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1. Introduction 

This Responses to Comments document has been prepared to respond to public comments received 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Esperanza Hills project. The DEIR 
was available for a 62-day public review period commencing December 4, 2013 and ending on 
February 3, 2014. Comments from the public were also heard at a public information meeting held 
on January 16, 2014 at Travis Ranch School in Yorba Linda. The California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15105(a) states that the Lead Agency shall provide a public review period of 
not less than 45 days for a proposed Environmental Impact Report when review by state agencies is 
required. 

Distribution of the DEIR and the Notice of Availability for review and comment included the 
following agencies and organizations: 

 Orange County - 
  County Clerk 
  OC Public Works/OC Planning 
  Orange County Fire Authority 
  Sheriff’s Department 
  Integrated Waste Management 
  Orange County Transportation Authority 
  Orange County Water District 
  Public Libraries (East Anaheim, Yorba Linda)  
  Board of Supervisors (Third District Office) 
  Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
 Southern California Association of Governments 
 State Department of Conservation 
 Caltrans District 12 
 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 Department of Toxic Substances Control 
 South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 State Clearinghouse 
 State Water Resources Control Board 
 California Department of Parks & Recreation 
 U. S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers 
 U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
 Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority 
 Native American Heritage Commission 

In addition, the Public Notice of Availability (NOA, Appendix A herein) and the Notice of 
Completion and Environmental Document Transmittal of a Draft Environmental Impact Report was 
posted on the County’s website. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at the 
County Department of Public Works, the Yorba Linda Library, and the East Anaheim Library. 
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15088, the County, as Lead Agency for the Proposed Project, 
has reviewed and evaluated written comments submitted during the public review period regarding 
the Esperanza Hills project. 

The CEQA Guidelines, §15088, “Evaluation of Response to Comments,” states: 

a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall 
respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any extensions 
and may respond to late comments. 

b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on 
comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an 
environmental impact report. 

c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g. revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s 
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 
be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 
accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements 
unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a 
separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments makes important 
changes in the information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the lead agency should 
either: 

1) Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or 
2) Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to 

comments. 

No significant changes to the data and analysis contained in the Draft EIR have been required as a 
result of the comments received during this response process. The responses provided herein clarify, 
amplify, elaborate, and make minor modifications to the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR remains adequate 
and complete; therefore, recirculation per CEQA §15088.5 is not required. This Responses to 
Comments document has been prepared as and constitutes a separate section of the Draft EIR and 
will be incorporated as part of the Final EIR as presented to the Orange County Board of Supervisors 
for certification. 

The County has elected, as appropriate, to revise the Draft EIR text where necessary to address errata 
or direct the reader’s attention to information in the Responses to Comments document. 

CEQA Guidelines §15088 addresses a Lead Agency’s responsibilities in responding to comments. The 
Guidelines require, among other things, that the Lead Agency provide a good faith, reasoned analysis 
in response to significant environmental issues raised, particularly when the Lead Agency’s position is 
at variance with the objections and recommendations raised by commenters. §15088 does not 
require an individuated, personalized response to each comment letter, and does not prevent the 
Lead Agency from responding to comments by way of a summary or comprehensive response that 
may apply to several individual remarks in comment letters. 

The County believes that the provision of “Topical Responses” to certain comments in this case 
would best provide an informative and complete response to issues that were raised by multiple 
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parties. The County has also provided individual responses to each remark in letters received on the 
DEIR, but where appropriate has referred the reader to a general response. In this way, an 
understanding of the County’s good faith, reasoned analysis can be both comprehensive and easier to 
grasp at a glance. The major contentions that lend themselves to Topical Responses are: 

• The Proposed Project will increase the likelihood of wildfires. 

• The Proposed Project will add traffic to the existing street system which is already 
inadequate during peak hours for vehicles accessing Yorba Linda Boulevard. 

• Emergency evacuation would be hindered by the addition of residents and cars. 

• Water supply and water pressure for residents and firefighting uses is inadequate. 

• The adjacent parcels, including the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista 
project, should be analyzed in a single EIR. 

• Biological resources would be impacted by the reduction of open space, and special 
status vegetation would be impacted by removal for development. 

Public Resources Code §21091(d)(1) requires that the County, as Lead Agency, consider any 
comments on the proposed DEIR that are received within the public review period. In addition, a 
public meeting was held on January 16, 2014 where public comments were recorded. No additional 
environmental issues were raised at the meeting that had not been addressed in the DEIR. The County 
received 82 comment letters and/or emails on the DEIR from public agencies, organizations, and 
individuals during the public review period.  

CEQA Guidelines §15204(a) provides that: 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are 
most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that 
would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the 
same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of 
what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, 
the severity of its likely environmental impacts and the geographic scope of the project. 
CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study 
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to 
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and need 
not provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR. 

CEQA Guidelines §15204(c) further advises: 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references 
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts or expert opinion supported by facts in 
support of the comments. Pursuant to §15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in 
the absence of substantial evidence. 
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CEQA Guidelines §15204(d) states: 

Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental 
information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility. 

CEQA Guidelines §15024(e) states: 

This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general 
adequacy of a document or the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section. 

Each comment received on the DEIR is included in its entirety in this document. Each letter or email 
containing comments on the DEIR is followed by responses corresponding to comments submitted in 
the letter or email. Comments have been arranged herein under the following categories: Public 
Agency/Public Organization Comments, General Public Letters, and General Public Emails. Letters 
submitted as attachments to emails are included in the General Public Letters section. The public 
comments are generally shown in chronological rather than alphabetical order. No new significant 
environmental impacts are raised by the submitted comment letters. 
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2. Acronyms 

ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
ADT average daily traffic 
AGR Agricultural Supply 
BAU Business as Usual 
BMP Best Management Practice 
Cal-PIC California Invasive Plant Council 
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
CC&Rs Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions 
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
CHSP Chino Hills State Park 
CNPS California Native Plant Society 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
COA Condition of Approval 
CRPR California Rare Plant Rank 
CWQMP Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan 
DAMP Drainage Area Management Plan 
DBH diameter at breast height 
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report 
EB eastbound 
EH Esperanza Hills 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESCP Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report 
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 
FHBP Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks 
FMZ Fuel Modification Zone 
FPEP Fire Prevention and Protection Plan 
GHG greenhouse gas 
GIS Geographic Information System 
GLA Glenn Lukos Associates 
GMZ Groundwater Management Zone 
GP General Plan 
GWR Groundwater Recharge 
HCM Highway Capacity Manual 
HCOCR Hydrological Conditions of Concern Report 
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 
HMMP Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program 
HOA Homeowners’ Association 
ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization 
JD jurisdictional delineation 
LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission 
LID Low Impact Development 
LIDAR Light Detection and Ranging 
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LLG Linscott, Law & Greenspan 
LOS Level of Service 
LSA lake and streambed alterations 
mph miles per hour 
MWD Metropolitan Water District 
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Planning 
NEAPS Northeast Area Planning Study 
NOA Notice of Availability 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
OC Orange County 
OCFA Orange County Fire Authority 
OCGP Orange County General Plan 
OCSD Orange County Sheriff’s Department 
OCPW Orange County Public Works 
OCTA Orange County Transportation Authority 
PC Planned Community 
PCE Primary Constituent Elements 
PDF Project Design Feature 
psi pounds per square inch 
PYLSD Placentia-Yorba Linda School District 
PRD Planned Residential Development 
RARE Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 
REC1 Water Contact Recreation 
REC2 Non-Contact Water Recreation 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
s/v seconds per vehicle 
SARWQCB Santa Ana Regional Water Control Board 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD Southern California Air Quality Management District 
SCE Southern California Edison 
SSC Species of Special Concern 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TIA Traffic Impact Analysis 
TRA Tax Rate Area 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Safety Zone 
WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat 
WB westbound 
WDR water damage remediation 
WILD Wildlife Habitat 
WQMP Water Quality Management Plan 
WUI wildland-urban interface 
VPD vehicles per day 
vphpl vehicles per hour per lane 
YLGP Yorba Linda General Plan 
YLWD Yorba Linda Water District 
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3. DEIR Errata 

The following is a list of clarifications to the Esperanza Hills Draft Focused Environmental Impact 
Report. Text modifications are shown in underline/strike-thru format. Additional modifications have 
been made in Mitigation Measures clarifying responsible parties and agencies. The modifications 
have been included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program but are not detailed herein. 

Global Document Revisions 

All references to Chino Hills State Park acreage are revised from 11,770 acres to 14,100 
acres. 

Page iv – Contents – Under Section 5.7 – The numbering of the subsections within this section starts 
at 5.7.2. The subsection numbers should be renumbered consecutively from 5.7.1 thru 5.7.9. 

Page 2-15 – The first sentence of Mitigation Measure Haz-5 shall read: 

Haz-5 Prior to the issuance of any grading permit that results in the disturbance of any 
vegetation, the Project Applicant shall submit a Fire Master Plan for review and 
approval by the OCFA and OCSD. 

Page 3-1 – Paragraph 1 – The following text is added:  

Bridal Hills, a reasonably foreseeable development, which is adjacent to the Project site to 
the north and west, will gain access through the Proposed Project when Bridal Hills is 
developed. 

Page 4-20 – Section 4.3 – Project Design Features included in topical chapters in the DEIR are 
presented in the Project Description as requested in the City of Yorba Linda comment letter. 

Aesthetics 

PDF 1 Density – The average density of the project is .73 dwelling units per acre. This 
is considered a low-density residential project that is consistent with the 
adjacent neighborhoods in the City, which protects the unique natural and 
topographic character. 

PDF 2 Building Height – The maximum building height for all residential lots is 
2 stories and 35 feet. 

PDF 3 Open Space – 62% of the Project Site is natural opens space, fuel modification 
zone, retention basin, parks, and trails. 

PDF 4 Color of Homes – In addition to grading concepts, landscaping and color will 
be utilized to soften the appearance of the homes visible from outside the 
Proposed Project. Home colors will be selected to be consistent with the 
surrounding natural landscape and with the color value of the specific hue 
close to the immediate landscape. Colors on the homes visible from outside 
Esperanza Hills will be predominantly earth tones, such as browns, ochres, 
sepias, and grays. 
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PDF 5 Landscaping – The landscape plan includes native and architecturally thematic 
plant material used to establish entry monuments, signage, walls, fences, and 
hardscape elements complementing and evoking the same respect for the 
surrounding natural environment. All streetscapes, slopes, and neighborhood 
parks will be harmoniously interwoven with the natural hillside by utilizing 
trees, naturalized shrubs, and grasses that are drought tolerant and considerate 
of long-term maintenance needs. Pedestrian connections and residential streets 
will offer canopy trees and flowering accent trees to provide shade, while open 
spaces will host informal plant and tree groupings and large evergreen shrubs. 
Selected plant material will complement the scale of the architecture. View 
opportunities will be considered from the neighborhoods to the surrounding 
landscape, enhancing views outside the immediate Project limits wherever 
possible. 

PDF 6 Equipment – Air conditioners, heating, cooling, and ventilating equipment, and 
all other mechanical, lighting, or electrical devices shall be operated to 
minimize disturbance to adjacent and neighboring occupants, and shall be 
screened, shielded, and/or sound buffered from surrounding properties and 
streets. No roof-mounted air conditioning units will be allowed. 

PDF 7 Utilities – Above-ground utility boxes, telephone boxes, water lines, backflow 
preventers, cable boxes, or similar structures within public view shall be 
screened and painted to blend into surrounding areas. Satellite dishes shall be 
placed to minimize visual impact and painted to match surrounding areas. 

PDF 8 Walls and Fencing – Walls that are viewed from the street may be of masonry 
block construction or vinyl fence material consistent with the architectural style 
of the home. Homeowner privacy fencing shall not exceed six feet in height. 
Other privacy fencing shall be made of durable, synthetic material, block, or 
wrought iron. Wall or fences shall not exceed 42 inches in height in any 
required front yard setback. 

PDF 9 Grading – The Proposed Project shall conform to the Orange County Grading 
Ordinance. 

PDF 10 Glare – Building structures shall use non-reflective glass. 

PDF 11 Homeowners will be required, through the HOA’s CC&Rs, to use only hooded 
and shielded down-lighting for all exterior lights, including landscape lighting. 

Biological Resources 

PDF 1211 Introduction of Trash and Debris. The project landscape plan shall include trash 
receptacles placed in appropriate locations to ensure that trash and debris are 
controlled on-site and pose no risk to native habitats. The Homeowner’s 
Association (HOA) shall be responsible daily to maintain the trash receptacles 
and remove trash to avoid accumulation. 

PDF 1312 Impacts from Domestic Cats. Included in the HOA CC&Rs, domestic cats shall 
remain inside a home, or be leashed for walks or visits to the local outside 
environment. House cats shall not be permitted to range free outside the 
confines of a home. 
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PDF 1413 Impacts from Light Pollution 

1. Provide homeowner education to limit outdoor lighting by using energy 
efficient low-voltage systems, photo sensors, solar and light emitting diode.  

2. Lighting will be hooded, shielded, and pointed away from the sensitive 
habitat areas, and ambient light levels will be minimized to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

PDF 1514 Short-term construction-related noise impacts will be reduced by the 
implementation of a number of measures including the following:  

1. During all excavation and grading on-site, the construction contractors will 
equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating 
and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ standards to 
reduce construction equipment noise to the maximum extent practicable. 
The construction contractor will place all stationary construction 
equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from Chino Hills State 
Park lands and staging areas will not be placed in proximity to sensitive 
habitats. 

2. The construction contractor will stage equipment in areas that will create 
the greatest distance between construction-related noise sources and noise 
sensitive receptors (the preserved habitat areas) during all project 
construction. 

3. All construction work will occur during the daylight hours. Construction 
shall not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. AM on 
weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a federal 
holiday. All construction operations shall comply with Orange County 
Codified Ordinance Division 6 (Noise Control). 

4. The construction contractor will limit haul truck deliveries to the same 
hours specified for construction equipment. To the extent feasible, haul 
routes will not pass through sensitive habitats and land uses or residential 
dwellings. 

PDF 1615 Minimize Edge Effect. Best management practices will be incorporated into the 
project to ensure that indirect impacts (i.e., edge effects) are avoided or 
minimized to the maximum extent possible. Lighting will be shielded and 
directed away from adjacent natural habitat areas and ambient light levels will 
be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Additionally, the project’s 
Water Quality Management Plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
will ensure that project runoff will not adversely affect the drainage within the 
jurisdictional drainages. Noise standards will comply with County Codes and 
will be consistent with General Plan Policies. In addition, fencing will be 
limited to open fencing that does not exceed 40 inches in height. Vegetation 
thinning within the fuel modification area will only occur on occasion and 
during daylight hours. 

PDF 1716 Fuel Modification Plan. To the extent feasible, native planting species approved 
for use in fuel modification zones by the Orange County Fire Authority will be 
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used in fuel modification zones adjacent to natural habitat areas. Plants 
identified by the California Invasive Plant Council as an invasive risk in 
southern California will be excluded from all landscaping. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

PDF 1718 The Proposed Project includes that the Esperanza Hills HOA will provide a list 
of approved and prohibited plant pallet to all buyers in a Private Property 
Owners’ Guide for Fire Safe Vegetation Management on private lots. The HOA 
will be responsible for enforcement. 

PDF 1819 The Proposed Project includes a Precise Fuel Modification Plan that has been 
developed to provide a landscape transition area along the interface between 
residential development and adjacent open space to provide wildfire 
protection. The OCFA will require separate review of Estate Lot 1 with regard to 
fuel modification/fire protection requirements. (Amended herein) 

PDF 2019 The Proposed Project includes that all new power lines will be underground, for 
fire safety during high wind conditions or during fires on a right of way which 
can expose above-ground power lines. 

PDF 2120 The Proposed Project includes that fuel management activities will be 
completed annually by June 1 and more often as needed for fire safety, as 
determined by the OCFA. 

PDF 2221 The Proposed Project includes that all structures will be in strict, ongoing 
compliance with all County and other applied Fire and Building Code 
requirements. 

PDF 2322 The Proposed Project includes that the HOA will maintain FMZs annually by 
June 1 and more often as needed for fire safety as determined by the OCFA. 

PDF 2423 The Proposed Project includes that the HOA will implement emergency 
evacuation routes in accordance with the approved Community Evacuation 
Plan. The Community Evacuation Plan will be reviewed by OCFA and OCSD 
before any changes are made. The Community Evacuation Plan includes a 
provision for annual review by residents through organized meetings and 
education outreach by the HOA. 

PDF 2524 The Proposed Project includes that automatic fire sprinkler systems will be 
installed for all homes, including in all attic spaces. 

PDF 2625 The Proposed Project includes a Fire Master Plan that has been reviewed 
approved by the OCFA providing enhanced construction features in certain 
areas adjacent to FMZs. These include enhanced fire sprinkler systems and 
construction features per California Building Code Chapter 7A. 

PDF 2726 The Proposed Project includes earthquake preparedness and wildfire education 
materials will be distributed annually to each resident and annual evacuation 
planning meeting will be held by the HOA. 

PDF 2827 The Proposed Project includes that all site access, emergency access, road 
widths and turn outs will comply with the requirements of the OCFA and the 
approved Fire Master Plan. 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 11 

PDF 2928 The Proposed Project will include access gates that will comply with the Fire 
Code. Public roads will not be gated, per the Fire Code. Any gates on any 
private roads or on private driveways will be as follows, complying with the 
OCFA standards for electric gates. 

• Access gates will be equipped with a KNOX key switch, which overrides 
all command functions and opens the gate for entrance of emergency 
vehicles into the area. Gates serving more than 1 parcel will be equipped 
with sensors for detecting emergency vehicle “Opticom” strobe lights from 
any direction of approach. Strobe detection and key switches will be 
provided on the interior and exterior of gates. 

• Switches will be dual keyed, or two switches provided, for Fire and Law 
Enforcement. 

• Gate activation devices will be equipped with a battery backup or manual 
mechanical disconnect in case of power failure. 

Hydrology and Water Quality – PDFs/Conditions of Approval 

PDF 3029 The project has been designed to treat development flows (runoff) with a dry 
extended detention water quality basin, while implementing the following low 
impact development techniques: 

• Conservation of natural areas, including existing trees, other vegetation and 
soils 

• Keeping streets at minimum standard widths 
• Minimizing the impervious footprint of the project 
• Minimizing disturbances to natural drainages 

PDF 3130 The project will be designed to include the following best management 
practices to promote infiltration and slow down surface flows:  

• Impervious area dispersion 
• Native drought-tolerant landscaping/efficient irrigation 

COA-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permit, the Project Applicant shall submit the 
following drainage studies for approval by the County Manager, Permit 
Services: 

1. A final drainage study of the project incorporating the Preliminary 
Drainage Report for Esperanza Hills Property drainage features pursuant to 
the approved development option; and 

2. Detailed drainage studies indicating how the project grading, in 
conjunction with the drainage conveyance systems including applicable 
swales, channels, street flows, catch basins, storm drains, and flood water 
retarding, will allow building pads to be safe from inundation from rainfall 
runoff which may be expected from all storms up to and including the 
theoretical 100-year flood. 

COA-2 Prior to the issuance of any certificates of use and occupancy, the Project 
Applicant shall not grant any new easements over any property subject to a 
requirement of dedication or irrevocable offer to the Orange County Flood 
Control District, unless such easements are expressly made subordinate to the 
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easements to be offered for dedication to the County. Prior to granting any of 
said easements, the subdivider shall furnish a copy of the proposed easement to 
the County Manager, Permit Services for review and approval. 

COA-3 Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map (except for financing and 
conveyance purposes only), the Project Applicant shall participate in the 
applicable Master Plan of Drainage in a manner meeting the approval of the 
Manager, Permit Services, including payment of fees and the construction, or 
provide evidence of financial security (such as bonding), of the necessary 
facilities. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the County of 
Orange concerning payment and reimbursement of Master Plan Drainage Fees 
to the City as a condition of any future annexation for drainage facilities 
transferred from OCPW to the City. 

COA-4 Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the Project Applicant 
shall demonstrate compliance under California’s General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity by providing a copy of 
the Notice of Intent submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board and a 
copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge 
Identification Number; or other proof of filing in a manner meeting the 
satisfaction of the Manager, Permit Services. Projects subject to this requirement 
shall prepare and implement a SWPPP. A copy of the current SWPPP shall be 
kept at the Project Site and be available for County review on request. 

COA-5 Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permit, the Project Applicant 
shall submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) in a manner meeting 
approval of the Manager, Permit Services, to demonstrate compliance with the 
County’s NPDES Implementation Program and state water quality regulations 
for grading and construction activities. The ESCP shall identify how all 
construction materials, wastes, grading or demolition debris, and stockpiles of 
soil, aggregates, soil amendments, etc. shall be properly covered, stored, and 
secured to prevent transport into local drainages by wind, rain, or tracking. The 
ESCP shall also describe how the applicant will ensure that all BMPs will be 
maintained during construction of any future public right-of-ways. A copy of the 
current ESCP shall be kept at the Project Site and be available for County review 
on request. 

COA-6 Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the Project Applicant 
shall submit for review and approval by the Manager, Permit Services, a final 
WQMP specifically identifying BMPs that will be used on-site to control 
predictable pollutant runoff. The Project Applicant shall utilize the DAMP, the 
Model WQMP, and Technical Guidance Manual for reference, and the 
County’s WQMP template for submittal. This final WQMP shall update the 
project’s CWQMP based on the final design and include the following: 

• Detailed site and project description 
• Potential storm water pollutants 
• Post-development drainage characteristics 
• Low impact development (LID) BMP selection and analysis 
• Structural and non-structural source control BMPs 
• Site design and drainage plan (CWQMP BMP Exhibit) 
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• GIS coordinates for all LID and treatment control BMPs 
• Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan that: (1) describes the long-term 

operation and maintenance requirements for BMPs identified in the BMP 
Exhibit; (2) identifies the entity that will be responsible for long-term 
operation and maintenance of the referenced BMPs; and (3) describes the 
mechanism for funding the long-term operation and maintenance of the 
referenced BMPs 

 The BMP map exhibit from the approved final WQMP shall be included as a 
sheet in all plan sets submitted for plan check and all BMPs shall be depicted 
on these plans. Grading and building plans must be consistent with the 
approved BMP map exhibit. 

COA-7 Prior to the recordation of any subdivision map, the Project Applicant shall 
prepare Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions (CC&Rs) for review and 
acceptance by the Manager of Permit Services for the HOA, including a section 
for surface water quality protection and the following prohibited activity 
restrictions: 

• Blowing, sweeping, or hosing of debris (e.g., leaf litter, grass clippings, 
litter) into storm drain inlets or other conveyances 

• On-site fueling 
• Dumping of any toxic substance or liquid waste on the pavement, on the 

ground, or toward a storm drain 
• Use of pesticides if rain is expected 
• Mixing or preparation of pesticides for application near storm drain inlets 
• Allowing wash water to enter storm drain 

 The CC&Rs shall require the HOA to maintain the debris basins, 
detention/debris basin #3 and water quality basins on an annual basis in order 
to maintain flood protection associated with the design of the Project’s drainage 
system. 

COA-8 Prior to the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy, the Project Applicant 
shall demonstrate compliance with the County’s NPDES Implementation 
Program in a manner meeting the satisfaction of the Manager, OC Inspection:  

• Demonstrate that all structural best management practices (BMPs) 
described in the BMP exhibit from the project’s approved WQMP have 
been implemented, constructed and installed in conformance with 
approved plans and specifications;  

• Demonstrate that the Project Applicant has complied with all non-
structural BMPs described in the project’s WQMP;  

• Submit for review and approval, an Operations and Maintenance Plan for 
all structural BMPs (the plan shall become an attachment to the WQMP); 

• Demonstrate that copies of the project’s approved WQMP (with attached 
Operations and Maintenance Plan) are available for each of the initial 
occupants; 

• Agree to pay for a Special Investigation from the County for a date 12 
months after the issuance of a Certificate of Use and Occupancy for the 
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project to verify compliance with the approved WQMP and Operations 
and Maintenance Plan; 

• Demonstrate that the Project Applicant has recorded one of the following: 
a) The CC&Rs (that must include the approved Water Quality 

Management Plan and Operations and Maintenance Plan) for the 
project’s HOA;  

b) A water quality implementation agreement that has the approved 
Water Quality Management Plan and Operations and Maintenance 
Plan attached; or  

c) The approved final Water Quality Management Plan and Operations 
and Maintenance Plan 

COA 9  Prior to the issuance of grading permit, the Project Applicant shall record a 
grant of easement for on-site public storm water pipes to the Orange County 
Flood Control District. 

Page 5-61, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – PDF 11 is added as follows: 

PDF 11 Homeowners will be required, through the HOA’s CC&Rs, to use only hooded 
and shielded down-lighting for all exterior lights, including landscape lighting. 

Page 5-88, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the third bullet is herein revised 
as follows: 

AQ-1 • During grading, require that contractors employ oxidation catalysts that shall 
achieve 40% reduction during grading for excavation graders and scrapers 
exceeding 100 HP rated power if the entire project is graded at one time, 
unless use of such mitigation is demonstrated to be technically infeasible for a 
given piece of equipment. 

Page 5-89, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics), Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – b. Long Term (Operational 
Impacts) – The text is revised as follows: 

With incorporation of the following mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 
included in Chapter 5.6 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions, operational emissions would not 
exceed respective SCAQMD significance thresholds. 

Page 5-90, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – 5.2.7 – Cumulative Impacts – The last sentence of text is 
revised for clarification and consistency with Cumulative Impacts Chapter 7, page 7-4 as 
follows: 

The Proposed Project, when combined with the proposed adjacent Cielo Vista project, is not 
anticipated to result in cumulative impacts to air quality unless both projects are constructed 
simultaneously, in which case it would be considered a cumulative impact. because tThe 
anticipated individual project emissions, with mitigation, are well below the established 
thresholds. 

