as well as the developer at
significant civil and criminal prosecution exposure.

Thank you,

Tk 7t

Norah Bartels

NORAH BARTELS
; 4730 BLUE MOUNTAIN DRIVE
YORBA LINDA, CA 92887
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LETTER: BARTELS2

Robert Bartels

4730 Blue Mountain Drive
Yorba Linda, CA 92887
(January 14, 2014)

RESPONSE BARTELS2-1

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.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B' 3 O 7
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Letter: Brown

From: hi2meb@gmail.com [mailto:hi2meb@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 05, 2014 10:01 PM

To: Tippets, Ron

Subject: New development in yorba Linda bad idea

Dear sirs, we are not in favor of the development planed for yorba Linda. It so not safe for the new
residents and it will cause overcrowding. Please vote against this new development.

Thank you,
Mike Brown
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LETTER: BROWN

Mike Brown
(January 5, 2014)

RESPONSE BROWN-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 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. Community input to be considered would include the
commenter’s general observations that the Project will not be safe for new residents and it will cause
overcrowding.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B' 3 09
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Letter: Bryant

From: Connie Bryant [mailto:conniex195@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 10:58 AM

To: Tippets, Ron

Subject: Cielo Vista

Hello Mr. Tippets:

| have been a resident of Yorba Linda since 1984. | am writing in regards to the Cielo Vista project which
| am totally against.

| was at home during the Yorba Linda fires we had a few years back. It was a dangerous situation not
having more than 1 way to exit the area residences in some areas. This is unacceptable and cannot be
made worse with this project.

| am against and will vote against any huge multip housing projects as in townhomes or condo's or

apartments. There must be a way for residences to exit their homes besides one street and adding to
this nightmare is NOT acceptable.

Thank you for your time.
Connie Bryant

20860 Chateau Ave. Yorba Linda, CA 92886
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LETTER: BRYANT

Connie Bryant

20860 Chateau Avenue
Yorba Linda, CA 92886
(January 6, 2014)

RESPONSE BRYANT-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.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B' 3 1 1
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Letter: Bucklin

December 2, 2013
Dear Mr. Tippets,

| am writing to voice my concerns regarding the proposed Cielo Vista project. While the EIR shows
minimal impact on the environment (i.e. animals and plants), the impact on the people in the area will
be significant.

| live on San Antonio Road and was living here at the time of the fires in 2008. Many homes on my street
and in neighboring streets were burned in the fires. San Antonio Road is a very small two lane street.
The street can hardly safely accommodate the emergency evacuation of the occupants of the homes
already in existence in this area, much less the occupants of another 100+ homes. Adding 100+ homes
with dependence on such a small residential street as an outlet is extremely dangerous and should not
be permitted.

| am attaching pictures of the fires to remind everyone reviewing this project of the reality of the fires in
this area. The area that the developers want to build on was on fire just 5 years ago. Despite the brave
and hard work of the firemen in Yorba Linda and surrounding areas, many homes in the area burned to
the ground. This project would add 100+ homes where the fire once ravaged to the workload of already
overburdened fire workers. This is a recipe for more disaster. In 2008, we were very fortunate that no
lives were lost. We may not be so fortunate the next time if fire workers are burdened with 100+
additional homes to salvage.

While the EIR demonstrates the safety of the environment, | would implore the OC Planning Committee
and Board to consider the safety of the citizens in this area and those who would potentially live in the
project's danger zone.

If you have any questions pertaining to this letter, please feel free to email me at this email address.
Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Chris Bucklin
3760 San Antonio Rd
Yorba Linda, CA 92886

cibkb@sbcglobal.net
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LETTER: BUCKLIN

Chris Bucklin
3760 San Antonio Road
(December 2, 2013)

RESPONSE BUCKLIN-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 BUCKLIN-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. The
commenter is also referred to Topical Response 3 regarding wildland fire impacts.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
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Letter: Buie

Cielo Vista Project — Proposed Single-Family Residential DevmeD
Community Open House

Comment Form JAN 33 2014

The County of Orange welcomes your comments on the environmental review procaSs0) YT ¢SRS sist us
in better understanding your concernsregarding the proposed Project.

You may submit your comments to County staff at the Community Open House on December 16, 2013, or if you
prefer, you can mail, FAX, hand deliver, or e-mail your commentsto OC Planning, attention Ron Tippets, Project

Planner, by January 7, 2014.