Page 5-150, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – #5 – Discussion regarding the northern harrier is 
revised as follows: 

The northern harrier is CDFW SSC when nesting, but is a common, often abundant, winter 
visitor throughout California from September through April. Characteristically, this hawk 
inhabits marshlands, both coastal salt and freshwater, but often forages over grasslands and 
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fields. It glides and flies low over open habitats searching for prey. Northern harrier was 
observed foraging on site, but would not nest on site as this species is not known to breed in 
southern California exhibits a low likelihood of nesting on the site given the lack of previous 
records for nesting in this part of Orange County.  

As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding on site 
based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during the various 
surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternative 1 would be less than 
significant. 

As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding on site 
based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during the various 
surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternative 2 would be less than 
significant. 

As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding on site 
based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during the various 
surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternative 3 would be less than 
significant. 

Page 5-164, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – PDF 16 – is clarified as indicated below. 

PDF 1716 Fuel Modification Plan. To the extent feasible, native planting species approved 
for use in fuel modification zones by the Orange County Fire Authority will be 
used in fuel modification zones adjacent to natural habitat areas. Plants 
identified by the California Invasive Plant Council as an invasive risk in 
southern California will be excluded from all landscaping. 

Page 5-164 and 5-166, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – Mitigation Measures – Mitigation 
Measures Bio-2 and Bio-3 have been revised as indicated below: 

Bio-2  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a Special Status Planting and Monitoring Plan 
detailed restoration program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist in consultation 
with the CDFW and the USFWS for approval by the Orange County Manager of 
Planning County of Orange. The plan program shall provide for planting at the 
appropriate time of the year for success of 326 greenhouse-propagated individuals of 
intermediate mariposa lily in the Study Area within an undisturbed area of coastal sage 
scrub of same habitat quality with respect to soil type and its characteristics. The plan 
shall include a maintenance program for weed removal, supplemental watering, 
fencing, and other forms of site protection. This mitigation plan program will be 
considered successful if at least 80% of 326 flowering individuals, or 261 flowering 
individuals, are observed five years after planting. If success criteria are not met after 
five years, remedial measures shall include greenhouse propagation and planting of 
additional individuals on the Project Site. 

Bio-3 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a Special Status Planting and Monitoring Plan 
detailed restoration program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist in consultation 
with the CDFW and the USFWS for approval by the Orange County Manager of 
Planning. county of Orange. The plan program shall provide for planting of 400 
greenhouse-propagated individuals of Braunton’s milk-vetch in the Study Area within 
an undisturbed area of suitable habitat and soils, slope and exposure. The plan shall 
include a maintenance program for weed removal, supplemental watering, fencing 
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and other forms of site protection. This mitigation plan program will be considered 
successful if at least 80% of individuals, or 320 individuals, flower and set seed prior 
to senescence. If success criteria are not met prior to senescence of the planted 
individuals, remedial measures shall include greenhouse propagation and planting of 
additional individuals on the Project Site. 

Pages 5-164 and 5-167, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) –- Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-6, and 
Bio-7 have been revised to include a timeframe for monitoring success as follows: 

Bio-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a 
re-vegetation plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, and blue elderberry 
woodland located within Blue Mud Canyon. The plan will also incorporate California 
black walnut into the plant palette to mitigate the loss of 0.48 or 0.22 acre of walnut 
woodland associated with Options 1 and Option 2, respectively. The plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified biologist for review and approval by the Manager of OC 
Planning. At a minimum, the plan shall include restoration of mulefat scrub and black 
willow riparian forest vegetation that also includes a black walnut component. The 
plan shall include replacement of habitat at a minimum a ratio of 1:1; responsibility 
and qualifications of the personnel to implement and supervise the plan; site selection; 
site preparation and planting implementation; schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines; 
five year monitoring plan with reporting to the Orange County Manager of Planning; 
and long-term preservation. 

Bio-6 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a 
Restoration Plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, coast live oak riparian 
woodland, and other appropriate wetland/riparian habitats at an acreage ratio of 1:1 to 
be located within Blue Mud Canyon. The plan shall be prepared by a qualified 
biologist for review and approval by the Manager of OC Planning. The Restoration 
Plan shall include the following:  

1. Impacts to living coast live oak trees within CDFW jurisdiction will be mitigated 
through planting liners or locally collected acorns within Blue Mud Canyon at the 
following ratios: 

• For healthy trees to be removed for development: 
• trees less than 5 inches diameter at breast height (DBH) should be 

replaced at 3:1 
• trees between 5 and 12 inches DBH should be replaced at 5:1  
• trees between 12 and 36 inches DBH should be replaced at 10:1 
• trees greater than 36 inches DBH should be replaced at 20:1 

• For damaged trees (including trees damaged by construction and fire 
damaged trees to be removed for development): 
• trees less than 12 inches DBH should be replaced at 3:1 
• trees greater than 12 inches DBH should be replaced at 5:1 

• Impacts to trees that were killed by the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire do not 
require mitigation 

2. The sizes, condition, and total number of impacted trees will be determined after 
verification of the limits of CDFW jurisdiction and prior to issuance of any permit 
that results in ground disturbance. 
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3. The plan shall include responsibility and qualifications of the personnel to 
implement and supervise the plan; site selection; site preparation and planting 
implementation; schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines; five year monitoring 
plan with reporting to the Orange County Manager of Planning; and long-term 
preservation. 

4. The Project Applicant shall notify CDFW, pursuant to Section 1600 of the 
California Fish and Game Code, of lake and streambed alterations (LSA), 
including activities in streams that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or 
change the bed, channel, or bank of a river or stream, or use materials from a 
streambed. A copy of the LSA notice shall be provided to the Orange County 
Manager of Planning.  

Bio-7 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP). The HMMP shall be prepared by a 
qualified biologist for review and approval by the Manager of OC Planning. The 
HMMP shall include responsibility and qualifications of the personnel to implement 
and supervise the plan; site selection; site preparation and planting implementation; 
schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines; five-year monitoring plan with reporting; and 
long-term preservation. 

The Project Applicant shall be fully responsible for the implementation of the Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program until the restoration areas have met the success 
criteria outlined in the approved plan. The Manager of OC Planning shall have final 
authority over mitigation area sign-off. 

Page 5-168, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – Mitigation Measure Bio-9 has been revised to 
extend the possible distance for nesting raptors as follows: 

Bio-9 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall include the 
following condition on the grading plan for implementation during vegetation removal 
operations: 

Thirty days prior to the initiation of project activities, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct weekly bird surveys, with the last survey no more than 10 days prior to 
initiation of project activities, to detect protected native birds occurring in 
suitable nesting habitat that is to be disturbed and (as access to adjacent areas 
allows) any other such habitat within 300 feet of the disturbance area (within 500 
feet for raptors). No vegetation removal shall occur between the dates of 
February 15 and September 30, March 15 to August 31, unless a qualified 
biologist surveys the Project’s impact area 10 days prior to initiation of project 
activities prior to disturbance to confirm the absence of active nests. If an active 
nest is discovered, vegetation removal within a particular buffer surrounding the 
nest shall be prohibited until nesting is complete (i.e., nest is vacant and juveniles 
have fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting); the buffer 
distance shall be determined by a qualified biologist (in consultation with the 
CDFW or the USFWS, if applicable) and in consideration of species sensitivity 
and existing nest site conditions. Limits of avoidance of 300 feet and up to 500 
feet, which can be up to 300 feet for nesting raptors, shall be demarcated with 
flagging or fencing, and Project personnel, including contractors working on-site, 
shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The Biologist shall record the 
results of the recommended protective measures described above and shall 
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submit a written memo explaining justification of summarizing any nest 
avoidance measures to the Manager of OC Planning to document compliance 
with applicable state and federal laws, specifically §3503 and §3503.5 of the 
California Fish and Game Code, pertaining to the protection of native birds, 
including nesting raptors. 

Page 5-211, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – 5. Geologic Setting – Paragraph 1, line 7 is amended 
as follows: 

  “. . . approximately ±0.6 ±0.06 mm per year . . .” 

 Paragraph 2, line 5 is amended as follows: 

  “. . . interpreted from the mature nature pattern of surface. . .” 

Page 5-214, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – 7. Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone – Line 6 is amended as 
follows: 

 “. . . prominent active actively seismic hazards. . .” 

Page 5-219, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – 18. Previous Site Studies – Line 3 is amended as 
follows: 

“. . . maps were published encompassing compassing . . .” 

Page 5-220, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – Line 2 is amended as follows: 

“. . . major landslide conditions (Seward, 2004).” 

Page 5-238, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – h. Retaining Wall Stability – Line 9 is amended as 
follows: 

“Some slopes may also be underlain by. . . “ 

Page 5-253, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – Geo-14, line 5 is amended to read: 

“. . . the limits of grading and into areas to remain natural.” 

Page 5-288, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – 8. Water Supply and Capacity – The 
following sentences in the first paragraph are amended as follows: 

OCFA and the District recommend a gravity storage supply system for all scenarios. A hydro 
pneumatic/pump system does not meet YLWD standards and will not be permitted in lieu of 
a gravity storage system. It was later determined that the fire hydrants in the upper portion of 
Hidden hills, which were served by a pump system rather than a gravity fed system, failed. 
Three emergency gas powered pumps overheated quickly and stopped working. 

Page 5-305, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – Zone A – Irrigated Structure Setback 

Bullet 5 is corrected to read:  

• No combustible construction (structures allowed in Zone A (first 20 feet from structure 
last 20 feet of the lot abutting Zone B). 
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Page 5-316, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – Subsection h – The last sentence in 
the second paragraph is modified as follows: 

The addition of a gravity-fed reservoir potable water system will enhance potential fire flow 
availability firefighting water supply will directly address issues concerning the loss of water 
to hydrants during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 

Page 5-33, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – Subsection 5.7.6, Project Design 
Features is amended as follows due to the unique and significant fire protection requirements for 
Estate Lot 1: 

PDF 1918  The Proposed Project includes a Precise Fuel Modification Plan that has been 
developed to provide a landscape transition area along the interface between 
residential development and adjacent open space to provide wildfire 
protection. The OCFA will require separate review of Estate Lot 1 with regard to 
fuel modification/fire protection requirements. 

Page 5-409, Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) – 10. Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) and Yorba Linda Sphere of Influence (SOI) – Sentence 3 is amended as follows: 

Annexation involves the addition of unincorporated territory to an existing city’s boundary. 
Annexation of undeveloped property to a city can be initiated by the landowner or the city 
and is subject to review and approval by the Orange County Local Agency Formation 
Commission. However, in this instance, annexation could not occur without approval by the 
landowner consistent with California Code of Regulations §§57075-57090. An annexation 
occurs when a city, together with the landowner, incorporates additional territory to its 
boundary. 

Page 5-412, Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) – 1. On-Site and Surrounding Land Uses – The 
fourth sentence in the last paragraph on the page is amended to read: 

The operation and closure of the oil facilities is subject to California Pubic Resources Code 
Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 3106 and the Orange County Code, Oil Code, 
Section 7-8-1 through 7-8-53 of the Orange County Code of Ordinances. 

Page 5-480, Section 5.10 (Noise) – 5.10.3 – Mitigation Measures – Mitigation Measure N-6 is 
modified as follows: 

N-6  During the construction phase, Project Applicant shall ensure that construction hours, 
allowable work days and the telephone number of the job superintendent are clearly 
posted at all construction entrances to allow residents to contact the job 
superintendent. If the County of Orange or the job superintendent receives a 
complaint, the superintendent shall investigate, take appropriate corrective action 
and report the action taken to the appropriate reporting party. Contact specifications 
shall be included in the proposed project construction documents which shall be 
reviewed by the County of Orange prior to issuance of grading permits. 
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Page 5-490, Section 5.10 (Noise) – Section 5.11.4 – The second full paragraph will provide 
clarification with the addition of the following text: 

While there are no above moderate allocations remaining in the 2010-2014 income 
category in unincorporated Orange County, 2,174 units have been allocated in the 
unincorporated County for the 2014-2021 period during which Project construction is 
expected to occur. 

Page 5-499, Section 5.12 (Public Services) – The first sentence in the third paragraph is modified to 
read: 

As noted, the FPEP contains conceptual detailed fuel modification requirements that are 
discussed further in Section 5.7 … 

Page 5-500, Section 5.12 (Public Services) – The following is added to the fifth paragraph after the 
first sentence: 

Per OCFA, Estate Lot 1 will be reviewed separately based on unique and significant fire 
protection requirements. 

Page 5-508, Section 5.12 (Public Services) – Mitigation Measure PS-1 is modified as follows: 

PS-1 Prior to issuance of the grading permit, if deemed necessary by the Orange County 
Fire Authority, the Project Applicant shall enter into a Secured Fire Protection 
Agreement with the Orange County Fire Authority providing for payment of fair share 
fees for impacts to capital and infrastructure needs. 

Page 5-546, Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic) – 2. Existing Street System – The last sentence 
under Imperial Highway is modified as follows:   

South of Yorba Linda Boulevard, the posted speed limit is 60 65 mph. 

Page 5-555, Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic) – 6. Existing Public Transit Service is hereby 
amended to include OCTA Route 38, which provides bus service to the City of Yorba Linda in the 
Savi Ranch Center.  

Page 5-619, Section 5.14.4 1 (Transportation and Traffic) – Mitigation Measure T-1, first paragraph, 
is modified as follows: 

T-1 For Option 1 and Option 2B, prior to issuance of building permits, the Project 
Applicant shall contribute to the installation of a three-phase traffic signal at the 
Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via del Agua intersection in the event the Cielo Vista project 
is not constructed. The Project Applicant’s fair share contribution shall be 39% with 
the proposed Cielo Vista project as part of the cumulative base traffic condition, and 
46% without the Cielo Vista project. The first project to be constructed, either 
Esperanza Hills or Cielo Vista, will pay100% for the signal installation with an 
agreement between applicants to reimburse the fair share amount at the time the 
second project is constructed. If the City does not implement the improvement, the 
impact will be significant and unavoidable. 

Page 5-633, Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems – Subsection 5.15.3.b – The third sentence in 
the second paragraph is modified as follows: 

The system shall be designed to yield minimum static pressures of 60 psi at reservoirs’ high 
mid-water level, residual pressures of 40 psi during non-fire demands. . . 
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Page 5-650  

The last sentence in the fourth paragraph is corrected to read: 

All regulations and statutes statues will be complied with . . . 

Page 6-5, Table 6-4-1 is modified as follows: 

The biological resources under Option 2B are greater than the Proposed Project. 

Table 3.A-1 Summary Matrix of Impacts of Alternatives in Relation to Proposed Project as 
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Alternative 1 - No Project – – – * – – + + – – – – + – + 
Alternative 2 - Option 2A 
Alternative * – + * * * * * * – * * * * * 
Alternative 3 – Option 2B 
Alternative * * *+ * – * */– * * – * – * – * 
Alternative 4 - 
Lower/Reduced Density – * – * – * + * * – + – + – – 
Alternative 5 - Yorba Linda 
General Plan * + + * * * * * – + – + + + + 
+ Potential impacts are greater than proposed project 
- Potential impacts are less than proposed project 
* Potential impacts are equal to proposed project 

 
Page 6-80, Section 6.8 (Project Alternative 4) – Section 6.8.1, 2. Air Quality – The following 
statement is removed from the section because it relates to greenhouse gas emissions, which are 
discussed separately: 

However, impacts due to air quality would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Page 10-1 – The following unavoidable adverse impact is included for clarification as follows: 

Traffic 

Mitigation Measures T-1 through T-3 provide for traffic improvements at three separate 
intersections. These improvements are located within the jurisdiction of the City of 
Yorba Linda, and the County cannot compel the City to implement the proposed 
mitigation measures. While Mitigation Measures T-1 through T-3 would reduce impacts 
to a less than significant level, the impact is only considered significant and 
unavoidable because of the uncertainty related to mitigation implementation. 
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Appendix J – Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan, page 78, is modified as follows: 

2.  All on-site fire hydrants will flow at 20 psi minimum. 

3.  As such, fire flow for residences will provide a minimum 1,500 1,000 gallons per minute 
for a duration of one hour . . .  

4.  Spacing distance between on-site hydrants will be 300 500 feet in residential areas. 

Appendix K – Preliminary Drainage Reports – Page 6 is hereby modified to remove the following 
statement: 

The existing condition results were adjusted by interpolation to make the area match the 
proposed condition area. 

Appendix L – Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan – Summary Table Option 1 is hereby 
modified to correct the Basin 4 area to 107.1 acres. 

Appendix O – Traffic Impact Analysis –  

Section 3.1 – Existing Street System is hereby modified to show the speed limit on 
Stonehaven Drive as 25 mph and on Via del Agua as 30 mph. 

Section 5.2 – Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment – Option 1, page 14. The first 
bullet is hereby modified as follows: 

• The site’s proximity to major traffic carriers (i.e. Via del Agua, Stonehaven Drive, 
Yorba Linda Boulevard etc.) and local roadways (i.e. Via del Agua, Stonehaven 
Drive) 

Table 11-1 – page 37 – the title is hereby changed to read Southbound rather than 
Eastbound. 
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4. Responses to Comments 

A. Topical Responses 

Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard 

This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the 
comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in response individual 
comment letters on this topic. 

Seven fires have burned within one mile of the Project site over the historic fire data record as shown 
on Exhibit 5-65 - Fire History Map on page 5-284 of the DEIR. The average interval between wildfires 
in the area was calculated to be 5.5 years with intervals ranging between 0 years (multiple fires in the 
same year) and 12 years. As shown below, the interval between fires on the Project site has been 
much greater with a 28-year interval between the Owl Fire and the Freeway Complex Fire.  

Historical records show that three wildfires have burned within the Project site since the beginning of 
the historical fire data record:  

• Santa Ana Canyon Fire in 1943 
• Owl Fire in 1980 
• Freeway Complex Fire in 2008 

The Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) prepared by Dudek (June 2013) was used 
to assess the existing condition and the historical fire data, and to provide recommendations for 
minimizing the risks associated with potential future fire events. The FPEP is included in the DEIR as 
Appendix J and is analyzed in DEIR Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The preparers of 
the FPEP reviewed numerous information sources during the analysis phase of the document’s 
preparation. Sources included official OCFA After-Action Reports, official weather data from the 
nearest Remote Automated Weather Station, fire modeling reports, evacuation planning reports, fire 
behavior analyses, and videos, among others. These data sources detailed fire spread information and 
other fire characteristics, including the weather during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, which 
informed the modeling, fires risk analysis, and fire protection measures required for the Project.  

Dudek has also reviewed the Metropolitan Water District’s video footage from the 2008 Freeway 
Complex Fire, which was submitted as an attachment to a comment letter on the DEIR. The video 
indicates that it took roughly four hours for the fire to burn to the Project area from the ignition point 
and to the perimeter of the Project area, and another 40 minutes for the fire to burn through the 
Project area. The time frame of this fire spread corresponds very closely to what was calculated in the 
fire modeling used as the baseline for the FPEP. The FPEP states that the modeled fire would take over 
three hours to reach the Project area, so the modeling used for the DEIR assessment was based upon a 
faster-moving, more aggressive fire than actually occurred in the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire.  

The referenced video is available for review on the County’s website at 
https://cms.ocgov.com/gov/pw/cd/planning/land/projects/esperanza_hills.asp.  
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The video does not change the analysis in the DEIR, because the Project model assumed a more rapid 
burn rate and provides recommendations based on a more aggressive fire scenario. 

The Project area’s proximity to off-site wildland areas that are prone to fire, such as Chino Hills State 
Park, heightens the risk of wildfire. Left in their natural state, the burned areas recover over time and 
produce both native and non-native vegetation resulting in new fuel sources for subsequent fires, if 
they occur. This condition exists off-site regardless of implementation of the Proposed Project. The 
FPEP provides a standard risks evaluation based on readily available fire history information and 
provides context for the fact that fires do occur in the area on a recurring basis, can be uncontrollable 
during Red Flag Warning weather periods, and require special consideration in the design of fire 
protection features. As stated in the DEIR (page 5-287), the undeveloped Project site is considered 
more vulnerable to wildfire starting in, burning onto, or spotting onto the site than the developed 
Project site will be because of the features included in the Project design as listed below. 

Based on evaluation conducted in the FPEP and the identified fire risk, a redundant layering of fire 
protection features has been included in the Project. Some of these measures are required by the Fire 
Code and/or the Building Code and will result in ignition-resistant (“hardened”) structures.  

The Project will not increase the risk of wildfires off-site and would greatly reduce the risk of any 
wildfires originating on site due to the construction of hardened homes, installation of fuel 
modification zones, and reduction of non-native vegetation and wildland fuel. The Proposed Project 
will reduce risks to life and property on the Project site and in the adjoining neighborhoods by: 

• Construction and ongoing maintenance of fuel modification zones 
• Construction and ongoing maintenance of strategic fuel breaks within Blue Mud 

Canyon 
• Construction of hardened homes with fire sprinklers (as required by Code) and also with 

additional attic sprinklers included as a Project feature 
• Installation of two on-site water storage tanks providing gravity flow supply to fire 

hydrants for wildland and other firefighting purposes 
• Installation of two emergency firefighting staging areas 
• Installation of paved access roads for emergency purposes 
• Provision of two firefighting access points into the community, including primary and 

emergency access to fight wildfires 
• Adoption by the Homeowners’ Association (HOA) of the Ready Set Go Program 
• Annual inspections of the fuel modification zones funded by the HOA 
• HOA-coordinated and maintained community evacuation plan 
• HOA-maintained emergency alert system coordinated with Alert OC 

The Project’s construction would not add to the existing vegetation, which is an ignition source, but 
would replace existing ignition sources with vegetation approved by OCFA. The Project will consist 
of fire-resistant designed homes and a fuel modification buffer-inclusive development that would be 
anticipated to provide more of a buffer than existing conditions and reduce accidental fire starts that 
escape into the adjacent areas. 

The measures proposed have been successfully used in other similar communities that have been 
built at the wildland urban interface. These communities, including Stevenson’s Ranch in Los Angeles 
County, 4S Ranch in San Diego County, and Foothill Ranch and Portola Hills in Orange County, 
among others throughout Southern California, have proven to withstand wildfire to the point that fire 
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agencies do not have to commit as many resources to these communities for structure protection as 
they do older, less fire-planned, more vulnerable structures and communities. 

Fuel Modification Zones 

As described on page 5-295 of the DEIR, a fuel modification zone is a strip of land where 
combustible vegetation has been removed and/or modified and partially or totally replaced with more 
adequately spaced, drought-tolerant, fire-resistant plants. The Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) 
requires a minimum width of 170 feet of fuel modification area for development adjacent to open 
space. The fuel modification area works in tandem with the other components of the fire protection 
system including ignition-resistant construction, interior automatic fire sprinklers (with attic heads in 
each structure), water supply and fire-fighting infrastructure, among others, to provide enhanced 
ignition resistance and protection for the site’s structures. Regular inspections of the Esperanza Hills 
community fuel modification areas will be performed by the OCFA or an approved third party and 
will be funded by the Homeowners’ Association. 

Two strategic fuel breaks, one 300 feet wide and one 150 feet wide, will be included within Blue 
Mud Canyon. The fuel breaks are depicted in the DEIR on the Conceptual Fuel Modification Plans 
(Exhibit 5-7 and Exhibit 5-8). The fuel breaks are designed to significantly affect fire behavior by 
reducing fuel, slowing the spread rate, and reducing the flame length and intensity, which should 
provide substantial benefit to residences south and west of the Project in the City of Yorba Linda. 
Reducing the spread rate of a fire provides additional time for residents to safely evacuate an area in 
the fire’s path, if evacuation is required. The urban wildland interface will be shifted to the east, 
reducing direct wildfire exposure to existing neighbors. As stated in its “After Action Report,” the 
OCFA indicated that during the Freeway Complex Fire, they were able to focus resources on older, 
more vulnerable neighborhoods rather than in newer communities because of the fuel modification 
and construction features that necessitated less time/effort. 

Conceptual Fuel Modification Plans are included in the DEIR as Exhibit 5-70 (page 5-301), 
Exhibit 5-71 (page 5-302), and Exhibit 6-4 (page 6-25). 

Water Supply/Capacity 

No water distribution system currently exists on the Project site. As noted in the OCFA’s December 
2008 “Freeway Complex Fire Preliminary Report,” during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, firefighters 
experienced low or no water pressure from existing hydrants in the neighborhoods adjacent to the 
Project site because of the lack of gravity flow water storage and a single source of water supply, in 
addition to the failure of the pump system during the fire. The Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) 
addressed these issues by constructing the Hidden Hills Reservoir and providing water supply 
improvements throughout its system. In addition, the YLWD completed the Northeast Area Planning 
Study (NEAPS) in 2013 detailing the water supply and storage requirements for the Project and the 
surrounding area. The total required volume of storage in a water system consists of water for 
operational storage, emergency storage and fire flow storage. OCFA and YLWD recommend a gravity 
storage supply system for the Project and the surrounding future development. YLWD has confirmed 
that a hydro-pneumatic/pump system does not meet YLWD standards and will not be allowed in lieu 
of a gravity storage system. Therefore, the Project provides a gravity flow system consistent with 
YLWD standards.  

For firefighting, the Proposed Project is designed consistent with OCFA and YLWD standards for fire 
hydrant locations and spacing. Two underground water reservoirs will provide required water 
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capacity through a gravity-fed system as recommended by OCFA and YLWD for the Project. These 
features, in conjunction with the measures referenced above, will enhance life safety and fire-fighting 
capability that did not exist at the time of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The water supply system 
for the Proposed Project is further detailed in Topical Response 4 – Water (beginning on page 36 
herein). 

The hazards related to fire (Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials) are fully addressed in the 
DEIR, and Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures are provided where impacts have been 
identified. Based on the whole record, the analysis and conclusions contained in the DEIR remain 
adequate. No new environmental impacts have been identified, and potentially significant 
environmental impacts that may result from the Project related to fire hazard are mitigated to less than 
significant. 
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Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan 

This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the 
comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in appropriate individual 
comment letters on this topic. 