Mail: P.O. Box 4048 Hand Delivery: 300 North Flower Street, 3 Floor
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048 Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048
Fax: (714) 796-0307 E-mail: Ron.Tippets(@ocpw.ocgov.com

Telephone: (714) 667-8856

1. What specific comments do you have on theissues analyzed in the Draft EIR?

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Greenhouse Gas/Climate Change

Geology and Soils

Hazards/HazardousMaterials

Hydrology/WaterQuality

Land Use/Planning

Noise

Populationand Housing {{eises  eae kaiwpﬁ Dotk i~ Clostesd 11 au
Mobe e o Npce Doy Qs 0.08on o e T4
Public Services - / !

‘Recreation

Traffic/Transportation Th o “bWORESS & EORGos  Ghn (Z4e of Leede
L Jocydip, T4 Siuply NT Aocdgstolle op  T2s o\ hie
Utilities e & - ”’

Alternatives



A.Lopez
Text Box
Letter: Buie

A.Lopez
Line

A.Lopez
Text Box

A.Lopez
Text Box
1

A.Lopez
Text Box
2


2 What specific comments do you have regarding the proposed Cielo Vista project?
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Please provide your name and contact information below:
Name: ¢ L Bu (2 Email: DANPVEES L‘(\lﬁv@ 3/&,@ (ﬂM e\ et
o

Address: 4% Vg Dorly Do
'\}{Iﬁ: oy mc.(x,-';!.‘/ﬁ- It ARNE

If you are mailing your comments, please fold the paper in half and place first class postage in the upper right corner
before dropping in the mail box. Please submit your comments as soon as possible, but no later than the close of

the Draft EIR public comment period on January 7, 2014, 5:00 p.m.

- OC Public Works
OC Planning Services
300 North Flower Street
P. O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

ATTN: Mr. Ron Tippets, ProjectPlanner
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November 2015 2.B Comments and Responses

LETTER: BUIE

C.L. Buie

4080 Viewpoint Drive
Yorba Linda, CA 92826
(January 3, 2014)

RESPONSE BUIE-1

The commenter is correct in noting that the project slightly exceeds the City’s General Plan Land Use
Element’s Low Density Residential designation maximum of one dwelling unit per acre. However, 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, in the Draft EIR
with density ranges of between 1.04 and 1.96 dwelling units per acre.

In association with the Low Density Residential designation, the City’s 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.

Moreover, it should be noted that 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.

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 BUIE-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 BUIE-3

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 Draft EIR as a related project for
cumulative impacts purposes and in the Draft EIR’s analysis of growth inducing impacts. 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.

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
PCR Services Corporation 2 B'3 1 5
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Letter: Byrne

From: Paulette Byrne [mailto:pabyrne@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 6:26 PM

To: Tippets, Ron

Cc: Joe Byrne

Subject: Cielo Vista Project

I would like to express my deep concern at the projects proposed in the area of the Cielo Vista
project. | do not look at the Cielo Vista project in isolation as the other proposed developments
go in tandem with it.

1) Notification: The counties minimal requirement to only notify residence within the 300' radius
of the project is completely insufficient. That is only the length of a football field! It is obvious this
project will impact those well beyond that. They should be afforded the opportunity to give input
as well.

At the time the NOP's went out my husband & I lived in the 92886 zip code. We were woefully
ignorant of the proposed projects and as a result bought a high end home within range of these
projects. The sellers did not disclose the proposals so as a result we closed escrow on 10/4 &
did not find out about how we might be impacted till 11/19 when my husband saw the billboard
erected by 'Save our Hills YL". The county does a grave dis-service to its residence by keeping
them uninformed. Even if we had remained in the 92886 zip code we would still be affected by
this proposed influx of population. | understand the counties reluctance to notify more residence
& risk the additional ‘feedback'.

2) Water: Southern Ca is technically a desert & these last few years have shown that. The
drought we've experienced is reflected in our hills. If these hills are developed & paved over
there will be less seepage into the ground to maintain the water table. The water required by
this development to maintain the residence, their landscaping & pools is profound & will
obviously be a burden on our water resources.

Although the Yorba Linda water district says it can always get water, there are no guarantees.
And of course meeting the ever increasing demand comes at a cost. A cost that not just the
Cielo Vista residence will incur but the whole of Yorba Linda! Yes, even those who were never
notified of the proposed project.