Community Evacuation Planning 

As noted on pages 5-288 and 5-289 of the DEIR, law enforcement agencies do not have the legal 
authority to force residents to evacuate. However, they may impose restrictions on people entering 
evacuation areas. It is incumbent upon the residents in the area to adhere to evacuation plans and 
advance warning systems at the earliest possible time, not only in the Esperanza Hills community but 
in the existing residential neighborhoods, to avoid harm. Following the Freeway Complex Fire in 
2008, several steps have been taken with respect to emergency evacuation planning, including the 
following: 

• The Orange County Sheriff’s Department and the City of Yorba Linda have prepared a 
Community Evacuation Plan as described on page 5-289 of the DEIR. The OCSD 
evacuation plan focuses on moving vehicles off Yorba Linda Boulevard and through 
local neighborhoods in order to reduce the volume of traffic on Yorba Linda Boulevard 
and lessen the severe congestion experienced in 2008 when an evacuation plan was 
not in place. 

• OCFA has adopted the “Ready, Set, Go!” program, which provides information and 
education for residents related to preparation and early evacuation (as described on 
page 5-289 in the DEIR in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials).  

• Alert OC is now in place to alert residents of emergency evacuation events. 

The Esperanza Hills HOA will have its own notification system and will conduct annual evacuation 
meetings with its residents, as described on pages 5-318 and 5-500 of the DEIR. The key to all of the 
plans and programs is participation by area residents. 

In addition to evaluating the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, local agencies have evaluated other fire 
response and evacuation plans enacted for wildfires throughout southern California. As a result, more 
coordinated efforts have been developed between agencies to effectuate faster responses and move 
people out of harm’s way using plans designed through inter-agency cooperation. The most recent 
San Diego fire in May 2014 has shown that such efforts are not only effective, but provide a model for 
other communities. The coordinated efforts between OCFA, OCSD and the City of Yorba Linda have 
resulted in plans that will evacuate areas much more quickly and efficiently. The addition of the 
measures proposed for Esperanza Hills will support and enhance the evacuation plans through 
resident information and preparedness training. 

Emergency Access Roads for Emergency Vehicles 

Emergency access for emergency vehicles is provided under all four access options analyzed in the 
DEIR as follows: 
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• Option 1 (Stonehaven Drive) - Emergency access is proposed via Esperanza Hills 
Parkway as well as an emergency only access roadway provided off Via del Agua 
approximately 130 feet northeast of Via de la Roca. 

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

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

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

The Project will enhance options for vehicular movement south and east in an evacuation which is an 
improved condition over the existing single exit to Yorba Linda Boulevard. 

In conjunction with the Evacuation Plan designed by OCSD and the City for the immediate 
surrounding area, and the County’s Evacuation Plan adopted by the Orange County Office of 
Emergency Services, a Community Evacuation Plan has been designed specifically for the Project 
(DEIR page 5-317). As stated on page 5-318 of the DEIR, the recommended triggers for Project site 
evacuation plan are: 

• Red Flag Warning Period – During a Red Flag Warning Period, if there is an active 
wildfire burning west of the SR-71 Freeway and north of the SR-91 Freeway and south 
of Highway 142 (Carbon Canyon Road) the community will conduct an evacuation out 
of the area or a partial on-site relocation if directed by fire/law officials. 

• Non-Red Flag Warning days – When there is an active wildfire burning within a 2.5-
mile sphere of the community, an evacuation out of the area or a partial relocation will 
occur if directed by fire/law officials. 

However, the recommended triggers will ultimately be determined by fire and law officials. 

Fire Evacuation Analysis 

In response to several comments received from agencies and the general public during the DEIR 
review period, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) prepared a Fire Evacuation Analysis 
(Analysis) addressing the theoretical duration it would take to evacuate the entire Esperanza Hills 
development for each of the four access options described above. The analysis includes existing 
residential developments in the vicinity of the Project site during the same incident. Analysis also 
includes the proposed 112 single-family residential Cielo Vista project and 11 approved but unbuilt 
homes in Casino Ridge. Evacuation routes are consistent with the emergency access plans contained 
in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by LLG (March 18, 2013) and included in the DEIR as 
Appendix O (Figures 11-2: Option 1 and Figure 17-2: Option 2).  
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An updated LLG Fire Evacuation Analysis (Analysis) dated May 9, 2014 is included as Appendix F 
herein. The analysis was based on existing, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable homes in the Study 
Area as follows: 

Location Residential Units 
Existing Residential Developments  771 
Casino Ridge (Approved/Unbuilt) 11 
Esperanza Hills (Proposed) 340 
Cielo Vista (Proposed) 112 
Bridal Hills (Potential/Reasonably Foreseeable) 38 
Total 1,272 

 
Figure 1 in the Analysis presents the existing evacuation routes and the number of existing homes in 
the vicinity of the Project site. Figure 2 in the Analysis presents the existing/proposed evacuation 
routes and the number of existing homes in the vicinity of the Project site combined with the 
Option 1 development scenario. Figure 3 in the Analysis presents the existing/proposed evacuation 
routes and the number of existing homes in the vicinity of the Project site combined with the 
Option 2 development scenario. Figure 4 in the Analysis presents the existing/proposed evacuation 
routes and the number of existing homes in the vicinity of the Project site combined with the 
Option 2A and 2B development scenarios. 

The following general assumptions were used in the evacuation analysis. 

General Assumptions 

• Existing development in the Project vicinity considered in the Analysis consists of 771 
homes. 

• Based on the average daily traffic (ADT) on Via del Agua, San Antonio Road, and 
Stonehaven Drive, the following evacuation pattern is assumed for existing residential 
units: 

• approximately 87 existing homes will evacuate via Via del Agua 
• 410 existing homes via San Antonio Road 
• 56 existing homes will evacuate via Dorinda Road  
• 218 existing homes via Stonehaven Drive (not including the proposed Project) 

• As part of the proposed Cielo Vista project, 112 single-family homes would evacuate as 
follows: 

• 95 homes directed to Stonehaven Drive  
• 17 homes directed to San Antonio Road via Aspen Way 

• 11 potential future single-family homes (approved but unbuilt) in Casino Ridge are 
assumed in the analysis and are directed to San Antonio Road. 

• Each home will evacuate with two vehicles, which assumes every home is occupied at 
the time of evacuation notice. 

• Each resident is directed to depart their home (evacuate) at the same time . 
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• Lane capacity of 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) with 75% green time at the 
intersections with Yorba Linda Boulevard (effective capacity of 1,200 vphpl, which is 
based on 1,600 vphpl x 0.75 (green light 75% of the time)). 

• Manned traffic control at the intersections of Via del Agua, San Antonio Road, Dorinda 
Road, and Stonehaven Drive with Yorba Linda Boulevard (police personnel directing 
traffic per the Orange County Sheriff’s Department/City traffic control evacuation plan).  

In addition to the general assumptions above, the following assumptions related to Option 1:  

• Option 1 -  the evacuation path would be via the main Project access to Stonehaven 
Drive and via the secondary emergency access to Via del Agua approximately 130 feet 
northeast of Via de la Roca (Figure 2 in the updated Analysis and Figure 11-2 in the 
Traffic Impact Analysis)  

• Of the 378 proposed or reasonably foreseeable homes (the proposed Project and Bridal 
Hills) 246 (65%) will evacuate via Via del Agua and 132 (35%) via Stonehaven Drive 
(Option 1)  

In addition to the general assumptions above, the following assumptions are related to Option 2, 2A 
and 2B:  

• Option 2 - the evacuation path would be via the main Project access to Aspen Way/San 
Antonio Road and via the secondary emergency access to Stonehaven Drive (Figure 3 
and Figure 4 in the updated Analysis and Figure 17-2 in the Traffic Impact Analysis)  

• Of the 378 proposed or reasonably foreseeable homes, 246 (65%) will evacuate via San 
Antonio Road, 91 (24%) will evacuate via Via del Agua, and 41 (11%) will evacuate via 
Stonehaven Drive (Option 2, Option 2A, and Option 2B)  

Figure 5 in the Analysis presents the fire evacuation traffic volumes and the estimated evacuation time 
to clear every vehicle to Yorba Linda Boulevard for existing conditions. As presented in Figure 5, 
based on an effective roadway capacity of 1,200 vphpl on Via Del Agua, San Antonio Road, Dorinda 
Road, and Stonehaven Drive, all of the approximately 771 homes in the study area could optimally 
evacuate to Yorba Linda Boulevard within 45 minutes. However, assuming that all residents depart 
their homes within the first 30 minutes, which results in a peak hour factor of 0.50, full evacuation of 
the study area may practically take up to 90 minutes. 

Figure 6 in the Analysis presents the fire evacuation traffic volumes and the estimated evacuation time 
to clear every vehicle to Yorba Linda Boulevard for the proposed Option 1 development access 
scenario, which directs Project traffic to Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive only. Based on an 
effective roadway capacity of 1,200 vphpl on Via del Agua, San Antonio Road, Dorinda Road, and 
Stonehaven Drive, all of the approximately 1,272 homes in the study area could optimally evacuate 
to Yorba Linda Boulevard within 45 minutes. However, assuming that all residents depart their home 
within the first 30 minutes, full evacuation of the study area may take up to 90 minutes. 

Figure 7 in the Analysis presents the fire evacuation traffic volumes and the estimated evacuation time 
to clear every vehicle to Yorba Linda Boulevard for the proposed Option 2, Option 2A, and 
Option 2B scenarios, which directs Project traffic to San Antonio Road, Via del Agua, and Stonehaven 
Drive. Based on an effective roadway capacity of 1,200 vphpl on Via del Agua, San Antonio Road, 
Dorinda Road, and Stonehaven Drive, all of the approximately 1,272 homes in the study area could 
optimally evacuate to Yorba Linda Boulevard within 75 minutes. However, assuming that all residents 
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depart their homes within the first 30 minutes, full evacuation of the study area may practically take 
up to 2.5 hours via San Antonio Road and up to 60 minutes via Stonehaven Drive. 

The Analysis concludes that depending on the development access approved, it should optimally take 
no longer than 1 hour, and practically no longer than 2.5 hours, to fully evacuate the approximately 
1,272 existing and proposed homes (including Cielo Vista) in the vicinity of the Project site once the 
alert is given. 

Evacuation Plan Conclusion  

Topical Response 1 (page 23) provides information regarding the redundant layer of fire protection 
features that have been incorporated into the Project, which will, at a minimum, slow the progression 
of a wildfire, and, at a maximum, halt the progression of the fire, allowing more time for evacuation. 
These measures were not in place during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire event. In addition, the 
Orange County Sheriff’s Department and the City of Yorba Linda have prepared a community 
evacuation plan to more safely and effectively evacuate traffic and direct vehicles off Yorba Linda 
Boulevard using emergency service personnel. Therefore, the model provided by LLG regarding 
evacuation patterns and the times for the 1,272 homes in the study area can be effectively 
implemented.  

Evacuation Notification 

Notification of residents will be via the HOA, Alert OC, radio, and television news sources, or 
through direct notification by OCSD on-site through site patrols. Once aware of a fire, the 
community’s pre-planned and practiced emergency response would be initiated. The Project 
emergency plan is described on page 5-317 of the DEIR. If it is determined by fire and law personnel 
that on-site relocation is safer than off-site evacuation, the contingency on-site relocation plan will be 
initiated. Residents cannot be mandated to follow on-site relocation directions, but resident education 
and training information will be provided and reinforced to raise awareness of the potential danger 
and the potential options during a wildfire emergency (DEIR page 5-325). 

The Proposed Project includes mitigation measures, design features, and recommendations based on 
OCFA and OCSD emergency plans that will ensure all feasible steps will be taken to provide a safety 
factor to area residents, which does not currently exist. A fuel modification zone along the open 
space/residential boundary, plus construction methods that reduce possible ember-related fires, will 
provide a buffer to existing residences. A traffic control evacuation plan approved by OCSD and the 
City is designed to assist in traffic flow and relieve congestion for evacuees. Fire-fighting staging areas 
will allow emergency personnel better ability to fight wildfires. Resident adherence to evacuation 
plans will provide the greatest measure of safety to ensure safe and orderly egress from the proposed 
Esperanza Hills and the adjacent neighborhoods. The measures proposed in the DEIR have been 
provided in consultation with OCFA, YLWD, the City, and OCSD to ensure compliance with all 
codes and requirements. 
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Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress 

This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the 
comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in responses to individual 
comment letters on this topic. 

Several commenters expressed concern about the addition of traffic to the existing residential streets 
adjacent to the proposed Esperanza Hills development. The amount of traffic on each street will vary 
depending upon the option for access that is ultimately approved. As analyzed in the DEIR, Option 1 
and Option 2 are included as part of the Proposed Project, with Options 2A and 2B presented as 
Alternatives in Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis. Access under each option is proposed as follows: 

• Option 1 - Primary access to the site will be provided via a main roadway connected to 
Stonehaven Drive approximately 325 feet east of Devonport Circle. Emergency access is 
proposed via Esperanza Hills Parkway as well as an emergency only access roadway 
provided off Via del Agua approximately 130 feet northeast of Via de la Roca. 

• Option 2 - Primary access to the site will be provided via an extension of the existing 
terminus of Aspen Way, which will traverse through the southerly edge of a future 
potential residential development located immediately west of the Project site. 
Emergency access is proposed via the extension of Aspen Way and the existing 
emergency access roadway located off Stonehaven Drive, which will connect to the 
southernmost internal roadway. 

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

• Option 2B - Primary access to the site will be provided via San Antonio Road 
approximately 1,850 feet south of Aspen Way (Option 2A) and secondary access would 
be provided to Stonehaven Drive (Option 1).  

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers and dated March 
2013 included 15 key intersections, as identified in consultation with the City of Yorba Linda staff. 
The intersections are noted on page 5-554 of the DEIR. The TIA is included in its entirety as 
Appendix O in the Technical Appendices of the DEIR, including an Addendum to the TIA dated 
October 14, 2013, addressing the inclusion of Option 2B as an alternative. The appendix includes 
daily and peak period traffic count data as well as level of service (LOS) calculation worksheets. 

Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive are designated as Local Roadways in the City of Yorba Linda 
Circulation Element, and no capacities are identified for Local Roadways. However, based on the 
City’s General Plan EIR, Local Roadways function similar to Commuter Roadways, which have a 
capacity of 12,500 vehicles per day (vpd). While Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive have the 
characteristics of a 12,500-vpd Commuter Roadway such as providing access to adjacent land uses in 
rural and residential areas, the operation and alignment of these two roadways suggest a more 
conservative capacity of 6,250 vpd. Therefore, the traffic analysis utilized a 6,250 vpd capacity 
because the streets do not function based on the Commuter Roadway designation. Using the adjusted 
or “modified” capacity provides a more accurate and more conservative depiction of the actual 
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existing and proposed traffic conditions with the addition of the Project. Via del Agua is expected to 
carry a maximum of 5,451 average daily traffic (ADT, 2035), and Stonehaven Drive is expected to 
carry 4,903 ADT (2035) with 3,451 ADT (2035) near the Project access. The table below depicts 
impacts to Stonehaven Drive and Via del Agua using the modified capacity of 6,250 vpd to more 
accurately reflect actual conditions. 

With regard to San Antonio Road, which functions very similarly to a Commuter Roadway based on 
its characteristics, Table 1 shows that the capacity remains at 12,500 vpd rather than the modified 
capacity for Via del Agua and Stonehaven. 

Table 1 - Street Capacity/Vehicles Per Day 

Street 
Capacity 

(vpd) 

Modified 
Capacity 

(vpd) 
Existing 

(vpd) 
Project 
Only1 

Projected 
20202 

Level of 
Service (LOS) 

(current) 

Level of 
Service (LOS) 

(2020) 
Via del Agua (Option 1) 12,500 6,250 1,112 2,351 4,452 A C 
Stonehaven (Option 2) 12,500 6,250 1,966 1,266 3,389 A A 
San Antonio (Option 2) 12,500 12,500 3,530 3,617 7,629 A B 
San Antonio (Option 2B) 
65% of traffic 

12,500 12,500 3,530 2,351 6,363 A A 

Stonehaven (Option 2B) 
11% of traffic 

12,500 6,250 1,966 398 2,521 A A 

Via del Agua (Option 2B) 
24% of traffic 

12,500 6,250 1,112 868 2,969 A A 

1 Esperanza Hills + Bridal Hills 
2 Esperanza Hills + Cielo Vista + Bridal Hills 
vpd = vehicles per day 
 
As shown in Table 1, the projected volume of traffic is less than the street capacity for each of the 
identified street segments. The roadway segments included in Table 1, and their corresponding vpd, 
are depicted in the DEIR as Exhibits 5-138 (Option 1), Exhibit 5-154 (Option 2) and Exhibit 6-31 
(Option 2B). 

Table 5-14-4 on page 5-554 of the DEIR shows the existing intersection peak hour levels of service 
(LOS). The intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua is currently operating at an 
unacceptable level of service (LOS) – i.e., LOS F. This intersection is within the City of Yorba Linda 
and is forecast to continue to operate at LOS F absent mitigation to improve the condition. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project includes a mitigation measure (T-1) requiring a fair share payment contribution 
towards the installation of a three-phase traffic signal to replace the one-way stop at that intersection. 
However, as noted in the DEIR, the City must concur in order to implement this improvement. 
Without implementation of the proposed mitigation, the intersection condition will remain impacted 
with or without the proposed development(s). With installation of a traffic signal, operations will 
return to an acceptable level of service (LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS A during the PM 
peak hour). 

Cumulative traffic conditions at horizon year 2035 show that the intersection of Yorba Linda 
Boulevard at Savi Ranch Parkway will operate at an unacceptable LOS. The horizon year conditions 
reflect existing conditions, plus the Proposed Project and projected future development within the 
Project area. The DEIR includes mitigation (Mitigation Measure T-2, page 5-620 of the DEIR) for the 
contribution of fair share fees to widen and re-stripe the westbound approach to provide an additional 
westbound left-turn lane. With this improvement, the intersection operating conditions will return to 
an acceptable LOS. 
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For Option 1, a third mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure T-3, page 5-620 of the DEIR) has been 
provided to reduce impacts at the eastbound left-turn lane along Yorba Linda Boulevard at Via del 
Agua. The Option 1 Project traffic is expected to increase the queue length beyond the existing 
storage length of 100 feet. By extending the left-turn pocket northwesterly towards the intersection of 
Yorba Ranch Road by approximately 200 feet, adequate storage would be available to accommodate 
the queue and would effectively mitigate the deficiency.  

For Option 2 and 2A, Mitigation Measure T-3 has been provided to reduce impacts at the eastbound 
left-turn lane along Yorba Linda Boulevard at San Antonio Road. The Project traffic is expected to 
increase the queue length beyond the existing storage length of 95 feet. By extending the left-turn 
pocket westerly towards the intersection of Via Piedra by approximately 180 feet, adequate storage 
would be available to accommodate the queue. 

Regarding the SR-91 Freeway, the TIA concluded that the Weir Canyon eastbound and westbound 
ramps will continue to operate at acceptable service levels with the addition of the Proposed Project-
related traffic at year 2020 and year 2035 during AM and PM peak hours (pages 5-563 and 5-564 of 
the DEIR). 

Analysis in the DEIR shows that Option 2B, which provides two access roads, directs approximately 
65% of the Project traffic to San Antonio Road via the main entrance and approximately 35% of the 
traffic to Stonehaven Drive via the secondary entrance. This distribution of Project-generated traffic 
reduces the volume of vehicles traversing the existing residential neighborhoods compared to the 
other access options, which direct project traffic through one access location. 

With the installation of the three-phase traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua, or 
the fair share payment described in Mitigation Measure T-1, and the payment of fair share fees to 
accomplish the mitigation outlined in Mitigation Measures T-2 and T-3, impacts due to Project traffic 
can be significantly reduced, and the operating conditions at this intersection will return to an 
acceptable level of service. 

San Antonio Road North of Yorba Linda Boulevard Traffic Count Update 

The Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines do not require more than one traffic count at the study 
locations based on industry standard practice. The City’s Guidelines require multiple count days. 
Therefore, in response to several comments, an additional traffic count was conducted on 
February 20, 2014 on San Antonio Road north of Yorba Linda Boulevard. The results showed a 
nominal increase in existing traffic of 200 vehicles per day (vpd) from the traffic count included in the 
DEIR (3,730 versus 3,530). This increase is not unexpected, and the previous analysis remains valid in 
the professional opinion of the traffic engineers. 

Weir Canyon/SR-91 Interchange Update 

The Weir Canyon Road/SR-91 interchange analyses in the TIA have been updated using the latest 
version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), which is 2010, for the Existing, Year 2020, and 
Buildout Year 2035 traffic conditions “Without Project” and “With Project” traffic. As shown in 
Tables 2, 3 and 4 below, both intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service.  
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Table 2 
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans 

Esperanza Hills, County of Orange 

Key Intersection 
Time 

Period 

(1) 
Existing T 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 
Existing Plus Project 

Traffic Conditions 

(3) 
Significant 

Impact 
 Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Yes/No 

14.  Weir Canyon Road at  
        SR-91 WB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

11.5 
11.0 

B 
B 

11.6 
11.2 

B 
B 

No 
No 

15.  Weir Canyon Road at 
       SR-91 EB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

12.9 
20.8 

B 
C 

12.9 
22.7 

B 
C 

No 
No 

s/v = seconds per vehicle 
 

Table 3 
Year 2020 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans 

Esperanza Hills, County of Orange 

Key Intersection 
Time 

Period 

(1) 
Existing 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 
Year 2020 

Cumulative Traffic 
Conditions 

(3) 
Year 2020 

Cumulative Plus 
Project 

(4) 
Significant 

Impact 
 Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (S/V) LOS Yes/No 

14.  Weir Canyon Road at  
        SR-91 WB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

11.5 
11.0 

B 
B 

12.8 
12.7 

B 
B 

13.0 
13.0 

B 
B 

No 
No 

15.  Weir Canyon Road at 
       SR-91 EB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

12.9 
20.8 

B 
C 

14.8 
21.4 

B 
C 

14.8 
26.1 

B 
C 

No 
No 

s/v = seconds per vehicle 
 

Table 4 
Year 2035 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis – Caltrans 

Esperanza Hills, County of Orange 

Key Intersection 
Time 

Period 

(1) 
Existing 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 
Year 2035 

Cumulative Traffic 
Conditions 

(3) 
Year 2035 

Cumulative  
Plus Project  

Traffic Conditions 

(4) 
Significant 

Impact 
 Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (S/V) LOS Yes/No 

14.  Weir Canyon Road at  
        SR-91 WB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

11.5 
11.0 

B 
B 

14.0 
15.5 

B 
B 

14.1 
15.9 

B 
B 

No 
No 

15.  Weir Canyon Road at 
       SR-91 EB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

12.9 
20.8 

B 
C 

25.2 
56.5 

C 
E 

25.3 
57.7 

C 
E 

No 
No 

s/v = seconds per vehicle 
 
The updates provided herein respond to comments from agencies and individuals. Worksheets and 
calculations are included as part of this Topical Response (Appendix F herein). 

Traffic ingress/egress (Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic) is fully addressed in the DEIR and 
mitigation is provided where impacts have been identified. Based on the whole record, the analysis 
and conclusions contained in the DEIR remain adequate. No new environmental impacts have been 
identified and potentially significant environmental impacts that may result from the Project related to 
traffic are mitigated to less than significant with payment of fees and City approval of the traffic signal 
installation. 
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Topical Response 4 – Water Provision/Capacity 

This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the 
comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in appropriate individual 
comment letters on this topic. 

Several commenters expressed concern for the availability of water to serve the Project area. 
Additional comments included questions regarding water adequacy and maintaining water pressure 
under wildfire-fighting conditions. 

As described in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems in the DEIR (page 5-625), Yorba Linda 
Water District (YLWD) commissioned the preparation of the Northeast Area Planning Study (NEAPS). 
The study is intended “to evaluate the capacity of the system to supply the areas of new development 
and recommend sizing of infrastructure to provide water under anticipated operational conditions for 
future demands.”1 New development includes the proposed Esperanza Hills Project, as well as the 
Cielo Vista development in addition to the Shapell & Toll Brothers, Inc. developments (north of 
Bastanchury Road) where infrastructure has been constructed but the homes have not yet been built. 
The study did not include the reasonably foreseeable development of Bridal Hills (38 units). 

Water Availability 

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

The Project does not meet the adopted development size thresholds to require a water supply 
assessment and water supply verification under the provisions of Senate Bills (SB) 610 and SB 221, 
respectively. Even if combined with the development of Cielo Vista (112 units) and Bridal Hills 
(38 units), the projected number of homes remains below the 500 minimum threshold for preparation 
of an SB 610/SB 221 Water Supply Assessment. Under SB 610, water assessments must be furnished 
to local governments for inclusion in any environmental documentation for certain projects (as 
defined in Water Code §10912(a)) subject to CEQA. Under SB 221, approval by a city or county of 
certain residential subdivisions requires an affirmative written verification of water supply availability. 
Regardless, the NEAPS prepared by the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) and the YLWD Water 
Master Plan estimates that water supply is adequate up to year 2035. The YLWD Water Master Plan is 
the equivalent of a water supply assessment for purposes of water supply verification. 

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

1  Northeast Area Planning Study dated March 2013 by Carollo Engineers 
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Water Pressure/Volume 

The NEAPS recommended that storage tanks be provided at the 1,200-foot and 1,390-foot pressure 
zones. Accordingly, two reservoirs will be built on the Project site, one at the 1,200-foot elevation 
and one at the 1,390-foot elevation. The Zone 1200 reservoir will have a capacity of approximately 
0.70 mg and the 1390 Zone reservoir will have a capacity of 0.40 mg. A network of transmission 
water lines and two booster stations will supply water from YLWD to the two underground on-site 
reservoirs. The boosters will replenish the reservoirs during off-peak hours. Water supply for the 
Project will be provided from the reservoirs via a gravity flow system which does not require booster 
pumps for transmission. Transmission and distribution pipelines were designed to allow an increase 
in velocity to a maximum of 15 feet per second (fps) under a fire fighting scenario. 

As stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Project is proposing to provide the minimum fire flow 
storage of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 2-hour duration with a minimum residual pressure of 
20 psi to meet OCFA and YLWD fire flow requirements for single-family residential developments. 
The system will meet or exceed YLWD’s design requirements and service standards for system 
pressures, pipe velocity, reservoir storage and fire flow capacities. The water distribution system 
complies with the California Fire Code fire flow requirement. The water improvements will be 
designed to meet the demands of the Project and also improve the water service reliability and fire 
protection for the surrounding area, enhancing the water supply and fire-fighting capabilities which 
were inadequate during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 

The water provision and capacity (Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems) are fully addressed in 
the DEIR and mitigation is provided where impacts have been identified. Based on the whole record, 
the analysis and conclusions contained in the DEIR remain adequate. No new environmental impacts 
have been identified and potentially significant environmental impacts that may result from the 
Project related to water provision and capacity are mitigated to less than significant. 
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Topical Response 5 – Segmentation-Piecemealing 

This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the 
comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in appropriate individual 
comment letters on this topic. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines define a “project” as the whole of an 
action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environmental or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environmental (§15378 (a)). The Guidelines go 
on to state that the term “project” refers to the activity which is being approved and which may be 
subject to several discretionary approvals by governmental agencies. The term “project” does not 
mean each separate governmental approval (§15378(c)). 

The DEIR Project Description provides a complete description of the Proposed Project and includes 
every reasonable foreseeable component of the Proposed Project. The FEIR adequately addresses 
environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts, and growth-inducing impacts, and mitigation. 

The term “discretionary project” is defined as a project that requires the exercise of judgment or 
deliberation when the public agency or body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, 
as distinguished from situations where the public agency or body merely has to determine whether 
there has been conformity with applicable statutes, ordinances, or regulations (§15357). 

Nine of the 72 commenters stated that the Esperanza Hills Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo 
Vista project  and some also included Bridal Hills, LLC and Yorba Linda Land sites – should have 
been combined into a single analysis (DEIR). As noted on page 5-395 of the DEIR, the Proposed 
Project is a portion of the area commonly referred to in the City of Yorba Linda General Plan (Yorba 
Linda GP) and the Zoning Map as the “Murdock Property,” which also includes Cielo Vista, Bridal 
Hills, and Yorba Linda Land. The area is within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Yorba Linda. 
The Yorba Linda GP vision for the Murdock property is for low density residential that averages one 
dwelling unit per acre. The Murdock Property is designated as Opportunity Area A5 Murdock 
Property. The definition of “opportunity” in the Yorba Linda GP is “A portion of the community in 
which change is either likely and requires guidance or in which change is desired and requires 
stimulation.” 

The County of Orange General Plan (Orange County GP) designates the entire unincorporated area as 
Open Space (5). The Proposed Project is within the unincorporated area jurisdiction of the County of 
Orange and is therefore governed by County regulations and standards. 

The Esperanza Hills, Cielo Vista, Bridal Hills LLC and Yorba Linda Land properties are owned by 
different parties and are proposed to be developed by different developers who are completely 
unrelated. The development of any of the properties will not change the nature of the Proposed 
Project or its environmental effects, and will not avoid mitigation. 

In April 2010, the landowners of the Cielo Vista property, which is adjacent to and immediately west 
of the Esperanza Hills site, submitted an application to the County of Orange for the proposed 
development of the site. At that time, there were no development plans for the Esperanza Hills site. 
An Area Plan for the Cielo Vista site was prepared and subsequently, in July 2013, a Notice of 
Preparation/Initial Study was released for public review. A DEIR was released on November 7, 2013 
for the development of 112 homes on the Cielo Vista property.  

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 39 

To date, no applications have been submitted to the County for the development of the Bridal Hills, 
LLC or Yorba Linda Lands sites. The Esperanza Hills DEIR has assumed the reasonably foreseeable 
future development of the Cielo Vista and Bridal Hills properties. The following table identifies the 
DEIR Chapter and page number of the cumulative impacts section where each property has been 
included.  

DEIR Chapter Cielo Vista Bridal Hills 
5.2 Air Quality  Page 5-90 
5.3 Biological Resources Included in Study Area – 

Exhibit 5-23, page 5-92 
Included in Study Area – 
Exhibit 5-23, page 5-92 

5.5 Geology and Soils  Page 5-254 
5.6 Greenhouse Gas Page 5-273 Page 5-273 
5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials Page 5-340 Page 5-340 
5.8 Hydrology and Water Quality Page 5-394 Page 5-394 
5.9 Land Use  Page 5-456 
5.10 Noise  Page 5-482 
5.11 Population and Housing  Page 5-491 
5.12 Public Services  Page 5-509 
5.13 Recreation  Page 5-542 
5.14 Transportation and Traffic Page 5-543 Page 5-624 
5.15 Utilities and Service Systems Page 5-651 Page 5-651 

 
An application for development of the Esperanza Hills site was submitted to the County in August 
2012. The Notice of Preparation/Initial Study for the Project was released for public review on 
August 23, 2013, and the DEIR was released for review on December 4, 2013. As noted, the Cielo 
Vista project application had been submitted several years earlier, and no development activity has 
been initiated to date on the Bridal Hills or Yorba Linda Land sites. It should be noted that the Project 
Applicant approached the Bridal Hills landowners but they declined to participate in development at 
this time. The scope of the governmental entitlements sought by Esperanza Hills does not include any 
governmental entitlements or permits for or applicable to the Cielo Vista project. Esperanza Hills was 
designed and planned independent of the Cielo Vista proposed project.  

Growth-inducing impacts are thoroughly analyzed in Section 8 of the DEIR. The growth-inducing 
impacts of the proposed Cielo Vista project’s 112 residential units and the anticipated 38-unit Bridal 
Hills project would add 150 residential units, for a total of approximately 490 residential units with 
the Proposed Project in the unincorporated area. However, there is limited additional developable 
land due to the proximity of Chino Hills State Park. Therefore, additional development in the area is 
limited. 

The County of Orange has the discretion to approve or disapprove any one of the projects and not the 
other. Based on the facts related to the entire “Murdock Property” development, it is clear that 
segmentation and/or piecemealing have not occurred within the definitions and intent of CEQA. 
Therefore, the Esperanza Hills DEIR remains adequate and complete for the proposed Project. 

The DEIR identified potential significant cumulative impacts in the areas of air quality, greenhouse 
gas emissions, noise, and erosion if the proposed adjacent Cielo Vista project is developed. Erosion 
due to grading would only occur if the proposed Cielo Vista project is constructed concurrently with 
Esperanza Hills. 
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Topical Response 6 – Biological Resources/Open Space 

A number of commenters have requested clarification regarding the amount of open space that will 
be preserved or otherwise incorporated into the Proposed Project. As will be noted in this Topical 
Response, open space has various functions. As such, when considering impacts, it is important to 
note that various topics evaluated in the DEIR receive different types of analyses. For example, when 
considering open space, the final disposition of an area, following construction, will potentially have 
different impacts on biological resources than on water quality or hydrology. For example, because 
parks remain pervious and support turf grass or other ornamental vegetation, they will not adversely 
affect runoff, while they could result in impacts to biological resources (based on site-specific 
conditions). This Topical Response specifically addresses the various types of open space and the 
potential effects on biological resources. This information does not change the analysis in the DEIR or 
provide additional new information that results in significant impacts. Therefore, the DEIR remains 
adequate and complete. 

Biological Resources 

A number of areas are included in the project open space as set forth in the tables below. Specifically, 
areas of ungraded natural open space and areas that are ungraded but subject to some vegetation 
removal for public safety, primarily consisting of non-native species or species that are considered 
highly flammable by the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA), would still exhibit substantial 
biological value (e.g., Fuel Modification Zones C and D as discussed on page 306 of the DEIR) in the 
post-project condition. Also included in this category are limited areas that would be subject to 
temporary grading, but that would be subject to replanting with native species or native-compatible 
species following grading, while subject to some vegetation management. As discussed in more detail 
below, given the species that occur on the site, these areas would continue to exhibit levels of 
biological function consistent with existing conditions.  

“Other Open Space” includes Fuel Modification Zone B, Special Maintenance Areas (as discussed on 
page 306 of the DEIR) consisting of slopes internal to the project, irrigated landscape slopes, entries 
and medians, and parks. These areas would have decreased biological function for some species, but 
would still exhibit some level of biological function, consistent with urban areas or the urban-
wildland interface. As noted, because these areas would be pervious surfaces, they would not 
increase runoff; therefore, they would not contribute to hydromodification or water quality 
degradation.  

Ungraded Natural Open Space 

As summarized below, ungraded, natural open space accounts for 85.45 acres for Option 1 and 
90.2 acres for Options 2, 2A, and 2B. These areas would remain unchanged, and their biological 
function would not be significantly affected. Mitigation Measure Bio-10 (page 5-168 of the DEIR) 
further ensures that any potential effects on biological resources within the natural open space would 
not be significantly affected by the project. 

Vegetation Management Areas 

Option 1 contains 72.33 acres on-site and 4.90 acres off-site that would receive limited vegetation 
management for purposes of public safety. For Options 2, 2A, and 2B these areas total 76.04 acres 
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and 4.90 acres, respectively. Specifically, these areas would be subject to selective vegetation 
removal that would focus first on non-native species (e.g., non-native grasses, mustards, wild radish, 
poison hemlock, fennel, castor bean, and tree tobacco), followed by certain native species that are 
considered to exhibit high levels of flammability by OCFA. Where native species are removed, they 
would be replaced with native species or “native-compatible” species that are not considered 
flammable by OCFA, allowing for maintenance of biological functions at or near existing levels. 
Designated habitat mitigation sites would include only native vegetation as set forth in the project 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) (Appendix C herein), which has been incorporated 
into the Final EIR. In many cases the removal of non-native species, with subsequent replacement by 
native species, will result in incremental gains in habitat function. Given that these areas will 
continue to support the same species that occur in these areas currently, when combined with the 
Natural Open Space, there will be 157.78 acres (Option 1) and 166.24 acres (Options 2, 2A, and 2B) 
of open space that will continue to exhibit high levels of biological functions. (See DEIR pages 5-139 
to 5-144, 6-17, and page 6-56.) 

Other Open Space 

Areas described as “Other Open Space” consist of areas that largely fall within the project grading 
limits and that include a variety of land-uses, including active and passive parks, planted slopes, 
special maintenance areas, and Fuel Modification Zone B. These areas will exhibit lower biological 
values, primarily due to reduced biological diversity and less so due to decreases in biological 
productivity. 

While exhibiting lower levels of biodiversity, these areas will continue to support many common, 
edge-tolerant, or edge-enhanced species that would continue to contribute to the overall biological 
function of the site and the biological open space discussed above. For example, many species of 
avifauna that are common within various native habitats on the site will continue to persist within 
these areas of “Other Open Space” on the site, as well as within the landscaping of the individual 
homes. Resident species such as California towhee, Bewick’s wren, house finch, common 
yellowthroat, song sparrow, lesser goldfinch, black phoebe, house wren, northern mockingbird, scrub 
jay, downy woodpecker, northern flicker, mourning dove, Anna’s hummingbird, and Allen’s 
hummingbird (just to name the most likely to occur) along with migratory species such as white-
crowned sparrow, yellow-rumped warbler, western kingbird, black-headed grosbeak, western 
bluebird (especially within the parks), and hooded oriole would be common throughout these areas, 
contributing to the prey base for more urban-adapted raptors such as the Cooper’s hawk and red-
shouldered hawk. Similarly, these areas would support a variety of reptiles, such as the western fence 
lizard and the southern alligator lizard. 

The use of bird feeders for seed eaters and hummingbirds would increase biological productivity for 
many of these species, which would also augment the prey base for species such as the Cooper’s 
hawk, which regularly forages in urban areas, especially at bird feeders. 

Areas of Other Open Space account for 151.57 acres on-site and 6.66 acres off-site for Option 1, 
145.2 acres on-site and 18.84 acres off-site for Option 2, and 145.2 acres on-site and 12.64 acres off-
site for Options 2A and 2B. A site plan is included herein which identifies each of the areas identified 
for Other Open Space. 

When combined with the various categories of Biological Open Space, under each alternative, there 
is over 300 acres of open space that would contribute to the biological functions at the site. 
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Option 1 (Within Property Limits) Acres 
Biological Open Space  

Ungraded Natural Open Space 85.45 
Vegetation Removal (Non-Native) 29.62 
Fuel Break 4.94 
Riparian Zone 0.34 
Fuel Mod Zone C 12.58 
Fuel Mod Zone C (Outside Grading Limits) 6.17 
Fuel Mod Zone D 11.31 
Fuel Mod Zone D (Outside Grading Limits) 7.37 

Subtotal 157.78 
Other Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone B 25.56 
Fuel Mod Zone B (Outside Grading Limits) 5.65 
Special Maintenance Areas 48.98 
Irrigated Landscape Slopes/Entries/Medians 55.99 
Parks 15.39 

Subtotal 151.57 
Developed  

Fuel Mod Zone A 6.52 
Fuel Mod Zone A (Outside Grading Limits) 0.99 
Roads 31.96 
Lot Buildable Area 74.79 
Lot Non Buildable Area 44.04 
Alternative Methods And Materials 1.25 

Subtotal 159.55 
Total 468.90 

Option 1 (Off-Site)  
Biological Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone C 1.39 
Fuel Mod Zone C (Outside Grading Limits) 0.68 
Fuel Mod Zone D 1.84 
Fuel Mod Zone D (Outside Grading Limits) 0.99 

Subtotal 4.90 
Other Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone B 1.36 
Fuel Mod Zone B (Outside Grading Limits) 0.29 
Irrigated Landscape Slopes 5.01 

Subtotal 6.66 
Developed  

Emergency Evacuation Road 1.05 
Total 12.61 
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Option 2 (Within Property Limits) Acres 
Biological Open Space  

Ungraded Natural Open Space 90.2 
Vegetation Removal (Non-Native) 32.79 
Fuel Break 4.94 
Riparian Zone 0.34 
Fuel Mod Zone C 11.6 
Fuel Mod Zone C (Outside Grading Limits) 7.49 
Fuel Mod Zone D 10.62 
Fuel Mod Zone D (Outside Grading Limits) 8.26 

Subtotal 166.24 
Other Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone B 26.93 
Fuel Mod Zone B (Outside Grading Limits) 6.17 
Special Maintenance Areas 47.23 
Irrigated Landscape Slopes/Entries/Medians 53.56 
Parks 11.31 

Subtotal 145.20 
Developed  

Fuel Mod Zone A 6.79 
Fuel Mod Zone A (Outside Grading Limits) 0.98 
Roads 29.14 
Lot Buildable Area 76.24 
Lot Non Buildable Area 43.89 
Alternative Methods And Materials 0.42 

Subtotal 157.46 
Total 468.90 

Option 2 (Off-Site)  
Biological Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone C 1.39 
Fuel Mod Zone C (Outside Grading Limits) 0.68 
Fuel Mod Zone D 1.84 
Fuel Mod Zone D (Outside Grading Limits) 0.99 

Subtotal 4.90 
Other Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone B 2.43 
Fuel Mod Zone B (Outside Grading Limits) 0.29 
Irrigated Landscape Slopes 16.12 

Subtotal 18.84 
Total 23.74 
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Option 2A and 2B (Within Property Limits) Acres 
Biological Open Space  

Ungraded Natural Open Space 90.2 
Vegetation Removal (Non-Native) 32.79 
Fuel Break 4.94 
Riparian Zone 0.34 
Fuel Mod Zone C 11.6 
Fuel Mod Zone C (Outside Grading Limits) 7.49 
Fuel Mod Zone D 10.62 
Fuel Mod Zone D (Outside Grading Limits) 8.26 

Subtotal 166.24 
Other Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone B 26.93 
Fuel Mod Zone B (Outside Grading Limits) 6.17 
Special Maintenance Areas 47.23 
Irrigated Landscape Slopes/Entries/Medians 53.56 
Parks 11.31 

Subtotal 145.20 
Developed  

Fuel Mod Zone A 6.79 
Fuel Mod Zone A (Outside Grading Limits) 0.98 
Roads 29.14 
Lot Buildable Area 76.24 
Lot Non Buildable Area 43.89 
Alternative Methods And Materials 0.42 

Subtotal 157.46 
Total 468.90 

Option 2A and 2B (Off-Site)  
Biological Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone C 1.39 
Fuel Mod Zone C (Outside Grading Limits) 0.68 
Fuel Mod Zone D 1.84 
Fuel Mod Zone D (Outside Grading Limits) 0.99 

Subtotal 4.90 
Other Open Space  

Fuel Mod Zone B 3.79 
Fuel Mod Zone B (Outside Grading Limits) 0.29 
Irrigated Landscape Slopes 8.56 

Subtotal 12.64 
Total 17.54 
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Topical Response 7 – Special-Status Vegetation/CDFW Jurisdiction and Associated 
Mitigation 

This Topical Response is provided as clarification regarding the impacts to special status and common 
vegetation resources within the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdiction. 
Reference to this Topical Response is noted in responses to individual comment letters on this topic. 
The information provided herein does not represent new or additional information that results in 
significant impacts and does not change the conclusions in the DEIR. 

The DEIR identified significant impacts to the following special-status vegetation communities for 
Option 1 and Option 2 (pages 5-141 to 5-162 of the DEIR), Option 2A (pages 6-17 to 6-20 of the 
DEIR), and Option 2B (page 6-56 of the DEIR): 

• California Walnut Woodland 
• Blue Elderberry Woodland 
• Southern Willow Scrub 

The DEIR also identified significant impacts to common vegetation resources which occur within the 
jurisdiction of California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW): 

• Black Willow Riparian Forest 
• Blue Elderberry Woodland 
• Mulefat Scrub 
• Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest 
• Detention Basin 
• Southern Willow Scrub 

The DEIR also included the unvegetated channel, covering 0.80 acre for each alternative subject to 
CDFW as a significant impact.   

The tables below provide a summary of the impacts for each of the topics identified above.  It is 
important to note, the impacts to walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland, associated with 
Fuel Modification Zones A and B which fall outside of the grading limits have been incorporated into 
the impact totals (see CDFW Response Letter L4). It is also important to note that impacts to blue 
elderberry woodland were subject to double counting as the 0.45 acre of blue elderberry woodland 
within CDFW jurisdiction for each Option was not deducted from the site total for any of the 
alternatives.  

Vegetation Types Option 1 Impacts Option 2 Impacts Option 2A/2B Impacts 
Upland Areas 

California Walnut Woodland 0.84 acre 0.52 acre 0.62 acre 
Blue Elderberry Woodland 10.92 acres 13.20 acres 12.01 acres 
Southern Willow Scrub 0.0 acres 0.0 acres 0.0 acres 

Subtotal 12.21 acres 13.72 acres 12.63 acres 
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Vegetation Types Option 1 Impacts Option 2 Impacts Option 2A/2B Impacts 
CDFW Jurisdiction 

Black Willow Riparian Forest 0.0 acre 0.19 acre 0.08 acre 
Blue Elderberry Woodland 0.45 acre 0.45 acre 0.45 acre 
Mulefat Scrub 0.09 acre 0.09 acre 0.32 acre 
Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest 0.54 acre 0.54 acre 0.54 acre 
Detention Basin 0.02 acre 0.02 acre 0.02 acre 
Southern Willow Scrub 0.0 acre 0.0 acre 0.36 acre 
Unvegetated Channel 0.80 acre 0.80 acre 0.80 acre 

Subtotal 1.90 acres 2.09 acre 2.57 acre 
Total 13.11 acres 15.81 acres 15.20 acres 

 
Finally, during preparation of the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) (Appendix C 
herein), Glen Lukos Associates identified an error in the calculations for impacts to riparian habitat. 
Specifically, the following vegetation types were incorrectly included in the “riparian” category: 
disturbed coastal sage scrub, graded, sage scrub-chaparral ecotone, and toyon-sumac chaparral. The 
riparian areas actually total 1.10 acres for Option 1, rather than 1.22 acres as reported in Table 5-3-8 
of the DEIR; 1.29 acres for Option 2 rather than 1.41 reported in Table 2-3-10 of the DEIR; and 1.77 
acres for Option 2A rather than 1.90 reported in Table 5-9 of Appendix D of the DEIR. 

Based on these corrected and updated impact totals, the project mitigation is proposed as follows: 

Impacts to upland California walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland will be mitigated 
onsite, as set forth in the HMMP, at a ratio of 1:1 and impacts to riparian habitat within CDFW will be 
mitigated onsite at a ratio of 2:1. Impacts to unvegetated channel will be mitigated onsite at a ratio of 
1:1 through creation of riparian habitat. 

Resource to be Mitigated 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 2A/2B 

Mitigation Required 
Upland Walnut and Elderberry Woodland 12.21 acres 13.72 acres 12.63 acres 
CDFW Riparian (at 2:1) 2.20 acres 2.58 acres 3.54 acres 
CDFW Unvegetated Channel (at 1:1) 0.80 acre 0.80 acre 0.80 acre 
Subtotal CDFW 3.0 acres 3.38 acres 3.54 acres 

Total 15.21 acres 17.10 acres 16.97 acres 
 
As noted in the DEIR (Mitigation Measure Bio-4, page 5-166), an area of up to 5.27 acres has been 
identified in Blue Mud Canyon for creation of riparian habitat creation and/or enhancement that 
would include creation of suitable habitat for least Bell’s vireo. The HMMP shows candidate areas of 
up to 5.30 acres for riparian habitat mitigation and up to 14.7 acres of candidate areas for California 
walnut and blue elderberry mitigation, for a candidate area of up to 20.0 acres. The final mitigation 
total will be determined based on the Option selected. As noted, the HMMP provides a detailed 
discussion of the proposed mitigation program, for both upland and CDFW streambed and riparian 
resources. 
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Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts 

This Topical Response is provided as clarification to the impact analysis presented in the DEIR for 
noise impacts related to traffic (Giroux & Associates Noise Impact Analysis dated October 21, 2013 
and Addendum dated October 23, 2013). The DEIR analyzed two access Options (Option 1 and 
Option 2) and also included two additional access alternatives (Option 2A and Option 2B). The 
analysis concluded that an unavoidable adverse impact would result from Project implementation. 
The conclusion was based on an increase of +3dB, which is a “perceptible increase” based on CEQA 
thresholds. The County’s threshold of 65 dBA CNEL for exterior noise levels was also considered in 
the analysis. In response to comments received regarding noise impacts, the County has determined 
that further clarification regarding the impacts under each of the four access options should be 
provided to differentiate the noise increase under the established 65 dBA threshold for the options. 

An updated Noise Impact Analysis dated August 2014 (Appendix E) by Giroux & Associates is 
included herein clarifying the threshold increases that would result in an unavoidable adverse impact. 
The Noise Analysis states that noise impacts are considered significant if they result in a substantial 
permanent or temporary increase above ambient noise levels. The term “substantial” is not quantified 
in CEQA guidelines but is generally identified as a +3dB increase. However, where the County’s 65 
dB CNEL threshold is not exceeded, a noise increase above 3 dB may not be considered significant, 
because the 65 dB CNEL threshold is maintained. Some agencies such as Caltrans consider increases 
substantial if they are +10dB or more above ambient noise levels. For analysis purposes, the DEIR 
considered a +3dB increase as significant under CEQA, in addition to increases in the residential 
noise/land use guidelines that exceed 65 dBA CNEL. A +10 dB increase would also be considered 
significant even if the residential noise/land use guidelines of 65 dBA CNEL are not exceeded.  

As shown in the Noise Impact Analyses, this increase is not realized under Options 1, 2A or 2B, 
because the levels will remain under the 65 dBA CNEL threshold, and increases in noise levels are 
less than +10 dBA CNEL and also less than the 65 dB CNEL. However, implementation of Option 2 
would significantly increase noise related to traffic because ambient noise levels along Aspen Way 
are low due to the very low traffic volume. Therefore, any increase in traffic noise results in a noise 
impact for Option 2 along Aspen Way. The addition of project traffic increases the noise levels by 
+14.6 dB under near term conditions and +10.6 dB in year 2020, which both exceed the +10 dB 
increase threshold even though the noise levels do not exceed 65 dB CNEL. If Option 2 is approved, 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary for this impact. 

The following tables depict the existing and projected noise levels with project implementation. 

Near Term Traffic Noise Impact Analysis 
(CNEL in dB at 50 feet from Centerline) 

Road Segment Existing 
Existing + 
Option 1 

Existing + 
Option 2 

Existing + 
Option 2A 

Existing 
Impacts 
Option 1 

Existing 
Impacts 
Option 2 

Existing 
Impacts 

Option 2A 
Yorba Linda Blvd./ Imperial Hwy-Kellogg Dr. 70.7 70.9 70.9 70.9 0.2 0.2 0.2 
 Village Center-San Antonio 70.7 71.0 71.0 71.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 
 San Antonio-La Palma 70.7 70.7 70.9 70.9 0.0 0.2 0.2 
Weir Canyon/ E of La Palma 74.0 74.1 74.1 74.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
San Antonio Rd./ N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 56.4 - 60.7 60.7 - 4.4 4.4 
Aspen Way/ E of San Antonio 43.3 - 57.9 - - 14.6 - 
Via Del Agua/ W of Site Entrance 52.3 59.7 - - 7.4 - - 
 N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 55.6 60.5 - - 4.9 - - 
Stonehaven Dr. E of Site Entrance 56.0 59.0 - - 3.0 - - 
 N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 58.0 60.2 - - 2.2 - - 
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2020 Traffic Noise Impact Analysis 
(CNEL in dB at 50 feet from Centerline) 

Road Segment 2020 
2020 + 

Option 1 
2020 + 

Option 2 
2020 + 

Option 2A 

2020 
Impacts 
Option 1 

2020 
Impacts 
Option 2 

2020 
Impacts 

Option 2A 
Yorba Linda Blvd./ Imperial Hwy-Kellogg Dr. 71.4 71.5 71.5 71.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 
 Village Center-San Antonio 71.1 71.4 71.4 71.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 
 San Antonio-La Palma 71.2 71.2 71.4 71.4 0.0 0.2 0.2 
Weir Canyon/ E of La Palma 74.5 74.6 74.6 74.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 
San Antonio Rd./ N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 56.9 - 61.0 61.0 - 4.1 4.1 
Aspen Way/ E of San Antonio 47.6 - 58.2 - - 10.6 - 
Via Del Agua/ W of Site Entrance 52.6 59.8 - - 7.2 - - 
 N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 58.3 61.6 - - 3.3 - - 
Stonehaven Dr. E of Site Entrance 56.2 59.2 - - 3.0 - - 
 N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 58.4 60.4 - - 2.0 - - 
 

2035 Traffic Noise Impact Analysis 
(CNEL in dB at 50 feet from Centerline) 

Road Segment 2035 
2035 + 

Option 1 
2035 + 

Option 2 
2035 + 

Option 2A 

2035 
Impacts 
Option 1 

2035 
Impacts 
Option 2 

2035 
Impacts 

Option 2A 
Yorba Linda Blvd./ Imperial Hwy-Kellogg Dr. 72.2 72.3 72.3 72.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 
 Village Center-San Antonio 71.1 71.4 71.4 71.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 
 San Antonio-La Palma 71.8 71.8 72.0 72.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 
Weir Canyon/ E of La Palma 74.9 75.0 75.0 75.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 
San Antonio Rd./ N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 57.1 - 61.7 61.7 - 4.6 4.6 
Aspen Way/ E of San Antonio 50.1 - 58.5 - - 8.4 - 
Via Del Agua/ W of Site Entrance 55.5 60.5 - - 5.0 - - 
 N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 60.0 62.5 - - 2.5 - - 
Stonehaven Dr. E of Site Entrance 58.6 60.5 - - 1.9 - - 
 N of Yorba Linda Blvd. 60.7 62.0 - - 1.3 - - 
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B. Responses to Comment Letters 

Letter  Date    Page  

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

L1-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the State Clearinghouse dated January 21, 
2014 confirming that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state 
agencies for review. A copy of a comment letter from the Native American Heritage 
Commission was included. That letter is contained herein as Comment Letter L5 (California 
Department of Parks and Recreation). The State Clearinghouse also acknowledges 
compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements pursuant to CEQA. No further 
action is required at this time related to the State Clearinghouse. 
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Comment Letter L2 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
January 21, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L2  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  
January 21, 2014 

L2-1 The County is in receipt of a letter from the State Clearinghouse dated February 11, 2014, 
transmitting letters from the Department of Transportation (District 12) dated December 20, 
2013 and January 21, 2014. Those letters are included herein Comment Letter L7 (Caltrans 
District 12) and Comment Letter L8 (Caltrans District 12) and are responded to individually. 
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Comment Letter L3 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
February 4, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L3  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
February 4, 2014 

L3-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated 
February 4, 2014. Table 5-2-5, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Type 
Option 1 on page 5-140 and Table 5-2-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/ 
Cover Types Option 2 on page 5-141 provide a detailed summary of the project’s impact to 
natural vegetation in the 504.20-acre Study Area of which 468.9 acres is the Project Site. 
The Proposed Project will impact 335.943 acres of the Study Area under Option 1 and 
331.12 acres of the Study Area in Option 2. The Fuel Modification Zones associated with 
the Proposed Project are described in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 
starting on page 5-275. The project impact to natural vegetation as described includes all 
fuel modification zones. Additional detailed analysis has been included in response to 
Comment L4-6 (California Department of Fish and Wildlife) herein. The site was burned by a 
wildfire in the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. A complete discussion of the impact of the 2008 
Freeway Complex Fire to the natural vegetation communities is found in Section 5.3 
(Biological Resources) of the DEIR starting on page 5-97. The DEIR discusses that some 
natural vegetation communities are recovering or will eventually recover, but other plant 
species were killed and the habitats were substantially degraded. 

L3-2 A total of 11 species that were not detected during biological surveys were determined to 
have at least some potential to occur on the site, including coast horned lizard, coast patch-
nosed snake, loggerhead shrike, long-eared owl, northern red-diamond rattlesnake, orange-
throated whiptail, pallid bat, prairie falcon, Vaux’s swift, western mastiff bat, and western 
yellow bat. Coast horned lizard is easily detected by scat that can be detected around leaf-
cutter ant hills, as well as by direct observations, and none were detected. While there is 
some potential for this species to occur, the lack of detection and the low quality of the 
habitat are such that impacts, if they occur, would be very limited and would not represent a 
“substantial adverse effect” on the species and would not be considered significant.  

Unlike the coast horned lizard, which is more easily detected, the coast patch-nosed snake 
is rarely detected. Given the preference of this species for high quality habitat consisting of 
sandy flat and rocky open areas, neither of which is common on the site, potential for this 
species to occur is fairly limited. Because of the low quality of the habitat, potential impacts, 
if they are present, would be very limited and would not represent a “substantial adverse 
effect” on the species, and would not be considered significant.  

Loggerhead shrike is an easily detected bird where present, foraging in open areas and 
perching in plain view. Given that this species was not detected during the numerous avian 
surveys on the site, the site does not represent important habitat for this species, and the 
project does not exhibit the potential for having a “substantial adverse effect” on the species. 

Potential habitat for the long-eared owl would generally be restricted to the limited oak 
riparian habitat that occurs in limited portions of Drainage D, accounting for 6.36 acres. 
This habitat was subject to substantial damage during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, and 
the likelihood of long-eared owls is generally low. As such, the site does not represent 
important habitat for this species, and the project does not exhibit the potential for having a 
“substantial adverse effect” on the species. 
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The northern red-diamond rattlesnake is typically associated with high quality scrub habitat 
that includes rocky areas and often cactus, none of which are common on the site, and 
potential for this species to occur is fairly limited. Because of the low quality of the habitat, 
potential impacts, if they are present, would be very limited and would not represent a 
“substantial adverse effect” on the species and would not be considered significant. 

The orange-throated whiptail is typically associated with somewhat mesic, high quality 
scrub habitat that is not common on the site, and potential for this species to occur is fairly 
limited in Blue Mud Canyon, which is avoided by the Proposed Project. Because of the low 
quality of the habitat potential impacts, if they are present, would be very limited and would 
not represent a “substantial adverse effect” on the species and would not be considered 
significant. 

Suitable roosting areas are lacking on the site for both the pallid bat and the western mastiff 
bat as noted on pages 52 and 53 of Appendix D of the DEIR. As such, the only potential use 
of the site would be limited to potential foraging, and this would be limited by the mostly 
very dry conditions. The site does not represent important habitat for these species, and the 
project does not exhibit the potential for having a “substantial adverse effect” on these 
species. 

As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 53, the western yellow bat requires palms and/or 
cottonwoods for roosting. The site does not support cottonwood riparian habitat, and only a 
few palms are present in off-site portions of Drainage D; as such, potential habitat is very 
limited. Therefore, the site does not represent important habitat for these species, and the 
project does not exhibit the potential for having a “substantial adverse effect” on these 
species. 

Vaux’s swift only occurs in southern California during migration and as such, the only 
potential for occurrence would be during brief periods of foraging. As such, the site does not 
represent habitat for these species, and the project does not exhibit the potential for having a 
“substantial adverse effect” on these species. 

As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 52, the prairie falcon is an uncommon resident in 
coastal southern California. If the prairie falcon occurs on the site, it would be rare and as 
such, the site does not represent important habitat and any impacts to this species would not 
be considered significant. 
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L3-3 The purpose of the DEIR is to identify potential impacts and then to determine which impacts 
would be significant when considered in light of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. For 
each impact determined to be significant or potentially significant, mitigation measures are 
proposed that, when implemented, would reduce each impact to less than significant. In 
accordance with CEQA, it is not necessary to mitigate for impacts that are not considered 
significant pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. As discussed in more detail in “Wildlife 
Movement – Existing Conditions (Section 5.3, Biological Resources, page 5-121 of the DEIR) 
the project site is not part of or within a “regionally important wildlife movement corridor.” 

Relative to avoidance of the listed species, avoidance of areas occupied by least Bell’s vireo, it 
is not possible to fully avoid impacts to areas occupied by least Bell’s. Alternative 1 exhibits the 
least impact because it impacts only the mouth of Blue Mud Canyon for infrastructure and 
secondary access, while avoiding the occupied riparian habitat associated with Drainages D 
and G. Alternatives 2 and 3 include the same impacts for Blue Mud Canyon as well as partial 
impacts to the riparian habitat associated with Drainages D and G for purposes of site access. 
The maximum area of riparian habitat occupied by least Bell’s vireo to be impacted is 0.50 
acre, which would be subject to mitigation such that there would be a net increase in riparian 
habitat with construction of the Proposed Project. 

Similarly, avoidance of the Braunton’s milk-vetch is not feasible. The Project Applicant has 
conducted a study to determine whether avoidance of the Braunton’s milk-vetch is feasible for 
Options 1, 2, 2A, and 2B as well as Alternative 4. Avoidance of Braunton’s milk-vetch is not 
feasible under any of these alternatives, because under any development scenario, it is 
necessary to construct water tanks at 1,200 feet and 1,390 feet above mean sea level to ensure 
public safety as this will ensure sufficient water pressure during periods of wildfire. Site 
conditions, including geotechnical constraints and topographical constraints require grading of 
extensive areas in order to safely construct the water tank at the required elevation. Elimination 
of the water tank site renders the project unbuildable and, as such, avoidance of the Braunton’s 
milk-vetch, would render the entire project infeasible.  

Relative to Critical Habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher, see response to 
Comment L3-12 below. 

L3-4 Access through the proposed Cielo Vista project is discussed in the Project Description on page 
4-11 of the DEIR. The DEIR states that an agreement between property owners concerning 
access, changes in topography, and fuel modification must be entered into prior to issuance of 
a permit allowing the off-site improvements associated with the Proposed Project. All project 
and cumulative impacts to biological resources for access through the proposed Cielo Vista 
project (Option 1 and Option 2) are analyzed in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) starting on 
page 5-91 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes on pages 5-171 through 5-181 that project and 
cumulative impacts to biological resources have been mitigated to a level of less than 
significant. 

L3-5 A complete discussion of the impacts of Alternative 4 is found in Project Alternative 4 
(Section 6.8) starting on page 6-78 of the DEIR. Alternative 4 would result in a reduction of 
impacts to Braunton’s milk vetch, not an avoidance of impacts as stated in the comment. 
Alternative 4 would reduce impacts to ACOE jurisdictional waters in Drainage A and about half 
of the waters associated with Drainage D. The remaining project impacts are the same under 
Alternative 4. A discussion of raptor foraging use is found on page 5-120 in Section 5.3 
(Biological Resources) of the DEIR. The Study Area does not provide an important location for 
raptor foraging due to the proximity, higher value, and more extensive foraging areas that exist in 
the nearby Chino Hills; therefore, the implementation of Alternative 4 would not result in 
maintaining foraging habitat for raptors as the comment states. Project and cumulative impacts 
associated with biological resources have been reduced to a level of less than significant and do 
not result in a significant degradation of the extent and quality of native upland vegetation 
communities and the sensitive species they support within the region (see pages 5-171 through 
5-181 of the DEIR). 
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L3-6 The statement that “According to the DEIR, permanent impacts to a minimum of 331 acres 
of natural vegetation will be mitigated entirely within a 5.27-acre area along Blue Mud 
Canyon…” does not accurately reflect the nature of the impacts or the proposed mitigation. 
In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, significant impacts were identified 
for the following special-status habitats: walnut woodland, blue elderberry woodland, and 
southern willow scrub. For a detailed breakdown of impacts and mitigation, see Topical 
Response 7 – Special Status Vegetation/California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Jurisdiction and Associated Mitigation. 

It is important to note that the Proposed Mitigation Exhibit 5-36 on page 5-165 is incorrect; 
however, the correct Proposed Mitigation Area exhibit was provided in the Biological 
Technical Report as Exhibit 11 in (Appendix D in the DEIR). Exhibit 11 depicts candidate 
mitigation areas that total 18.90 acres, which has been expanded to 20.0 acres in the 
HMMP. See Topical Response 7 for a detailed summary of mitigation requirements for each 
Option. 

L3-7 As noted in response to Comment L3-6 above, impacts to non-native grasslands, ruderal 
areas, and a variety of scrub habitats were not determined to be significant pursuant to 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, because none of these habitats exhibit special status. 
Specifically, coast live oak woodland has a status of G4S4 and is not considered to be under 
threat. Furthermore, the County of Orange has no tree ordinance providing protection for 
these trees. Finally, many of the oaks were damaged by the Freeway Complex Fire and are 
in very poor condition. As such, impacts to coast live oak woodland would not be 
significant, with the exception of 0.54 acre within CDFW Section 1602 jurisdiction, which is 
subject to mitigation even though the coast live oak riparian habitat consists of trees that are 
damaged or were killed. Non-native grassland and ruderal cover types consist largely of 
non-native species, and these land cover types have no special status with no ranking for 
ruderal habitats and non-native grassland as G4S4 such that impacts to these vegetation 
types would not be significant. The chaparral on the site is composed entirely of species that 
are common and widespread. Malosma laurina alliances are typically G4S4 and, when 
mixed with California sagebrush, are G5S5. Overall, chaparral is the most common scrub 
habitat within California, and as such, impacts to what is mostly disturbed chaparral would 
not be significant (which also would be the case if it were not disturbed). All of the coastal 
sage scrub alliances are G4S4 or G5S5, and impacts would not be significant. 

The project’s biological resources impacts were evaluated consistent with the requirements 
of CEQA in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR. As described therein, the project 
would not result in any significant impacts under project or cumulative conditions. A 
complete discussion of the natural vegetation communities, including coast live oak 
woodland, coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and grasslands, is found in the Biological 
Technical Report, pages 25 through 33 in Appendix D of the DEIR, which concludes that the 
habitat value under existing conditions does not support associated sensitive species, 
including the California gnatcatcher. As discussed in detail on page 18 of the Biological 
Technical Report, a determination of “adverse modification” of critical habitat would need 
to be made prior to mitigation for project impacts to coastal sage scrub and potentially to 
chaparral and riparian habitats, all of which are defined as Primary Constituent Elements 
(PCE) for the California gnatcatcher. The extent of this possible mitigation would be based 
on the extent of coastal sage scrub and other areas that potentially meet the PCE definition. 
As documented on page 5-153 in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources), the Study Area PCEs 
are severely limited or lacking due to disturbance to coastal sage scrub habitat in the existing 
condition caused by the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. As detailed in Topical Response 6 – 
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Biological Resources/Open Space, with implementation of the Proposed Project there will 
be 85.45 acres of ungraded natural habitat in Option 1 and 90.20 acres in Option 2, 
Option 2A, and Option 2B. Vegetation management areas will include 72.33 acres for 
Option 1 and 76.04 acres for Options 2, 2A, and 2B. These areas will continue to exhibit 
substantial biological function as described in Topical Response 6 – Biological 
Resources/Open Space. The determination of less than significant impact to California 
gnatcatcher is supported. 

L3-8 The extent of native and non-native habitats is depicted on Exhibits 5-30, 5-31, and 5-32, 
which depict the project alternatives. Each Exhibit shows the vegetation associations or land 
cover types within the project impact limits for each alternative. Tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 of 
the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D in the DEIR) provide a detailed breakdown of 
the vegetation or land cover type impacts and avoidance for each alternative. 

Table 5-3-5, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types Option 1 on 
page 5-140 and Table 5-3-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types 
Option 2 on page 5-141 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR provide a 
summary of existing natural vegetation communities in the Study Area and the project 
impact, as detailed in Topical Response 6. Of the 85.45 acres of undisturbed natural habitat 
in Option 1 and 90.2 acres in Option 2, there is a total of 19.89 acres of proposed 
Mitigation Area. The proposed mitigation areas as depicted on Exhibit 11 of the Biological 
Technical Report (Appendix D of the DEIR, which will replace Exhibit 5.36 in the DEIR, 
have been selected to provide the best available habitat with consideration to soil type for 
identified impacts. 

L3-9 As noted in response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) above, impacts to 
special-status vegetation will be mitigated through a combination of creation, restoration, 
and enhancement of 20.11 acres within the Blue Mud Canyon environs and immediately 
north of Drainage D. Of the 20.11 acres, 8.52 acres would be within an area that would be 
subject to removal of fire-prone species that would include non-native species and a limited 
number of native species. The plant palette proposed for the area subject to removal of fire 
prone species will consist entirely of native species appropriate to the site and will include 
special status species such as the California walnut. The area will be managed for habitat 
functions and for public safety in a manner that is optimal for both. 

Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-2, Bio-3, Bio-4, Bio-6, and Bio-7 require a weed removal/ 
maintenance program as part of the re-vegetation plan and restoration program. The 
Proposed Mitigation Areas are not within the Fuel Modification Zones. 

L3-10 As noted above in response to Comment L3-7 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), impacts to 
only a limited number and area of vegetation associations were determined to be significant. 
Exhibit 11 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the DEIR) shows the location 
of the mitigation areas, covering 18.9 acres. During preparation of the HMMP, candidate 
mitigation areas covering up to 20.0 acres have been identified, as depicted on Exhibit 7 of 
the HMMP included as Appendix C herein. 

L3-11 According to the Orange County Habitat Classification System, native grasslands are defined 
as grasslands where native bunchgrasses such as purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra) 
contribute at least 10% of the relative cover. No grassland areas on the site meet this 
minimum threshold for native grasslands. Rather, native bunchgrasses such as purple 
needlegrass, foothill needlegrass (Stipa lepida), and giant needlegrass (Stipa coronata) occur 
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occasionally within areas of chaparral or coastal sage scrub or rarely within the non-native 
grassland. 

L3-12 Based on more than 16 years of survey data that shows that the California gnatcatcher does 
not occur on the site, the DEIR appropriately concluded that the project site does not exhibit 
suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. While the Freeway Complex Fire of 
2008 further degraded already sub-optimal to unsuitable habitat conditions, it is important to 
note that the majority of surveys conducted on the site occurred prior to the fire (e.g., 
Campbell 1997, 1998, and 2002, and GLA 2007). In 2002, Campbell observed that the 
portions of the coastal sage scrub on the site are dominated by black sage (Salvia mellifera) 
that occurs on steep topography and at high elevations, making it unsuitable for the coastal 
California gnatcatcher. This is consistent with GLA’s pre-fire observations, so while the site 
will likely return to the pre-fire conditions, such conditions range from sub-optimal to 
unsuitable for the gnatcatcher. USFWS acknowledges that coastal California gnatcatchers 
have not been detected during the breeding season. GLA further notes that GLA biologists 
familiar with the coastal California gnatcatcher have spent numerous hours conducting other 
surveys (jurisdictional delineation, rare plant surveys, focused willow flycatcher surveys, 
vegetation mapping, and general biological surveys) during both the breeding and non-
breeding season and gnatcatchers have never been detected. 

The project site is within Unit 9 of the designated Critical Habitat for the California 
gnatcatcher with the development area accounting for 1.8% of the 17,552 acres designated 
as Unit 9, which is in part characterized as follows. 

Habitat within this unit is being designated because it was occupied at the time of 
listing, is currently occupied, and contains all of the features essential to the 
conservation of the coastal California gnatcatcher (PCEs 1 and 2). Additionally, this unit 
provides for connectivity and genetic interchange among core populations and contains 
large blocks of high-quality habitat capable of supporting persistent populations of 
coastal California gnatcatchers.2 

As noted above, the project site is not occupied and, based on protocol survey data over a 
number of years, the site exhibits very low potential for supporting the California gnatcatcher 
due to a lack of suitable coastal sage scrub, steep topography, and elevations that are 
generally too high for the California gnatcatcher in the northern portion of the site. The site 
can in no way be characterized as containing “large blocks of high-quality habitat capable 
of supporting persistent populations of coastal California gnatcatchers.”  

Areas immediately west of the project site are fully developed such that “low elevation” 
dispersal to the west is already blocked or severely impeded. Unimpeded dispersal routes to 
the west occur north of the terminus of Casino Ridge Road and San Antonio Road, which 
would not be affected by the proposed development, which would be south of such a 
dispersal route. The conclusion in the DEIR that the project would not have a significant 
impact on Critical Habitat Unit 9 is based on years of survey data that show the site to be 
unoccupied by the California gnatcatcher. 

 

2  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2007. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Revised Designation of Critical 
Habitat for the Coastal California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica): Federal Register/ Vol. 72, No. 243 / 
Wednesday, December 19, 2007 / Rules and Regulations, p. 720440 
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L3-13 As noted in Section 5.3.3 of the DEIR, environmental impacts relative to biological resources 
are assessed using impact significance threshold criteria, which reflect the policy statement 
contained in CEQA, §21001(c) of the California Public Resources Code. Accordingly, the 
California Legislature has established the policy of the State of California to: 

Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man’s activities, insure that fish 
and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for 
future generations representations of all plant and animal communities ... 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Paragraph A provides further information regarding 
evaluation of impacts that directly informs the impacts to special-status plants on the site:  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

As noted in the DEIR, three of the special-status plant species (Southern California walnut, 
Catalina mariposa lily, and small-flowered microseris) are included on the California Rare 
Plant Rank (CRPR) as List 4 taxa. List 4 taxa are not considered rare or endangered; rather 
List 4 includes species that are currently thought to be limited in distribution or range whose 
vulnerability or susceptibility to threat is currently low, and impacts to such species do not 
typically trigger a finding of significance, specifically because such impacts do not have “a 
substantial adverse effect” because such impacts do not cause a “drop below self-
perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations representations of all plant and 
animal communities...” The loss of 10 individuals of the small-flowered microseris is clearly 
not a substantial adverse impact. Similarly, impacts to up to 445 Catalina mariposa would 
not be considered significant given its wide distribution ranging from San Luis Obispo, Santa 
Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties as well as 
Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, and Santa Catalina Islands. Similarly, based on its List 4 status, 
impacts to 3.5% of the southern California walnuts on the site (Options 2 and 2A) and up to 
7% (Option 1) would not be considered significant. However, because of the status of the 
walnut woodland community, impacts will be mitigated to less than significant as discussed 
below. 

L3-14 As noted in the DEIR, impacts to individual southern California walnuts as a CRPR List 4 
taxon do not constitute a significant impact under CEQA, and mitigation would not be 
required. California Walnut Woodland is listed by the CNDDB as a G2S2 community, and 
as such impacts may be considered significant. It is worth noting that of the 6.37 acres of 
walnut woodland on the site, impacts are limited to 0.84 acre under Option 1 (about 
13.2%), 0.52 acre (about 8.1%) under Option 2, and 0.62 acre (9.7%) under Option 2A.  
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L3-15 A Rare Plant Restoration Plan has been prepared that addresses mitigation/restoration for the 
intermediate mariposa lily and Braunton’s milk-vetch. The plan includes 1:1 replacement 
plus a 20% contingency to ensure 1:1 replacement. For each species, the plan considers 
location, proper soils, slope, aspect, and associated vegetation community. 

Regarding Braunton’s milk-vetch, GLA was involved in a successful relocation of this species 
between 1995 and 2005 for the Oak Park Project in Simi Valley. During that time, GLA 
biologists, working with Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden, Wallace Soil Labs, and interested 
stakeholders, learned a great deal regarding the ecological requirements of this species and 
how to successfully transplant this species. This knowledge has been incorporated into the 
Braunton’s milk-vetch restoration program developed for the Proposed Project.  

Relative to the intermediate mariposa lily, it is important to note for purposes of context that, 
while this species is designated as a CRPR List 1B.2, it is subject to substantial preservation 
efforts in the region. Specifically, the USFWS has made a finding that this species has met 
the terms for “conditional coverage” within the adjacent Orange County Central and Coastal 
Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan area where 758 of 826 
(92%) known intermediate mariposa lily occurrences and 79,108 or 90,140 (87%) 
individuals will be conserved.3 GLA is currently engaged in restoration/translocation efforts 
for this species within the Orange County Southern Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan 
area, is aware of past problems with translocation efforts, and is working closely with Tree of 
Life Nursery in implementing procedures that increase survival of propagated and 
translocated individuals. 

L3-16 See response to USFWS Comment L3-13 above. 

L3-17 As noted in the DEIR, while a golden eagle nest was observed on a cliff face north of the 
project site (approximately 1,700 feet north of the development area), surveys in 2013 found 
that the nest was no longer present and there was no sign of recent occupation of the site. In 
southern California, golden eagle ranges average approximately 93 square km or 36 square 
miles.4 Given that the development would remove approximately 300 acres of potential 
foraging habitat, the Project would affect approximately 1.5% of a potential home range or 
territory. In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the loss of 1.5% of a 
territory does not represent a “substantial adverse effect” and as such is not a significant impact 
requiring mitigation. 

L3-18 As noted in the DEIR, the project site would not contribute “substantially” to foraging by the 
four special-status species observed (at least occasionally) on the site. Specifically, the 
Cooper’s hawk favors areas with tree canopy cover where it hunts mostly song birds. The 
adjoining residential areas provide far more suitable habitat for this urban-adapted species 
than the project site. In Southern California, the peregrine falcon favors coastal areas and 
areas such as the Santa Ana River, where it hunts shorebirds and waterfowl. In the western 
United States, peregrine densities are low, with a single pair often occupying hundreds of 
square miles.5 Given these factors, the loss of approximately 300 acres of habitat with 
marginal suitability does not represent a substantial adverse effect. Northern harriers and 
sharp-shinned hawks would most likely occur as wintering species, using the site for 
occasional foraging. Sharp-shinned hawks most commonly forage in woodlands, which are 
limited on the site, and impacts to suitable habitat would account for fewer than 20 acres. 

3  USFWS and CDFG Joint Letter, dated July 7, 2006. “Amendment to Proposed Mitigation for Impacts to Intermediate 
Mariposa Lily Associated with Mountain Park, East Orange, and Irvine Planning areas 1, 2, and 6, Orange County 
California”. Addressed to Scot Scialpi at the The Irvine Company.  

4  Johnsgard, John. 1990. Hawks, Eagles, & Falcons of North America. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, p. 263. 
5  Ibid, p. 305. 
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L3-19 USFWS concurs that the Project Site is not located within a regional wildlife corridor and 
consequently would not affect such movement. USFWS notes that the Proposed Project 
would potentially affect live-in habitat for common mammals such as bobcat, coyote, mule 
deer, and gray fox, which would also affect local movement by these species. Paragraph D 
of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states the following regarding wildlife corridors: 

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

In accordance with this guidance, the Proposed Project would not “interfere substantially… 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites.” The potential loss – or more likely displacement – of common species 
such as coyote, bobcat, gray fox, or mule deer would not be a significant impact under 
CEQA. Coyotes and bobcats would continue to have access to areas of preserved open 
space such as the Blue Mud Canyon environs such that there would be no loss of song birds 
due to the mesopredator release, which is the subject of the Crooks and Soule 1999 paper. 
Similarly, other areas of open space would be open to coyotes and bobcats, ensuring that 
there is no disruption to the ecological balance. As noted, impacts (most likely displace-
ment) to common mammals would not be significant, and loss of life in habitat for these 
species is not considered significant under CEQA; as such, no mitigation is necessary. 