3) Roads/Traffic: Our current roads do not adequately handle the traffic in Yorba Linda. Yes
widening Imperial & the Ezperanza overpass have helped, but at rush hour traffic all along
Yorba Linda Blvd is bad. Especially at YL Blvd & Imperial & around Savi Ranch, Weir Cnyn &
the 91 Fwy. The traffic study done was far too narrow. Development of the hills to the level
being proposed will affect the already overly congested 91 Fwy. We know these homes are not
going to be sold to retirees but working people who will need means to get to their jobs
wherever they might be. As there is no longer student bus service, traffic around any of the
schools in the area in the morning is bad.

Also as population increases so do accidents. | did not see in the EIR any mention of a study
done on the number of accidents & their severity along YL Blvd.
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As we learned in 2008, the existing roads in the residential areas around the proposed project
areas was woefully inadequate for a mandatory evacuation. There is NO proposal for widening
the existing roads, only for adding a road that will allow additional traffic to the tune of 1500+
vehicles to be added to the already existing inadequate roads. This is a formula for disaster!

4) Sewage/Disposal Services: Increasing the # of residence will place a burden on the cities
sewage system & disposal mgmt. How much longer can the Brea-Olinda facility continue at it's
current rate? Increasing the # of residence can only shorten its years so service. Our current
counties sewage facilities are inadequate for treating raw sewage when we do experience a
heavy rain. This often results in raw sewage being released into the ocean & our beaches being
shut down.

5) Ecology: If you reduce the area where coyotes can hunt & feed themselves, out of
desperation, as we have seen, they will start coming into neighborhoods to hunt. This
significantly lowers the quality of life for all animal lovers who than fear for their pets safety.

6) Noise & Light Pollution: The # of homes being proposed & the # of cars these residence
will bring will significantly increase noise & light pollution. The routes in & out of the
development will impact existing residence who currently enjoy a quiet rural atmosphere.

7) Density: To let the developer put the # of units it's proposing into the area is contrary to the
numerous existing equestrian properties surrounding the area. Residence bought in this area for
a particular lifestyle. What the developer is proposing negatively affects this lifestyle to a
significant degree. What about the existing residence rights to have their cherished lifestyle
protected?

Thank you for your attention to these concerns.
Regards,

Joe & Paulette Byrne

(cont)
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November 2015 2.B Comments and Responses

LETTER: BYRNE

Joe and Paulette Byrne
(January 22, 2014)

RESPONSE BYRNE-1

The comment does not question the environmental analysis or the conclusions contained in the Draft EIR.
However, as to notice, in accordance with the State’s CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, the County, serving as
the Lead Agency in early November 2013 circulated a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Draft EIR to: property
owners within 2,000 feet of the project site; occupants of properties contiguous to the project site; and
public agencies, organizations and individuals that commented on the NOP or have requested such notice in
writing. The public review period (starting on November 7, 2013), which lasted 45-days, was consistent
with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 requirements for public review of a Draft EIR. The public
review and comment period was subsequently extended by the County to 75 days total, with the comment
period ending on January 22, 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.

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.

Also, the pursuant to the State’s CEQA Guidelines, the County circulated a NOP to public agencies, special
districts, and members of the public for a 30-day period commencing July 5, 2012 and ending August 6, 2012.
The purpose of the NOP was to formally convey that the County is preparing an EIR for the Project, and to
solicit input regarding the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the EIR. A
description of the proposed Project was circulated with the NOP. In addition, in accordance with Public
Resources Code Section 21083.9, a public scoping meeting was held for the Project on July 19, 2012 to obtain
input as to the scope and content of the environmental information that should be included in the EIR. The
meeting was held on July 19, 2012 at the Travis Ranch Activity Center located at 5200 Via De La Escuela,
Yorba Linda, CA92887. The NOP was also posted on the City of Yorba Linda and County Orange’s websites.

RESPONSE BYRNE-2

The Draft EIR addressed water supply impacts in Section 4.15, Utilities and Service Systems, with supporting
data provided in Appendix ] 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,

County of Orange Cielo Vista Project
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single dry, and multiple dry years between 2015 and 2035." Moreover, the Project does not represent a
significant increase in service demand.

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
depending on the severity of drought conditions.? 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 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.