L3-20 The majority of the fuel modification zones associated with the Project site occur within the 
grading limits and were counted as “completely impacted.” Very limited portions of the fuel 
modification zones occur outside the grading limits, and for each Alternative the impacts 
associated with the portions of the fuel modification zones are provided in the tables 
included in Topical Response 6. It should be noted that no additional significant impacts 
were identified, and no additional mitigation required.  

It is important to note that areas affected by initial grading will become slopes adjacent to 
the development that will be planted with native species approved for use in fuel 
modification zones by the Orange County Fire Authority. The County disagrees with the 
USFWS’s assertion that such areas should be treated as a permanent impact given that they 
will be replanted with native vegetation, including native cactus that even at 50% or 70% 
cover will exhibit habitat functions for many native species and will increase the overall 
carrying capacity for many native avifauna such as the California towhee, Bewick’s wrens, 
and common yellowthroats, as well as for migratory species such as the yellow-rumped 
warbler and the white-crowned sparrow. 

Additional fuel modification impacts to special status vegetation for which significant 
impacts were identified in the DEIR, including California walnut woodland and blue 
elderberry woodland are addressed below: 

• California Walnut Woodland. Under Alternative 1, fuel modification impacts within 
Zones A through D to California walnut woodland would be limited to 0.36 acre. This 
is in addition to 0.48 acre identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.84 
acre of impact that would be considered significant, which would be mitigated to less 
than significant through on-site restoration of walnut woodland.  

Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California 
walnut woodland would be limited to 0.30 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.52 acre of impact that would 
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be considered significant, which would be mitigated to less than significant through on-
site restoration of walnut woodland.  

Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California 
walnut woodland would be limited to 0.40 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre 
identified in the DEIR for grading resulting in a total of 0.62 acre of impact that would 
be considered significant, which would be mitigated to less than significant through on-
site restoration of walnut woodland.  

• Blue Elderberry Woodland. Under Alternative 1, fuel modification impacts within 
Zones A through D to blue elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.01 acre. This is 
in addition to 11.37 acres identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 11.38 
acres of impact that which would be considered significant, which would be mitigated 
to less than significant through on-site restoration of elderberry woodland.  

Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue 
elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.02 acre. This is in addition to 13.63 acres 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 13.65 acres of impact that 
would be considered significant, which would be mitigated to less than significant 
through on-site restoration of elderberry woodland.  

Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue 
elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.09 acre. This is in addition to 12.37 acres 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 12.46 acres of impact that 
would be considered significant, which would be mitigated to less than significant 
through on-site restoration of elderberry woodland. 

Because there are no other additional significant impacts, no additional mitigation measures 
are proposed; although the Project Applicant is willing to include the mitigation measure 
below that would prohibit plants on the California Invasive Plant Council list. 

Fuel Modification Zones as depicted on Exhibit 5-70, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan 
page 5-301 and Exhibit 5-71 Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan page 5-303 of Section 5.7 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR are included in the analysis of project 
impacts as depicted on Exhibit 5-30, Vegetation Map-Option 1 Impact Map on page 5-145 
and Exhibit 5-31, Vegetation Map-Option 2 Impact Map on page 5-147 of Section 5.3 
(Biological Resources). All fuel modification zones are shown within the project impact area 
on both maps. 

 Pursuant to the comment received, Project Design Feature PDF 16 has been clarified as 
indicated below. Refer to page 5-300, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the 
DEIR for discussion on the fuel modification plan. For information on the OCFA’s approved 
plant palette and prohibited plant list refer to Appendix E and Appendix F of the FPEP 
(Appendix J in the DEIR). The intent of PDF 16 remains unchanged concerning minimizing 
the spread of non-native and invasive plant species. 

PDF 16 Fuel Modification Plan. To the extent feasible, native planting species 
approved for use in fuel modification zones by the Orange County Fire 
Authority will be used in fuel modification zones adjacent to natural habitat 
areas. Plants identified by the California Invasive Plant Council as an invasive 
risk in southern California will be excluded from all landscaping. To the extent 
feasible, native planting species will be used in fuel modification zones 
adjacent to natural habitat areas. 
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 Project Design Features PDF 20 and PDF 22 require the frequency and timing of 
maintenance of fuel modification zones as discussed on page 57 in the FPEP (Appendix J of 
the DEIR). The maintenance of fuel modification zones is required by the Homeowners’ 
Association (HOA) to be completed annually by June 1 or more often as needed for fire 
safety as determined by OCFA. Mitigation Measure Haz-9 has been incorporated into the 
Proposed Project requiring the HOA to distribute fire-safe vegetation management 
information based on the OCFA Vegetation Management Guidelines as approved in the Fuel 
Modification Plan described in PDF 16. 
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L3-21 As noted in response to Comment L3-3 impacts to habitat occupied by least Bell’s vireo are 
limited under Alternative 1 to 0.05 acre with Alternatives 2 and 3 impacting 0.24 and 0.50 
acre, respectively, which is clearly not “the great majority” of least Bell’s vireo habitat on the 
site which totals approximately 1.5 to 2.0 acres. The Project Applicant has already entered 
into discussions with the Corps regarding a potential Section 7 Consultation between the 
Corps and the USFWS. It is not expected that the Corps will include the Braunton’s milk-
vetch in the Section 7 Consultation, as the milk-vetch is an upland species that occurs 
outside the Corps’ expected Area of Potential Effect (APE). Finally, as noted in response to 
Comment L3-12 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), surveys going back to 1997 show that no 
California gnatcatchers are on the site. The Corps may determine that consultation is 
required for impacts to areas designated as critical habitat (even in the absence of 
documented use of the site by gnatcatchers). 

The Proposed Project has the potential to require a Section 404 permit based on an impact 
of .91 acre of ACOE jurisdiction for Option 1 and 1.15 acres for Option 2. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act will be required for 
implementation of the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measure Bio-6 found on page 5-167 
provides mitigation for impacts to ACOE and CDFW jurisdiction. The impact to special 
status plant species is mitigated to a level of less than significant.  

Analysis is provided starting on page 5-143 and 5-153 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) 
of the DEIR for project impacts, as well as cumulative impacts starting on page 5-175 to least 
Bell’s vireo, Braunton’s milk-vetch, and critical habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. 
Mitigation Measures Bio-4, Bio-5, Bio-9, and Bio-11 for least Bell’s vireo and Mitigation 
Measures Bio-3 and Bio-10 for Braunton’s milk-vetch have been incorporated to reduce 
project impacts to less than significant. As determined by a qualified biologist based on 
survey and field observation, the Study Area PCEs are severely limited or lacking due to 
disturbance to coastal sage scrub habitat from the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, and no 
gnatcatchers have been observed during a number of surveys between 2007 to 2013 (page 
5-153). Therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, no significant project impact was 
identified, and no mitigation has been incorporated. 

L3-22 The issues raised in Comment Letter L3 have been addressed, and no new significant 
environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 
would result. Therefore, the DEIR does not require recirculation for public review. The DEIR 
has accurately identified and characterized project impacts and where impacts have been 
determined to be significant, has proposed measures that reduce the identified impacts to 
less than significant. 
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Comment Letter L4 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L4  
California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
February 3, 2014 

L4-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) dated February 3, 2014 and the information related to CDFW’s authority as 
Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project. The County 
acknowledges the participation in the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) 
program and that the Proposed Project is not part of the NCCP. The commenter’s description 
of the Proposed Project is consistent with the Project Description found in Section 4.3 
starting on page 4-11 of the DEIR. 
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L4-2 The project’s impacts to biological resources were evaluated consistent with the requirements 
of CEQA in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of this DEIR. A total of nine significant impacts 
were identified including impacts to two special-status plant communities (walnut woodland 
and blue elderberry woodland), one state- and federally listed avian species (least Bell’s 
vireo), a third plant community (southern willow scrub occupied by the least Bell’s vireo), the 
federally listed Braunton’s milk-vetch, the intermediate mariposa lily, drainage courses and 
wetlands subject to federal jurisdiction under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act and 
state jurisdiction pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, and potential impacts 
to nesting birds.  

 Mitigation measures for each impact were clearly identified in the DEIR. In addition, Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plans have been prepared and included as part of the Final EIR 
(FEIR) that address 1) impacts to walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland; 2) impacts 
to Braunton’s milk-vetch and the intermediate mariposa lily; and 3) impacts to Corps, 
CDFW, and RWQCB jurisdictional drainages.  

 The Final EIR does adequately evaluate all significant project impacts to biological resources 
as detailed through records research, field study, observation, and evaluation by a qualified 
biologist. Mitigation measures specific to the Study Area have been formulated to mitigate 
specific impacts to biological resources to a level of less than significant as determined by a 
qualified biologist. Mitigation measures that are implemented with the development of the 
project are not considered deferred mitigation. The mitigation measures identify a specific 
performance standard. For example, Mitigation Measure Bio-2 establishes a performance 
standard of 80% individuals observed after five years with monitoring and additional 
measures if not successful. It is the intent of the Project Applicant to mitigate all significant 
project impacts as identified and evaluated in the Final EIR. 

L4-3 A complete discussion of project alternatives can be found in Project Alternatives 
(Chapter 6) of the DEIR. The DEIR presents five project alternatives that represent “a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the project …” as prescribed in §15126.6 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. The alternatives include: Alternative 1 – No Project; Alternative 2 – Option 2A, 
Alternative 3 – Option 2B, Alternative 4 – Lower/Reduced Density, and Alternative 5 – 
Yorba Linda General Plan. As discussed in the DEIR, project alternatives are presented that 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen significant project effects. The analysis of alternatives in the DEIR also includes an 
assessment of the impacts associated with each alternative. Therefore, we disagree with 
CDFW’s statement that it is unable to provide meaningful input on alternatives or the scope 
of the DEIR due to lack of a range of alternatives to the project.  

 The CDFW acknowledges that the nearest residential lot is 500 feet from Chino Hills State 
Park and is concerned with project-related edge effects. A complete evaluation of project 
impacts, cumulative impacts, and project alternatives to biological resources can be found 
in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) and Project Alternatives (Chapter 6) of the DEIR. 

L4-4 As noted in the response to Comment L4-2, impacts to three special-status plant 
communities were identified: California walnut woodland (G2S2), southern willow scrub 
(G3S2.1), and blue elderberry woodland (G3S3). Coastal sage scrub on the site consists of 
three alliances: California sagebrush scrub (G5S5), purple sage scrub (G4S4), and black sage 
scrub (G4S4). None of these alliances exhibit special status and, as such, impacts to these 
alliances are not considered significant. Similarly, the coastal sage scrub/chaparral on the 
site is dominated by a suite of common species such as laurel sumac, lemonade berry, and 
the sage species noted above. Laurel sumac scrub is a G4S4, and when mixed with sage 
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scrub species such as California sage brush, black sage, and purple sage is also a G4S4. All 
of these habitats were substantially affected by the 2008 Freeway Complex fire; which as 
noted resulted in conversion of much of the area to bush mallow scrub (G4S4). One other 
alliance, toyon/sumac chaparral, is listed as a G5S3; however, given the overall level of 
disturbance and the common character of the scrub on the site, it was determined that loss 
of this alliance does not constitute a significant impact, as it would not substantially reduce 
the extent of these common species within their range. All of the dominant species within 
the scrub communities are highly common within Southern California and beyond. Toyon, 
for example, occurs in all but eight counties in California in areas such as the Modoc 
Plateau and desert areas such as Imperial County. 

 The project’s impacts to biological resources were evaluated consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR. No mitigation is 
necessary for elimination or disturbance to coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grassland, or 
ruderal habitat, because project impacts to these natural vegetation communities do not 
meet the threshold of significance as established in the CEQA Guidelines and listed on page 
5-138 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR. The Biological Resources section 
provides an analysis of all project and cumulative impacts to sensitive animals and plant 
species and mitigation for identified significant impacts. 
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L4-5 Table 5-3-5, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types, Option 1 
(page 5-140 in Section 5.3, Biological Resources of the DEIR) provides a detailed summary 
of impacted vegetation communities in the 504.20-acre Study Area. This table indicates that 
336.50 acres are impacted in the Study Area for Option 1; and 162.68 acres of natural 
vegetation communities (biological open space) remain following implementation of the 
Proposed Project (a description of “biological open space” and associated biological 
function is provided in Topical Response 6 – Biological Resources/Open Space). Parks, 
WQMP basins, trails, and fuel modification zones, including irrigated slopes as described in 
the Project Description for Option 1, are found on space associated with the Proposed 
Project for land use purposes. The Proposed Project’s impervious surfaces for Option 1 are 
described in Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) on page 5-358 of the DEIR. 
Option 1 consists of 328.9 acres of grading area that results in 77.2 acres of impervious 
surfaces made up of mainly of streets and housing pads when the project is complete.  

 Table 5-3-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types, Option 2 
(page 5-141 in Section 5.3, Biological Resources of the DEIR), indicates that 340.183 acres 
of vegetation communities are impacted for Option 2, and approximately 171.14 acres of 
biological open space are provided in the Study Area. The Proposed Project’s impervious 
surfaces for Option 2 are described in Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) on 
page 5-358 of the DEIR. Option 2 consists of 317.6 acres of grading area that results in 75.6 
acres of impervious surfaces made up mainly of streets and housing pads within the Project 
Site and 2.6 acres of impervious surfaces off-site made up of the street access to Aspen Way 
when the project is complete. 

 The DEIR addresses topics that are related to environmental issues. CEQA does not require 
consideration of private dedication of lands for conservation easements managed by a third 
party. The biological open space associated with the Proposed Project will consist of native 
vegetation and will be part of the common area of the HOA. The Proposed Project is gated 
and will prevent unauthorized vehicles from accessing open space areas, which will 
minimize illegal dumping and pollution. The project provides trails as described in 
Section 5.13 (Recreation) starting on page 5-511 of the DEIR, which will minimize 
unauthorized access to open space and Chino Hills State Park. PDF 11 concerning trash 
receptacles, maintained daily by the HOA, will minimize pollution and illegal dumping. No 
development can occur in the open space without land use approval by the County of 
Orange or after possible annexation with the City of Yorba Linda. The DEIR assumes that the 
open space associated with Option 1 and Option 2 will be permanent. Any application to 
modify the Proposed Project would be subject to the requirements of CEQA. No 
development in the open space associated with Option 1 or Option 2 is anticipated and is 
not part of this DEIR.  

 The 162.68 acres of biological open space in Option 1 and 171.14 acres in Option 2 will 
become part of the common area of the HOA. Please refer to Topical Response 6, Biological 
Resources/Open Space, for a detailed acreage breakdown. Other than maintaining trash 
receptacles on a daily basis at trail heads and within the development portion of the 
Proposed Project, there is no maintenance responsibility other than what is described in 
Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-2, Bio-3, Bio-4, Bio-6, and Bio-7 concerning maintenance of 
18.90 acres of mitigation areas. Mitigation Measure Bio-10 requires preparation and 
approval of an Environmental Awareness Program intended to increase awareness of 
residents of sensitive plants, wildlife, and associated habitats that occur in the preserved 
open space areas. Mitigation Measure Bio-7 requires the preparation and approval of a 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program that will include the responsibility and 
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qualifications of the personnel to implement and supervise the plan. The Project Applicant is 
responsible to implement the plan until the restoration areas have met the success criteria 
outlined in the approved plan. Therefore, the DEIR has analyzed impacts to the biological 
open space associated with Option 1 and Option 2 and provides Project Design Features 
and mitigation measures to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level. The MMRP 
assures the implementation of each mitigation measure, including the preservation and 
maintenance of the designated open space. The MMRP will be adopted as part of the Project 
approval process per CEQA §21081.6(a)(1) and has been designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation. 

L4-6 Limited Fuel Modification impacts associated with Zones A through D occur outside the 
grading limits and are addressed below for each alternative, and impacts by vegetation type 
are summarized below. Impacts to special-status vegetation for which significant impacts 
were identified in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) the DEIR, including California walnut 
woodland, blue elderberry woodland, and southern willow scrub are addressed below: 

California Walnut Woodland 

Under Alternative 1, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California 
walnut woodland would be limited to 0.36 acre. This is in addition to 0.48 acre 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.84 acre of impact, which 
would be considered significant and would be mitigated to less than significant through 
on-site restoration of walnut woodland. 

Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California 
walnut woodland would be limited to 0.30 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.52 acre of impact, which 
would be considered significant and would be mitigated to less than significant through 
on-site restoration of walnut woodland. 

Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California 
walnut woodland would be limited to 0.40 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.62 acre of impact, which 
would be considered significant and would be mitigated to less than significant through 
on-site restoration of walnut woodland. 

Blue Elderberry Woodland 

Under Alternative 1, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue 
elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.01 acre. This is in addition to 11.37 acres 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 11.38 acres of impact, which 
would be considered significant and would be mitigated to less than significant through 
on-site restoration of elderberry woodland. 

Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue 
elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.02 acre. This is in addition to 13.63 acres 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 13.65 acres of impact, which 
would be considered significant and would be mitigated to less than significant through 
on-site restoration of elderberry woodland. 

Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue 
elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.09 acre. This is in addition to 12.37 acres 
identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 12.46 acres of impact, which 
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would be considered significant and would be mitigated to less than significant through 
on-site restoration of elderberry woodland. 

Southern Willow Scrub 

There are no impacts to southern willow scrub associated with Fuel Modification 
Zones A through D.  

Additional Fuel Maintenance Areas 

The project also incorporates additional fuel maintenance and management areas, 
which would require removal of non-native species as well as highly flammable native 
species, which would be replaced with native species acceptable to the Orange County 
Fire Authority. Specifically, these areas include a Fuel Break Zone, which includes a 50-
foot-wide Irrigated Riparian Zone and a Fire Prevention Zone. 

Fuel Break Zone 

This zone will be treated in the same manner as Zone C for the traditional fuel 
modification areas, meaning that the vegetation will be thinned to 50%. This area 
contains no California walnut woodland for any of the alternatives. This zone contains 
0.43 acre of blue elderberry woodland for all three alternatives; however, it would not 
be necessary to remove blue elderberry from this zone and, as such, there would be no 
impacts to blue elderberry. This zone also supports 0.06 acre of southern willow scrub; 
however, as for the blue elderberry woodland, it would not be necessary to remove the 
southern willow scrub, and there would be no impacts to southern willow scrub. 
Finally, each alternative includes 0.34-acre of southern willow scrub that occurs within 
the Blue Mud Canyon drainage that would not be removed by the project with no 
resulting impacts. 

Fire Prevention Vegetation Removal Zone 

Each alternative includes this zone, which varies slightly in size among the three 
alternatives. The zone as configured for Alternative 1 includes 5.53 acres of walnut 
woodland, 0.52 acre of elderberry woodland, and 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub. 
All healthy California walnuts and blue elderberries and willows will be retained in this 
zone. As such, there will be no impacts to these habitat alliances under Alternative 1.  

The zone as configured for Alternative 2 includes 5.85 acres of walnut woodland, 0.53 
acre of elderberry woodland, and 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub. All healthy 
California walnuts and blue elderberries and willows will be retained in this zone. As 
such, there will be no impacts to these habitat alliances under Alternative 2.  

The zone as configured for Alternative 3 includes 5.75 acres of walnut woodland, 0.52 
acre of elderberry woodland, and 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub. All healthy 
California walnuts and blue elderberries and willows will be retained in this zone. As 
such, there will be no impacts to these habitat alliances under Alternative 3.  

No significant impacts to special-status vegetation alliances are associated with the Fuel 
Break Zone or the Fire Prone Vegetation Removal Zone and no additional mitigation 
would be required. 
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 Fuel modification zones A, B, C and D consisting of 170 feet are depicted on Exhibit 5-71, 
Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan, on page 5-303 of Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials), and a complete description of fuel modification activity is found on pages 5-300 
through 5-310 and in Appendix J of the DEIR. Fuel modification zones are included in the 
project description and are analyzed as part of the project impact area for Option 1 and 
Option 2 in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) as depicted on Exhibit 5-30, page 5-145 and 
Exhibit 5-31, page 5-147. Except for three locations in PA-2, additional buffer of open space 
is provided between the fuel modification zones and Chino Hills State Park as depicted in 
the green shaded area on Exhibit 5-71 on page 5-303. Mitigation Measure Haz-13 as 
discussed in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) requires written permission by 
the County of Orange and the appropriate resource agency, for example, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, prior to vegetation management activities associated with 
fuel modification. Project Design Feature PDF 16 requires, to the extent feasible, the use of 
native plant species in fuel modification zones adjacent to natural habitat areas. Therefore, 
the impact from fuel modification to biological resources has been analyzed and mitigated 
to a level of less than significant in the DEIR. 

L4-7 A Rare Plant Restoration Plan that addresses mitigation/restoration for the intermediate 
mariposa lily and Braunton’s milk-vetch has been prepared. The plan includes 1:1 
replacement plus a 20% contingency to ensure 1:1 replacement. The plan considers the 
following for each species: location, proper soils, slope, aspect, and associated vegetation 
community.  

 Regarding Braunton’s milk-vetch, Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA) was involved in a 
successful relocation of this species between 1995 and 2005 for the Oak Park Project in 
Simi Valley. During that time, GLA Biologists, working with the Rancho Santa Ana Botanic 
Garden, Wallace Soil Labs, and interested stakeholders, learned a great deal regarding the 
ecological requirements of this species and how to successfully transplant this species. This 
knowledge has been incorporated into the Braunton’s milk-vetch restoration program 
developed for the project.  

 Relative to the intermediate mariposa lily, it is important to note for purposes of context that, 
while this species is designated as a CRPR List 1B.2, it is subject to substantial preservation 
efforts in the region. Specifically, the USFWS has made a finding that this species has met 
the terms for “conditional coverage” within the adjacent Orange County Central and Coastal 
Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan area where 758 of 826 
(92%) known intermediate mariposa lily occurrences and 79,108 or 90,140 (87%) 
individuals will be conserved.6 GLA is currently engaged in restoration/translocation efforts 
for this species within the Orange County Southern Subregion Habitat Conservation Plan 
area, is aware of past problems with translocation efforts and is working closely with Tree of 
Life Nursery in implementing procedures that increase survival of propagated and 
translocated individuals. 

 In addition, Mitigation Measures Bio-2 and Bio-3 have been revised as indicated below to 
name the required “detailed restoration program” as a Special Status Planting and 
Monitoring Plan, identify the specific person at the County of Orange to approve the plan as 
well as add consultation by CDFW and USFWS, to clarify a similar soil type, and specifics of 

6  USFWS and CDFW (formerly CDFG) Joint Letter, dated July 7, 2006. “Amendment to Proposed Mitigation for Impacts to 
Intermediate Mariposa Lily Associated with Mountain Park, East Orange, and Irvine Planning areas 1, 2, and 6, Orange 
County California”. Addressed to Scot Scialpi at the the Irvine Company.  
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a maintenance program to be included in the plan. The intent of the mitigation measures is 
the same.  

Bio-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a detailed restoration plan program shall 
be prepared by a qualified biologist that complies with the Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan included herein in Appendix C. for approval by the County of 
Orange. The plan program shall provide for planting at the appropriate time of year 
for success of 326 greenhouse-propagated individuals of intermediate mariposa lily 
in the Study Area within an undisturbed area of coastal sage scrub of same habitat 
quality with respect to soil type and its characteristics. The plan shall include a 
maintenance program for weed removal, supplemental watering, fencing, and 
other forms of site protection. This mitigation plan program will be considered 
successful if at least 80% of 326 flowering individuals, or 261 flowering 
individuals, are observed five years after planting. If success criteria are not met 
after five years, remedial measures shall include greenhouse propagation and 
planting of additional individuals on the Project Site. 

Bio-3 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a detailed restoration plan program shall 
be prepared by a qualified biologist that complies with the Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan included herein in Appendix C. for approval by the County of 
Orange. The plan program shall provide for planting of 400 greenhouse-propagated 
individuals of Braunton’s milk-vetch in the Study Area within an undisturbed area 
of suitable habitat and soils, slope and exposure. The plan shall include a 
maintenance program for weed removal, supplemental watering, fencing, and 
other forms of site protection. This mitigation plan program will be considered 
successful if at least 80% of 400 individuals, or 320 individuals, flower and set 
seed prior to senescence. If success criteria are not met prior to senescence of the 
planted individuals, remedial measures shall include greenhouse propagation and 
planting of additional individuals on the Project Site. 

L4-8 Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-6, and Bio-7 have been revised to include a time frame for 
monitoring success of five years and reporting to the Orange County Manager of Planning. 
The measures have a specific performance standard for compensation for disturbance. Refer 
to the updated mitigation measures below: 

Bio-1  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a re-
vegetation plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, and blue elderberry 
woodland located within Blue Mud Canyon in accordance with the Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The plan will also incorporate California black 
walnut into the plant palette to mitigate the loss of 0.48 or 0.22 acre of walnut 
woodland associated with Options 1 and Option 2, respectively. The plan shall be 
prepared by a qualified biologist for review and approval by the Orange County 
Manager of Planning. At a minimum, the plan shall include restoration of mulefat 
scrub and black willow riparian forest vegetation that also includes a black walnut 
component. The plan shall include replacement of habitat at a minimum a ratio of 
1:1; responsibility and qualifications of the personnel to implement and supervise 
the plan; site selection; site preparation and planting implementation; and 
schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines in accordance with the Habitat Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan.; monitoring plan; and long-term preservation.  

Bio-6  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a 
Restoration Plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, coast live oak 
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riparian woodland, and other appropriate wetland/riparian habitats at an acreage 
ratio of 1:1 to be located within Blue Mud Canyon in accordance with the Habitat 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The plan shall be prepared by a qualified biologist 
for review and approval by the Orange County Manager of Planning. The 
Restoration Plan shall include the following:  

1.  Impacts to living coast live oak trees within CDFW jurisdiction will be 
mitigated through planting liners or locally collected acorns within Blue Mud 
Canyon at the following ratios:  

• For healthy trees to be removed for development:  
• trees less than 5 inches diameter at breast height (DBH) should be 

replaced at 3:1  
• trees between 5 and 12 inches DBH should be replaced at 5:1  
• trees between 12 and 36 inches DBH should be replaced at 10:1  
• trees greater than 36 inches DBH should be replaced at 20:1  

• For damaged trees (including trees damaged by construction and fire 
damaged trees to be removed for development):  
• trees less than 12 inches DBH should be replaced at 3:1  
• trees greater than 12 inches DBH should be replaced at 5:1  

• Impacts to trees that were killed by the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire do 
not require mitigation.  

2.  The sizes, condition, and total number of impacted trees will be determined 
after verification of the limits of CDFW jurisdiction and prior to issuance of 
any permit that results in ground disturbance.  

3.  The plan shall include responsibility and qualifications of the personnel to 
implement and supervise the plan; site selection; site preparation and planting 
implementation; schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines; five year monitoring 
plan with reporting to the responsible jurisdictional agencies; and long-term 
preservation. 

4.  The Project Applicant shall notify CDFW, pursuant to section 1600 of the Fish 
and Game Code of any lake and streambed alterations (LSA), including 
activities in streams that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the 
bed, channel, or bank of a river or stream, or use materials from a streambed. 
A copy of the LSA notice shall be provided to the Orange County Manager of 
Planning. 

Bio-7  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP). The HMMP shall be prepared 
by a qualified biologist for review and approval by the Orange County Manager of 
Planning. The HMMP shall include responsibility and qualifications of the 
personnel to implement and supervise the plan; site selection; site preparation and 
planting implementation; schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines; five-year 
monitoring plan with reporting; and long-term preservation.  

The Project Applicant shall be fully responsible for the implementation of the 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program until the restoration areas have met the 
success criteria outlined in the approved plan. The Orange County Manager of 
Planning shall have final authority over mitigation area sign-off. 
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L4-9 The Project Applicant is aware that construction of the project will require authorization 
pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code through a Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement which would be obtained prior to any activities in streams that will divert or 
obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel or bank (which may include associated 
riparian resources) of a river or stream or use material from a streambed. The full extent of 
potential impacts for each of the three project alternatives is depicted for each alternative on 
Exhibits 8b, 9b, and 10b of Appendix D in the DEIR. Mitigation Measure Bio-6 has been 
updated to include the requirement of notice to CDFW pursuant to §1600 of the Fish and 
Game Code of any lake or streambed alterations prior to issuance of grading permits. Refer to 
Mitigation Measure Bio-6 in the response to Comment L4-8 above. 

L4-10 As noted in the response to Comment L3-17 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), in Southern 
California, golden eagle ranges average approximately 93 square kilometers or 36 square 
miles.7 Given that the development would remove approximately 300 acres of potential 
foraging habitat, the project would affect approximately 1.5% of a potential home range or 
territory. In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the loss of 1.5% of a 
territory does not represent a “substantial adverse effect” and as such is not a significant impact 
requiring mitigation. Similarly, this would not contribute to significant cumulative losses given 
the relatively small size of the proposed Cielo Vista project (75 acres subject to impacts or 
about 0.3% of a home range).  

 Further as noted in the response to Comment L3-18 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), the 
Cooper’s hawk favors areas with tree canopy cover where it hunts mostly song birds. The 
adjoining residential areas provide far more suitable habitat for this urban-adapted species than 
the project site. In Southern California, the peregrine falcon favors coastal areas and areas such 
as the Santa Ana River, where it hunts shorebirds and waterfowl. In the western United States, 
peregrine densities are low, with a single pair often occupying hundreds of square miles.8 
Given these factors, the loss of approximately 300 acres of habitat with marginal suitability 
does not represent a substantial adverse effect. Northern harriers and sharp-shinned hawks 
would most likely occur as wintering species, using the site for occasional foraging. Sharp-
shinned hawks most commonly forage in woodlands, which are limited on the site. Impacts to 
suitable habitat account for fewer than 20 acres. Their diet consists almost entirely of birds 
(90%) and small to medium-sized songbirds (e.g., sparrows, robins, finches) which are plentiful 
year-round in all habitats in Southern California and are the primary prey such that there is no 
shortage of prey for this species. As such, the loss of 300 acres of habitat for this relatively 
uncommon winter visitor would not be considered significant. 

 On page 5-120 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR is a discussion of existing 
raptor use of the Study Area associated with the Proposed Project. The DEIR states: “Although 
a few special status species were observed foraging within the Study Area, including Cooper’s 
hawk, golden eagle, northern harrier, peregrine falcon, and sharp-shinned hawk, foraging by 
these species was infrequent and the Study Area does not provide an important location for 
raptor foraging…” On page 5-152 in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR is a 
discussion of the project impact to raptor foraging habitat. The DEIR states the Study Area 
provides low- to moderate-quality foraging habitat based on field observations during 
numerous site visits. The DEIR concludes that the Project impact does not constitute a 
substantial adverse effect on special status raptors and would be less than significant as 
established by the significant thresholds on page 5-138 of this DEIR and therefore no 
mitigation is required. This conclusion is not based on the Proposed Project’s proximity to 
Chino Hills State Park and therefore no change is necessary to the DEIR or mitigation 
measures. 

7  Johnsgard, John. 1990. Hawks, Eagles, & Falcons of North America. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, p. 263. 
8  Ibid, p. 305. 
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L4-11 The avian nesting season for sites that do not support the coastal California gnatcatcher has 
traditionally begun March 15, with the season expanded to February 15 where gnatcatchers 
are present. As noted in the response to Comment L3-12 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), 
coastal California gnatcatchers have never been detected on the property, and the 
appropriate start of the nesting season is March 15. Certain birds of prey, such as the red-tail 
hawk and the barn owl, can begin nesting as early as February 1; however, there is little 
suitable habitat for these species on the site, with the possible exception of the damaged 
oaks in Drainage D and a few non-native palms in off-site portions of Drainage D (barn owls 
only). The mitigation measure has been revised accordingly as set forth below: 

 Mitigation Measure Bio-9 has been revised to extend the possible distance from 300 feet to 
500 feet from nesting raptors and include that a qualified biologist monitor will determine 
the appropriate distance from any nest pursuant to §3503 and §3503.5 of the Fish and Game 
Code. An additional requirement is that a qualified biologist surveys the Proposed Project 
area weekly for 40 days prior to project activities and no more than 10 days prior to start of 
project activities. Also, clarification has been added concerning definition of nesting and 
that written justification by the Biologists for nest avoidance measures is to be submitted to 
the Orange County Manager of Planning. 

Bio-9 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall include the 
following condition on the grading plan for implementation during vegetation 
removal operations: 

Seven days prior to the initiation of project activities, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct weekly bird surveys, with the last survey no more than three days prior to 
initiation of project activities, to detect protected native birds occurring in suitable 
nesting habitat that is to be disturbed and (as access to adjacent areas allows) any 
other such habitat as determined by a qualified biologist. No vegetation removal 
shall occur between the dates of March 15 and to August 31, unless a qualified 
biologist surveys the Project’s impact area 10 days prior to initiation of project 
activities prior to disturbance to confirm the absence of active nests. If an active 
nest is discovered, vegetation removal within a particular buffer surrounding the 
nest shall be prohibited until nesting is complete (i.e., nest is vacant and juveniles 
have fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting); the buffer 
distance shall be determined by a qualified biologist (in consultation with the 
CDFW or the USFWS, if applicable) and in consideration of species sensitivity and 
existing nest site conditions. Limits of avoidance for nesting raptors, as determined 
by a qualified biologist, which can be up to 300 feet for nesting raptors, shall be 
demarcated with flagging or fencing, and Project personnel, including contractors 
working on-site, shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The Biologist shall 
record the results of the recommended protective measures described above and 
shall submit a written memo summarizing any nest avoidance measures to the 
Orange County Manager of Planning to document compliance with applicable 
state and federal laws, specifically §3503 and §3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code 
pertaining to the protection of native birds, including nesting raptors and the 
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. 
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L4-12 A complete description of the Proposed Project’s planting palettes is referenced on 
page 5-300 of Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and found in the Approved 
Fuel Modification Zone Plant List in Appendix E of the FPEP (Appendix J of the DEIR), and 
the Esperanza Hills Community-Wide Prohibited Plant List in Appendix F of the FPEP 
(Appendix J of the DEIR). The Esperanza Hills Community-Wide Prohibited Plant List 
includes Note 4 referencing the California Invasive Plant Council’s (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant 
Inventory for additional undesirable plants due to their invasive nature. 

 The Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan found on page 5-301 for Option 1 and page 5-303 
for Option 2 and described in detail on pages 5-306 and 5-307 indicates that Zone C and 
Zone D, which are adjacent to natural areas, are not irrigated, and plantings are selected 
from the Approved Fuel Modification Zone Plant List found in Appendix E of the FPEP 
(Appendix J in the DEIR). 

 Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) starting on page 5-341 of the DEIR provides a 
detailed discussion of surface water runoff from the developed areas along with project 
design features to treat and contain surface water within the development footprint prior to 
release downstream. 

L4-13 Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) starting on page 5-376 describes the Low Impact 
Development (LID) techniques, Hydromodification Control BMPs and Bio-Treatment BMP 
features designed into the Proposed Project to treat and retain surface water prior to 
discharge off site. The use of large LID techniques to treat project runoff, instead of many 
small BMPs such as roof down spouts empting over pervious surfaces, the use of crushed 
aggregate, turf block, unit pavers, pervious concrete and asphalt as suggested cannot be 
utilized due to the steepness of the site grading, with most streets above 5% grade, since 
those types of BMPs require flatter grades. The DEIR includes project design features 
including LID techniques, Hydromodification Control BMPs and Bio-Treatment BMP as well 
as the incorporation of conditions of approval that result in less than significant impacts from 
surface water runoff. 

L4-14 As described in the DEIR, all project impacts to biological resources have been mitigated to 
a level of less than significant. 
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Comment Letter L5 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L5  
California Department of Parks and Recreation  
February 3, 2014 

L5-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the State of California Department of Parks 
and Recreation dated February 3, 2014. The Department of Parks and Recreation is a trustee 
agency as noted. Pursuant to §15086(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, “A responsible agency or 
other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those activities 
involved in the project that are within an area of expertise of the agency . . .” Section 
15086(d) states: “Prior to the close of the public review period, a responsible agency or 
trustee agency which has identified what that agency considers to be significant 
environmental effects shall advise the lead agency of those effects.” 

L5-2 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. As noted in 
Topical Response 5, the County has discretion to approve or disapprove any one of the 
projects. Segmentation or piecemealing has not occurred within the definitions of CEQA. 
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L5-3 There are no restrictive covenants on the Project site. All covenants in connection with 
USFWS occur in Chino Hills State Park. 

L5-4 The depiction of the Project site in relation to the boundary of Chino Hills State Park (CHSP) 
is accurate. Exhibits of CHSP used were from the CHSP General Plan and the City of Yorba 
Linda Trails map, as well as other published maps. The Proposed Project will not include 
any construction activity within the boundaries of CHSP and provides a buffer between 
development and the Park boundaries. However, the acreage noted in the DEIR is revised 
from 11,770 to 14,100 as noted by the commenter. Analysis in the DEIR will not change 
based on Park boundaries or total acreage and, therefore, the analysis remains adequate. 

L5-5 A complete description of Project Alternative 4 – Lower/Reduced Density is found in 
Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 6) on pages 6-78 through 6-85 of the DEIR. As described 
therein, Alternative 4 would result in Planning Area 2 remaining in its current condition with 
limited grading in order to achieve slope stability and balanced grading operations. As 
depicted on Exhibit 5-5, Esperanza Hills-Option 1 on page 5-17 in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) 
of the DEIR, Planning Area 2 is located on the upper slopes of the Proposed Project. Any 
grading needed for slope stabilization or balanced grading operations will occur in the lower 
portion of Planning Area 2, as it meets the development portion of Planning Area 1. As 
discussed on page 5-44 and shown on Exhibit 5-22, View 12, on page 5-55 Estate Lot 1 and 
a few homes located on “S” Street and “U” Street in Planning Area 2 are visible from San 
Juan Hill in CHSP. Alternative 4 would eliminate the development of Estate Lot 1 and 
Planning Area 2 and results in no view of the development associated with Planning Area 1. 
The limited grading associated with slope stability and balanced grading operations will be 
subject to design standards of the Specific Plan including fuel modification areas as 
described in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) starting on page 5-429 of the DEIR. 

L5-6 Alternative 1 (Option 2A) and Alternative 2 (Option 2B) will have the same impact to 
aesthetics as the Proposed Project’s Option 1 and Option 2 as discussed in Section 5.1 
(Aesthetics) of the DEIR. Contrary to the commenter’s opinion that Estate Lot 1 results in a 
significant impact to the aesthetics qualities and visitors’ experience in CHSP, the Proposed 
Project as designed is consistent with regulatory documents governing aesthetics as 
discussed in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) beginning on page 5-395 of the DEIR. 
Project Design Features (PDFs) Mitigation Measures have been added to reduce Project 
impacts to aesthetics to less than significant.  

 A complete description of Proposed Project’s consistency with the Chino Hills State Park 
General Plan is provided in Table 5-9-19 in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning, pages 
5-449 through 5-450 of the DEIR). As described therein, the Proposed Project is consistent 
with the CHSP Aesthetic Resources Goal, because all feasible measures and project design 
features have been incorporated into the Proposed Project to minimize man-made visual 
impacts from views within the CHSP. The Aesthetic Resources Goal includes a guideline 
concerning ridgelines and knoll developments outside the park to discourage development 
that adversely affects significant views and to work with park neighbors and local 
government to review and plan adjacent developments in a manner that protects views. 
Estate Lot 1 can be seen in the distance from CHSP along with developed hillsides of Yorba 
Linda, SR-55, and the Los Angeles Basin as depicted on Exhibit 5-22, View 12, on page 5-55 
in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. Although Estate Lot 1 can be seen from the San Juan 
Hill outlook, it is approximately .6 miles from that location; thus, the scale of the proposed 
home and its effect within the viewshed when viewed from the San Juan Hill outlook are 
significantly diminished. Furthermore, the DEIR includes PDF-1 through PDF-10 and 
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Mitigation Measure AE-1 to mitigate project impact to off-site views of the rolling hill-scape 
and the Los Angeles Basin from CHSP. Therefore, due to the distance from the San Juan Hill 
outlook, the design and scale of the proposed estate lot and other residential development 
within the viewshed, and project design features incorporated into the project, it was 
determined that the Proposed Project is consistent with the CHSP General Plan goal of 
protecting scenic features. Most importantly, views from vantages within CHSP of the distant 
hillsides and ridgelines would not be compromised. Therefore, visual impacts of the project 
on the CHSP, including San Juan Hill outlook, are less than significant. 

 As discussed on page 5-57, Visual Character, the Specific Plan includes development 
standards and design guidelines that lessen the visual impact of man-made structures. These 
measures include: limiting building height to two stories; buildings color values compatible 
with surrounding natural vegetation, such as browns, ochers, sepias, and grays; use of non-
glare glass and materials, low lighting levels and shielded light fixtures to avoid light 
spillage; and open space surrounds Estate Lot 1 with fuel modification zones, slope 
landscaping and natural vegetation buffer areas. Landscape screening cannot be used to 
screen Estate Lot 1 because it is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Zone as discussed in 
Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) starting on page 5-275 of the DEIR. As 
depicted in View-12 on page 5-55 of the DEIR, Estate Lot 1 is located as such to be viewed 
below a ridgeline, and the vast majority of the scenic vista of rolling hills and the Los 
Angeles Basin is preserved.  

 The CHSP General Plan also includes Acquisition Goals to protect and enhance park 
resources and improve visitors’ enjoyment through appropriate land acquisitions as 
discussed on page 5-450 in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR. As discussed 
therein, no land acquisition by CHSP is proposed for the Esperanza Hills project, and CHSP 
rejected a proposal to include the northeast portion of the Proposed Project into the park 
years ago. 

L5-7 Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) in the DEIR provides view simulations of the Proposed Project. View 
Simulation 7 on page 5-45 depicts the Proposed Project area where the lower reservoir will 
be located below the ridgeline on the highest hill. View Simulation 12, page 5-55 shows the 
view area where the second reservoir will be located. It will also be below the ridgeline and 
not visible from the park. The area will be buffered with vegetation and decorative fencing, 
as detailed in the Specific Plan. The views show an unpaved roadway that will be used for 
maintenance. 
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L5-8 The Biological Resources have been analyzed in all of the Alternatives presented in the 
DEIR. All alternatives for the Proposed Project have evaluated potential impacts to a wide 
variety of habitats and species, as well as impacts to drainage courses subject to Corps, 
CDFW, and RWQCB jurisdiction. Impacts to certain special vegetation communities, 
including California walnut woodland, blue elderberry woodland, and southern willow 
scrub, were identified in the DEIR as significant, and mitigation has been proposed to reduce 
these impacts to less than significant. Similarly, impacts to the drainage courses have been 
identified as significant, and mitigation has been identified that reduces the impacts to less 
than significant. Finally, significant impacts to two special-status plants (Braunton’s milk-
vetch and the intermediate mariposa lily) were identified along with mitigation sufficient to 
reduce the impacts to less than significant, which is also the case for one species, least Bell’s 
vireo.  

 Relative to wildlife movement, USFWS concurs with the conclusions in the DEIR in its 
comment letter on the DEIR that the Project Site is not located within a regional wildlife 
corridor and consequently would not affect such movement. It is important to note that the 
Proposed Project has no potential to affect east-west wildlife movement, as the western edge 
of the development has adjacent development already precluding wildlife movement. 
Therefore, regional movement already is restricted to areas to the north of the site.  

 USFWS notes that the Proposed Project would potentially affect live-in habitat for common 
mammals such as bobcat, coyote, mule deer, and gray fox, which would also affect local 
movement by these species. Paragraph D of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states the 
following regarding wildlife corridors: 

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

 In accordance with this guidance, the Proposed Project would not “Interfere 
substantially…with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the 
use of native wildlife nursery sites.” The potential loss or more likely displacement of 
common species such as coyote, bobcat, gray fox, or mule deer would not be a significant 
impact under CEQA. Coyotes and bobcats would continue to have access to areas of 
preserved open space within Chino Hills State Park and other areas of open space. As such, 
there would be no significant impacts to wildlife movement in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

L5-9 In accordance with CEQA, the impacts associated with a project are assessed based on the 
current/existing conditions for any subject resource. The letter from the Department of Parks 
and Recreation notes that currently there are generally four pairs of golden eagles within the 
area (although “area” is not defined). Based on golden eagle observations within Orange 
County and the immediately adjacent areas, it is clear that golden eagles extend from the 
CHSP (approximately 14, 000 acres), southward, using the Central Coastal NCCP/HCP lands 
and associated open space totaling about 50,000 acres, areas of open space in Orange 
County’s Southern Subregion HCP (13,000 acres), as well as the Cleveland National Forest, 
which in Orange County accounts for approximately 80 square miles, between Santa Ana 
Canyon and Ortega Highway. In all, this totals as follows: 
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CHSP: 14,100 acres  = 22 square miles 
Central Coastal NCCP/HCP: 50,000 acres  = 78 square miles 
Southern Subregion HCP 13,000 acres  = 20 square miles 
Cleveland National Forest  = 80 square miles 
Total  = Approximately 200 square miles 

 As noted in the response to Comment L3-17 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), the breeding 
range for golden eagles is approximately 36 square miles or sufficient habitat for about 5.5 
pairs, meaning that the current condition of approximately four pairs is supported by the 
existing habitat. As noted in the response to Comment L3-17 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service), given that the development would remove approximately 330 acres of potential 
foraging habitat, the Proposed Project would affect approximately 1.5% of a potential home 
range or territory. In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the loss of 1.5% 
of a territory does not represent a “substantial adverse effect,” especially when the available 
habitat is considered, and as such is not a significant impact requiring mitigation. It is also 
worth noting that these figures do not include extensive open space in Whittier Hills to the 
west or San Jose Hills and San Gabriel foothills to the north.  

Given these considerations, combined with the fact that the Project site contains no 
potential breeding areas, it is unlikely that there will be impacts to golden eagles. As noted 
on page 5-116 of the DEIR, a golden eagle was seen foraging on-site, and a nest was 
observed approximately 1,700 feet to the north of the proposed development edge. While 
the nest site is currently unoccupied, if nesting occurs again at this site at some point during 
construction or post-construction, its distance and its sheltered location would ensure that 
nesting would not be affected. The Proposed Project does not exhibit any potential for “take” 
under the provisions of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act where take is defined as 
“pursue, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, destroy, molest or disturb.” 
Furthermore, that project would not exhibit potential to “disturb” which would include to 
“agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to the degree that causes or is likely to cause, based 
on the best scientific information available (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its 
productivity, (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering behavior.” 

There is not now nor has there ever been a sighting of a golden eagle nest on the Project site 
(page 5-116 in the DEIR). The nearest golden eagle nest was located approximately two 
miles north and west of the Project site and was apparently destroyed in the Freeway 
Complex Fire in 2008. 
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L5-10 As noted in the response to Comment L3-2 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), a total of 11 
species, which were not detected during biological surveys, were determined to have at 
least some potential to occur on the site, including coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed 
snake, loggerhead shrike, long-eared owl, northern red-diamond rattlesnake, orange-
throated whiptail, pallid bat, prairie falcon, Vaux’s swift, western mastiff bat, and western 
yellow bat. 

 Coast horned lizard is easily detected by scat, which can be detected around leaf-cutter ant 
hills as well as by direct observations and none were detected. While there is some potential 
for this species to occur, the lack of detection and the low quality of the habitat is such that 
impacts, if they present, would be very limited and would not represent a “substantial 
adverse effect” on the species and would not be considered significant.  

 Unlike the coast horned lizard, which is more easily detected, the coast patch-nosed snake 
is rarely detected. Given the preference of this species for high quality habitat consisting of 
sandy flat and rocky open areas, neither of which is common on the site, potential for this 
species to occur is fairly limited. Because of the low quality of the habitat, potential impacts, 
if they present, would be very limited and would not represent a “substantial adverse effect” 
on the species and would not be considered significant.  

 Loggerhead shrike is an easily detected bird where present, foraging in open areas and 
perching in plain view. Given that this species was not detected during the numerous avian 
surveys on the site, the site does not represent important habitat for this species, and the 
Proposed Project does not exhibit the potential for having a “substantial adverse effect” on 
the species. 

Potential habitat for the long-eared owl would generally be restricted to the limited oak 
riparian habitat that occurs in limited portions of Drainage D, accounting for 6.36 acres. 
This habitat was subject to substantial damage during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, and 
the likelihood of long-eared owls is generally low. As such, the site does not represent 
important habitat for this species and the Proposed Project does not exhibit the potential for 
having a “substantial adverse effect” on the species. 

The northern red-diamond rattlesnake is typically associated with high quality scrub habitat 
that includes rocky areas and often cactus, none of which are common on the site, and the 
potential for this species to occur is fairly limited. Because of the low quality of the habitat, 
potential impacts, if they present, would be very limited and would not represent a 
“substantial adverse effect” on the species and would not be considered significant. 

The orange-throated whiptail is typically associated with somewhat mesic, high quality 
scrub habitat, which are not common on the site, and the potential for this species to occur 
is fairly limited, with Blue Mud Canyon, which is avoided by the Proposed Project. Because 
of the low quality of the habitat, potential impacts, if they present, would be very limited 
and would not represent a “substantial adverse effect” on the species and would not be 
considered significant. 

Suitable roosting areas are lacking on the site for the pallid bat and the western mastiff bat as 
noted on pages 52 and 53 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the DEIR). As 
such, the only potential use of the site would be limited to potential foraging, and this would 
be limited by the mostly very dry conditions. The site does not represent important habitat 
for these species, and the project does not exhibit the potential for having a “substantial 
adverse effect” on these species.  
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As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 53, the western yellow bat requires palms and/or 
cottonwoods for roosting. The site does not support cottonwood riparian habitat, and there 
are only a few palms in off-site portions of Drainage D. As such, potential habitat is very 
limited. Therefore, the site does not represent important habitat for these species, and the 
Proposed Project does not exhibit the potential for having a “substantial adverse effect” on 
these species.  

Vaux’s swift only occurs in Southern California during migration and, as such, the only 
potential for occurrence would be during brief periods of foraging. As such, the site does not 
represent habitat for these species, and the Proposed Project does not exhibit the potential 
for having a “substantial adverse effect” on these species. 

As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 52, the prairie falcon is an uncommon resident in 
coastal Southern California. If the prairie falcon occurs on the site, it would be rare and, as 
such, the site does not represent important habitat and any impacts to this species would not 
be considered significant.  

Given these factors, additional surveys for these species would result in changed findings 
and as such, such surveys are not warranted.  

Regarding the potential for northern harrier to breed in Southern California, records indicate 
that breeding is at best uncommon. For example, Hamilton and Willick note the following in 
The Birds of Orange County, California: Status and Distribution:9 

This raptor is primarily an uncommon winter visitor to marshes, grassland, rangelands 
and broken scrub; it is occasionally encountered in the mountains. A few pairs nest in 
the San Joaquin Hills and possibly, in and around Rancho Santa Margarita.  

There are three important points to be addressed. First, the text of the DEIR has been 
modified as follows for each of the three alternatives considered.  

• The northern harrier is CDFW SSC when nesting, but is a common, often abundant, 
winter visitor throughout California from September through April. Characteristically, 
this hawk inhabits marshlands, both coastal salt and freshwater, but often forages 
over grasslands and fields. It glides and flies low over open habitats searching for 
prey. Northern harrier was observed foraging on site, but exhibits a low likelihood of 
nesting on the site given the lack of previous records for nesting in this part of 
Orange County. would not nest on site as this species is not known to breed in 
southern California  

• As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding 
on-site based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during 
the various surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternative 1 
would be less than significant. 

• As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding 
on site based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during 
the various surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternative 2 
would be less than significant. 

9  Hamilton, R. and D. Willick. 1996. The Birds of Orange County, California: Status and Distribution. Sea and Sage 
Audubon Press, Irvine CA, p. 66. 
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• As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding 
on site based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during 
the various surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternative 3 
would be less than significant. 

Second, the Department of Parks and Recreation reports that harriers have been known to 
nest in CHSP; however, no evidence is provided, including purported dates or locations. A 
check of eBird shows observations within CHSP during the wintering season on the 
following dates: January 29, 2011, March 5, 2011, February 2, 2012, and February 10, 
2012.10 No observations during the breeding season are reported.  

Finally, the northern harrier is a CDFW SSC only during breeding and, as such, impacts 
would only be significant where impacts occur to a breeding pair while nesting. Mitigation 
Measure Bio-9 ensures that no impacts to nesting birds would occur. As such, if habitat 
clearing occurs during the breeding season (March 15 to August 31), nesting surveys would 
be required and any potential impacts to this species in the very unlikely case of nesting on 
the site, would be avoided. 

L5-11 In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the question regarding raptors is whether there 
would be a “substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification.”  

As addressed in the response to Comment L3-19 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), relative to 
special-status raptors, potential impacts would not be considered to have a substantial effect. 
Specifically, the Cooper’s hawk favors areas with tree canopy cover where it hunts mostly 
song birds. The adjoining residential areas provide far more suitable habitat for this urban-
adapted species than the project site. In Southern California, The peregrine falcon favors 
coastal areas and areas such as the Santa Ana River, where it hunts shorebirds and 
waterfowl. In the western United States, peregrine densities are low, with a single pair often 
occupying hundreds of square miles.11 Given these factors, the loss of approximately 300 
acres of habitat with marginal suitability does not represent a substantial adverse effect. 
Northern harrier is addressed above. Sharp-shinned hawks would most likely occur as 
wintering species, using the site for occasional foraging. Sharp-shinned hawks commonly 
forage in woodlands, which are limited on the site and impacts to suitable habitat 
accounting for less than 20 acres but also forage in other habitats during the wintering 
season. Importantly, the diet of sharp-shinned hawks consists almost entirely of song birds, 
which are plentiful in Southern California due to the combined high population that results 
from the combined presence of wintering and resident song birds. 

L5-12 As noted in the response to Comment L3-19 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), and in 
accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project does not have 
the potential to adversely affect regional wildlife movement, which the Department of Parks 
and Recreation appears to acknowledge by its focus on smaller corridors within the project 
site. Because of existing development to the west and south of the site, there are no smaller 
corridors through the Project site that would link areas to the south or west to larger open 
space such as CHSP to the north or east. The Proposed Project could potentially affect 
habitat that is used by common species of mammal (e.g., coyote or bobcat); however, given 
that these are not special-status species that are widespread and common, such impacts are 
not considered significant under CEQA. 

10  http://ebird.org/ebird/map/norhar?bmo=1&emo=12&byr=2010&eyr=2014 
11  Ibid, p. 305. 
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L5-13 As noted in the response to Comment L3-12 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), there are 
multiple years of survey data for the site that show that the California gnatcatcher does not 
occur on the site, and the DEIR appropriately concluded that the Project site does not exhibit 
suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. While the Freeway Complex Fire of 
2008 further degraded already sub-optimal to unsuitable habitat conditions, it is important to 
note that the majority of surveys conducted on the site occurred prior to the fire (e.g., 
Campbell 1997, 1998, and 2002, and GLA 2007), when there was at least potentially higher 
quality habitat for the gnatcatcher. However, even in 2002, Campbell observed that the 
portions of the coastal sage scrub on the site are dominated by black sage (Salvia mellifera) 
that occurs on steep topography and at high elevations, making it unsuitable for the coastal 
California gnatcatcher. This is consistent with GLA’s pre-fire observations, so while the site 
will likely return to the pre-fire conditions, such conditions range from sub-optimal to 
unsuitable for the gnatcatcher. USFWS acknowledges that coastal California gnatcatchers 
have not been detected during the breeding season. GLA further notes that GLA biologists 
familiar with the coastal California gnatcatcher have spent numerous hours conducting other 
surveys (e.g., jurisdictional delineation, rare plant surveys, focused willow flycatcher 
surveys, vegetation mapping, and general biological surveys) during both the breeding and 
non-breeding season, and gnatcatchers have never been detected. 

The Project site is within Unit 9 of the designated Critical Habitat for the California 
gnatcatcher with the development area accounting for 1.8% of the 17,552 acres designated 
as Unit 9, which is in part characterized as follows: 

Habitat within this unit is being designated because it was occupied at the time of 
listing, is currently occupied, and contains all of the features essential to the 
conservation of the coastal California gnatcatcher (PCEs 1 and 2). Additionally, this unit 
provides for connectivity and genetic interchange among core populations and contains 
large blocks of high-quality habitat capable of supporting persistent populations of 
coastal California gnatcatchers.12 

As noted above, while other portions of the Critical Habitat Unit may have been occupied, 
the Project site was not and is not occupied. Based on numerous protocol surveys over a 
number of years (between 1998 and 2013), the Project site has never been found to be 
occupied because it exhibits very low potential for supporting the California gnatcatcher due 
to a lack of suitable coastal sage scrub, steep topography, and elevations that are generally 
too high for the California gnatcatcher in the northern portion of the site. Assertions that the 
site could be occupied are not based on any evidence. To reiterate, occupation by 
gnatcatchers is unlikely, based on unsuitable topography, mostly unsuitable vegetation 
communities, and portions of the site at elevations that rarely are occupied by the 
gnatcatcher. 

Areas immediately west of the project site are fully developed such that “low elevation” 
dispersal to the west is already blocked or severely impeded as depicted on Exhibit 1. 
Unimpeded dispersal routes to the west occur north of the terminus of Casino Ridge Road 
and San Antonio Road, which would not be affected by the proposed development which 
would be south of such a dispersal route. The conclusion in the DEIR that the Proposed 
Project would not have a significant impact on Critical Habitat Unit 9 is based on years of 

12  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2007. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Revised Designation of Critical 
Habitat for the Coastal California Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica): Federal Register/ Vol. 72, No. 243 / 
Wednesday, December 19, 2007 / Rules and Regulations, p. 720440 
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survey data that show the site to be unoccupied by the California gnatcatcher, and based on 
the opinion of numerous biologists stating that the site is not suitable. 

L5-14 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan. There would be no change to the existing dirt road that historically has 
been used by oil well operators, OCFA, YLWD, SCE, Chino Hills State Park, and 
neighboring residents for vehicular and foot access to the Project site. The roadway will be 
utilized for either a primary access road or a fire apparatus access road, depending on the 
ingress/egress option selected.  

With regard to potential impacts to roads in the event of a major earthquake, as stated in 
Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils), strong seismic ground shaking is endemic in Southern 
California. All feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Proposed 
Project including adherence to state and local building and construction standards to reduce 
potential impacts to the extent feasible. 

L5-15 As discussed on page 6-78, Project Alternatives (Chapter 6) of the DEIR, Alternative 4 
assumes the development of Planning Area 1 only. The conceptual grading and conceptual 
fuel modification plan for Planning Area 1 is depicted on the following exhibits: 

Exhibit 4-9, Conceptual Site Plan Option 1 on page 4-13 
Exhibit 4-10, Conceptual Site Plan Option 2 on page 4-15 
Exhibit 4-11, Planning Areas on page 4-17 
Exhibit 5-3, Conceptual Site Plan/Grading Option 1 on page 5-11 
Exhibit 5-4, Conceptual Site Plan/Grading Option 2 on page 5-13 
Exhibit 5-5, Esperanza Hills Option 1 on page 5-17 
Exhibit 5-6, Esperanza Hills Option 2 on page 5-19 
Exhibit 5-7, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan Option 1 on page 5-21 
Exhibit 5-8, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan Option 2 on page 5-23 

A complete discussion of approved and prohibited planting palettes is found in the response 
to Comment L3-12 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 

L5-16 A complete discussion of the Proposed Project’s impact to biological resources associated 
with the fuel breaks in Blue Mud Canyon is found in the response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service). 
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L5-17 The DEIR adequately analyzed impacts related to invasive plants (see Section 5.3 - 
Biological Resources). As noted in the DEIR beginning on page 5-162, Project Design 
Features and Mitigation Measures have been incorporated into the Proposed Project that 
specifically address pets, edge effects, and plants. Trail connections will only occur with 
approval from the appropriate jurisdictions (CHSP, City of Yorba Linda). CEQA does not 
require analysis of costs and staff time and, therefore, no analysis is included. The Proposed 
Project provides in excess of the required park acreage and approximately seven miles of 
trails for use by the general public, minimizing the use of such amenities in local parks. 
Commenter provides no factual information pertaining to physical deterioration, increased 
operations, and maintenance costs resulting from development of adjacent properties. See 
response to Comment L5-16 above. 

L5-18 The County acknowledges the contact information provided. 
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Comment Letter L6 
Native American Heritage Commission 
December 10, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L6  
Native American Heritage Commission  
December 10, 2013 

L6-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) dated December 10, 2013 requiring compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines and the California Government Code as they relate to archeological resources. 

L6-2 As stated on Page 5-190 (Section 5.4, Cultural Resources) of the DEIR, an archaeological 
and historical record search was conducted for the Proposed Project. A total of 18 cultural 
resources were previously documented within a one-mile radius of the Project site. A 
pedestrian survey for archaeological and paleontological resources was conducted in 2008. 
A survey update was performed in October 2012. The archaeological and historical records 
research determined that there are no known cultural resources within the Project area. No 
resources were visible during the pedestrian surveys. These findings were detailed in the 
“Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment Update for the Esperanza Hills 
Project” prepared by Cogstone and dated January 2013. The Assessment is included as 
Appendix F in the DEIR. 
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L6-3 As stated on Page 5-190 of the DEIR, Native American consultation for the Proposed Project 
was conducted in 2008 in compliance with SB 18 requirements. Letters were sent to all 
individuals and tribes recommended by NAHC at that time. Two responses were received, 
but there was no specific information about resources from the respondents. 

L6-4 Subsection 5.4.5 - Mitigation Measures (pages 5-200-201) includes mitigation in the event 
any unanticipated cultural resources are discovered during construction. Also included is 
mitigation requiring a Paleontological Resources Mitigation Plan be prepared for training, 
monitoring, recovery and curation of fossils meeting significance criteria established in the 
Plan. 
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Comment Letter L7 
Caltrans District 12 
December 20, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L7  
Caltrans District 12  
December 20, 2013 

L7-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter dated December 20, 2013 from the Department 
of Transportation - District 12 (Department) related to the Esperanza Hills DEIR. The County 
recognizes the Department as a commenting agency and that the Department has no 
comments at this time. The Department will be consulted in the event an encroachment 
permit is required. 

L7-2 The County will continue to keep the Department informed related to the Esperanza Hills 
project and will send any future correspondence to Aileen Kennedy. 
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Comment Letter L8 
Caltrans District 12 
January 21, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L8  
Caltrans District 12  
January 21, 2013 

L8-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a second comment letter from Caltrans District 12 
dated January 21, 2014. 

L8-2 The Weir Canyon Road/SR-91 interchange analyses in the Traffic Impact Analysis have been 
updated using the recently corrected Synchro Software version of the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM), which is 2010, for the Existing, Year 2020, and Buildout Year 2035 traffic 
conditions “Without Project” traffic and “With Project” traffic. As shown in Tables 1, 2 and 3 
below, both intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service. The 
commenter is also referred to Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress. 

Table 1 
Existing Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis –- Caltrans 

Esperanza Hills, County of Orange 

Key Intersection 
Time 

Period 

(1) 
Existing 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 
Existing Plus 
Project Traffic 

Conditions 

(3) 
Significant 

Impact 
 Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Yes/No 

14.  Weir Canyon Road at  
        SR-91 WB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

11.7 
10.3 

B 
B 

11.8 
10.6 

B 
B 

No 
No 

15.  Weir Canyon Road at 
       SR-91 EB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

8.7 
22.1 

B 
C 

8.8 
24.7 

A 
C 

No 
No 

 
Table 2 

Year 2020 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis - Caltrans 
Esperanza Hills, County of Orange 

Key Intersection 
Time 

Period 

(1) 
Existing 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 
Year 2020 

Cumulative Traffic 
Conditions 

(3) 
Year 2020 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Traffic Conditions 

(4) 
Significant 

Impact 
 Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Yes/No 

14.  Weir Canyon Road at  
        SR-91 WB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

11.7 
10.3 

B 
B 

13.0 
11.7 

B 
B 

13.1 
12.6 

B 
B 

No 
No 

15.  Weir Canyon Road at 
       SR-91 EB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

8.7 
22.1 

A 
C 

10.7 
23.0 

B 
C 

10.7 
27.8 

B 
C 

No 
No 

 
Table 3 

Year 2035 Peak Hour Intersection Capacity Analysis - Caltrans 
Esperanza Hills, County of Orange 

Key Intersection 
Time 

Period 

(1) 
Existing 

Traffic Conditions 

(2) 
Year 2035 

Cumulative Traffic 
Conditions 

(3) 
Year 2035 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

Traffic Conditions 

(4) 
Significant 

Impact 
 Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Delay (s/v) LOS Yes/No 
14.  Weir Canyon Road at  
        SR-91 WB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

11.7 
10.3 

B 
B 

13.5 
13.3 

B 
B 

13.7 
14.3 

B 
B 

No 
No 

15.  Weir Canyon Road at 
       SR-91 EB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

8.7 
22.1 

A 
C 

15.3 
46.8 

B 
D 

15.4 
47.9 

B 
D 

No 
No 
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L8-3 As noted on pages 5-622 and 5-623 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project will add less than 
0.010 to the ICU value at Weir Canyon Road at SR-91 ramps and is not considered a 
significant impact. Therefore, no fair share calculations are necessary. 

L8-4 The traffic analysis included development of the Proposed Project and the potential 
development of the Bridal Hills property (38 residential units). The proposed Cielo Vista 
project was considered as a related project (page 5-558, Table 5-14-6 and Section 6.2 in the 
Traffic Impact Analysis) for purposes of cumulative impacts. Mitigation Measure T-1 has 
been included in the DEIR to reduce impacts from the Proposed Project and the proposed 
Cielo Vista project at the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua with the 
installation of a traffic signal. 
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L8-5 The County will inform Caltrans of future developments through the contact information 
provided. 
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Comment Letter L9 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
February 1, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L9  
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board  
February 1, 2013 

L9-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from the SARWQCB (Board) dated February 
3, 2014 including the Board’s February 1, 2013 comment letter to the Proposed Project’s 
Notice of Preparation. The Board has indicated that the 2013 letter expresses current 
concerns, and that responses should be provided based on that letter. The County 
acknowledges RWQCB’s authority to protect water quality and to ensure that Project water 
quality is protected during construction and in the developed condition. 

 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project impact to water quality is found in Section 5.8 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR starting on page 5-341 of the DEIR. As described 
on page 5-358, Project Impacts Prior to Mitigation, the grading area associated with 
Option 1 is 328.9 acres and 317.6 acres for Option 2 of the 468.9 acre Project Site and 
results in 77.2 acres of impervious surfaces (roof tops, driveways, and streets) for Option 1 
and 75.6 acres for Option 2. 

 A pre-annexation process has been initiated with Orange County LAFCO, and the focus 
stakeholder process has been initiated between the County of Orange, the City of Yorba 
Linda, and the Yorba Linda Water District. A complete discussion of the annexation process 
is found in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) starting on page 5-450 of the DEIR. 

L9-2 Refer to Topical Response 6 – Biological Resources/Open Space for information on the 
amount of open space to be left undisturbed by the development of the Proposed Project. A 
complete analysis of the Project impact to water quality is found in Section 5.8 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the DEIR starting on page 5-341. The DEIR concludes that with 
implementation of the Proposed Project and the associated project design features and 
conditions of approval, Project and cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality are 
less than significant. 
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L9-3 The DEIR is consistent with the information provided in the NOP and that impacts to four 
drainages and associated tributaries would occur during project grading. Impacts to Blue 
Mud Canyon have been avoided with the exception of a utility crossing, which could also 
serve as an access point such that impacts to Blue Mud Canyon total only 0.03 acre, 
consisting mostly of an artificial basin (0.02 acre of wetlands) constructed at the mouth of 
Blue Mud Canyon and a limited amount of ephemeral drainage (0.01 acre). 

 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s biological resources and water quality impacts 
to the four blue-line drainages and riparian habitat including the entry road described in 
Option 1 in Blue Mud Canyon is found in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) starting on 
page 5-91 and Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) starting on page 5-341 of the 
DEIR. The Proposed Project grading and development will result in fill placement in two 
drainages, Canyon B and Canyon C as discussed on page 5-359 in Section 5.8 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality) of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes that project and cumulative 
environmental impact to biological resources, hydrology, and water quality is less than 
significant with mitigation. 

L9-4 The DEIR identifies all direct impacts to drainage courses and associated riparian habitat as 
significant impacts that require mitigation in order to reduce the impacts to less-than 
significant, including off-site impacts associated with Alternative 3. A Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (HMMP) has been developed and is included herein in Appendix C. The 
HMMP addresses impacts to jurisdictional waters. With the proposed mitigation, the habitat 
and functions of the impacted drainages would be replaced on site such that there would be 
no cumulative impacts to jurisdictional waters. 

 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s biological resources and water quality impacts 
to the four blue-line drainages and riparian habitat including the entry road described in 
Option 1 in Blue Mud Canyon is found in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) starting on 
page 5-91 and Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) starting on page 5-341 of the 
DEIR. A complete analysis of project and cumulative environmental impacts associated with 
project alternatives is provided in Project Alternatives (Chapter 6) of the DEIR. In particular, 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 that have the primary access connecting to San Antonio Road 
through City of Yorba Linda open space (Drainage D on Exhibit 5-28 on page 5-127) is 
described on page 6-4 in Project Alternatives (Chapter 6). As discussed on page 6-24 
(Chapter 6) and on page 6-58, Alternatives 2 and 3 would not result in additional environ-
mental impacts in the area of hydrology and water quality. Impacts to biological resources 
for Alternative 2 are discussed on pages 6-17 through 6-20 (Chapter 6) of the DEIR.  

 With respect to the assertion that the Option 2 roadway may be constructed after project 
completion, there is no evidence that the San Antonio Road access in Drainage D will occur 
anyway, even if Option 1 were implemented in Blue Mud Canyon. It is unlikely that this 
access would occur after development of the Proposed Project under Option 1. Therefore, 
the San Antonio Road access is analyzed only under Option 2A and Option 2B. Pursuant to 
the requirements of CEQA, this access is not analyzed as part of this DEIR. Pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA, a cumulative projects list is found on page 5-456 in Section 5.9 
(Land Use and Planning) and Summary of Cumulative Impacts (Chapter 7) of the DEIR. 

L9-5 No change will occur to natural drainage patterns in the on-site drainages. The Proposed 
Project will provide detention basins to control the amount of flow but the patterns and 
volumes will remain substantially the same. 
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 The project and cumulative impacts to potential altered drainage patterns and rate or 
amount of surface runoff are analyzed in Biological Resources, starting on page 5-91 
(Section 5.3) and Hydrology and Water Quality, starting on page 5-341 (Section 5.8) of the 
DEIR. The DEIR concludes that none of the proposed options will result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on-site or off-site and would not substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on-site or off-site. The Proposed 
Project and cumulative environmental impacts to hydrology and water quality associated 
with altered drainage are less than significant with mitigation and therefore consistent with 
the Initial Study and Environmental Checklist found in the NOP. The Conceptual Drainage 
Plans have been approved by the County of Orange, and no change is warranted. 

L9-6 The County recognizes that the Beneficial Uses identified in the Basin Plan for Santa Ana 
River Reach 2 and Groundwater Management Zone (GMZ) are attributed to the un-named 
tributaries on the project site. The following Beneficial Uses have been identified for Santa 
Ana River Reach 2: 

• Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE) 
• Wildlife Habitat (WILD) 
• Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) 
• Water Contact Recreation (REC1) 
• Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC2) 
• Groundwater Recharge (GWR) 
• Agricultural Supply (AGR) 

 As noted, the County acknowledges that the Basin Plan attributes each of these uses to un-
named tributaries; nevertheless, the project as proposed would not have significant impacts 
on certain of these Beneficial Uses while providing mitigation that would reduce other 
potential impacts to less than significant as addressed below. It is important to note that the 
Proposed Project’s Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been 
reviewed by the County of Orange and “approved in concept.” This report includes a 
Hydrological Conditions of Concern Report (HCOCR), which address potential adverse 
effects on downstream channels. With implementation of the measures set forth in the 
WQMP and the HCOCR, potential direct and/or indicted downstream impacts would be 
reduced to acceptable levels and would not be significant and would not contribute to 
significantly cumulative impacts. 

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE) – The DEIR identified significant impacts 
to least Bell’s vireo associated with removal of 0.05 acre of mulefat scrub (Alternative 1), 
0.59 acre of mulefat scrub and 0.19 acre of black willow forest (Alternative 2), and 0.59 acre 
of mulefat scrub, 0.07 acre of black willow forest, and 0.42 acre of southern willow scrub 
(Alternative 3). As noted in the DEIR, mitigation through replacement of suitable habitat 
within Blue Mud Canyon will reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

Wildlife Habitat (WILD) – Consistent with “Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species” 
above, the Proposed Project would impact riparian habitat used by various common and 
special-status species. This impact to riparian habitat was identified as significant in the 
DEIR, and mitigation through replacement of suitable habitat within Blue Mud Canyon will 
reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) – Consistent with “Wildlife Habitat” above, the 
Proposed Project would impact riparian habitat used by various common and special-status 
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species. This impact to riparian habitat was identified as significant in the DEIR, and 
mitigation through replacement of suitable habitat within Blue Mud Canyon will reduce 
these impacts to less than significant. 

Water Contact Recreation (REC1) – All of the drainages on the site are ephemeral with the 
exception of Drainage D, which, beginning at its confluence with Drainage G, exhibits 
limited intermittent discharge due to urban runoff no more than a few inches deep when 
discharge is present. None of the drainages exhibit any potential for REC1 uses and there 
would be no impacts to REC1 uses associated with the project.  

Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC2) – All of the drainages on the site are ephemeral with 
the exception of Drainage D, which, beginning at it confluence with Drainage G, exhibits 
limited intermittent discharge due to urban runoff no more than a few inches deep when 
discharge is present. None of the drainages exhibit any potential for REC2 uses and there 
would be no impacts to REC2 uses associated with the project. 

Groundwater Recharge (GWR): The site exhibits minimal opportunity for groundwater 
recharge due to a prevalence of clayey soils, and infiltration was determined to not have a 
potential for adversely affecting groundwater. As such, the Proposed Project does not 
contribute significantly to on-site recharge or exhibit potential for contaminating 
groundwater. The extended detention basins on the site are designed to maintain discharge 
rates at current levels so that there are no adverse effects on downstream recharge. 
Groundwater recharge from the existing wastewater management system has been designed 
and incorporated into the system maintained by the Yorba Linda Water District. 

Agricultural Supply (AGR) – The site supports no agricultural uses, and there are no 
agricultural uses in the vicinity, nor are there agricultural uses downstream that would use 
water from this site. As such, there would be no significant impacts on this Beneficial Use. 

In summary, impacts to Beneficial Uses are either not significant or are mitigated to levels 
below significance. 

Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) starting on page 5-341 of the DEIR provide 
comprehensive analysis of hydrological and water quality, as well as attributes and 
beneficial use of each drainage shed and the project and cumulative environmental impact 
to Reach 2 of the Santa Ana River in accordance with the Santa Ana River Basin Plan. The 
DEIR concludes that project and cumulative environmental impact to hydrology and water 
quality is less than significant since the amount of surface runoff and water quality is 
substantially the same as the existing condition. The County of Orange has approved the 
conceptual design and the water quality management plan, and no change is warranted. 
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L9-7 A jurisdictional delineation (JD) was provided as Appendix E to the Biological Technical 
Report (Appendix D of the DEIR). The ephemeral or intermittent character of each drainage 
is characterized on page 10 of the JD as is the vegetation, which is described in significant 
detail on pages 10 through 14. The lengths of drainages within the study area are provided 
for each drainage course as required by the regulatory agencies for permitting purposes. 
Relative to the ability of the drainages to support WILD, WARM, or RARE, as noted, all of 
the drainages are ephemeral with the exception of a limited reach of Drainage D, which 
supports RARE Beneficial Uses as does the mouth of Blue Mud Canyon (Drainage F) due to 
artificial modifications (installation of K-Rail) made by Metropolitan Water District to protect 
infrastructure. The K-Rail impounds water sufficiently to support mulefat scrub which 
became established during the last few years, which in turn supports a least Bell’s vireo 
territory. None of the remaining drainages exhibit any potential for supporting RARE, WARM 
or WILD Beneficial Uses where WARM and WILD are specific to aquatic uses. Finally, 
relative to whether the site exhibits any function as a regional wildlife corridor, see response 
to USFWS Comment L3-19 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 

The Biological Resources, starting on page 5-91 (Section 5.3) and Hydrology and Water 
Quality, starting on page 5-341 (Section 5.8) of the DEIR provide comprehensive analysis of 
the biological and hydrological attributes and beneficial use of each drainage shed, 
including ephemeral or perennial flows, wetlands and seasonal depressions as well as the 
plant and animal communities/ habitats, and wildlife corridors this is potentially impacted 
by the project. A Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination Regarding Presence of 
Geographic Jurisdiction dated December 6, 2013 (Appendix C herein) has been received 
from Jason Lambert of the ACOE, and confirms the conclusions in the DEIR. An analysis of 
ACOE jurisdiction for each drainage area (Drainage A through G) associated with the project 
site is complete. On page 5-131, the DEIR states that none of the on-site drainages were 
determined to be intrastate/isolated waters outside ACOE jurisdiction; therefore, these 
drainages do not need to be addressed separately pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act and are then not subject to Section 401 certification by the Regional 
Board. As previously noted, the County has approved the Conceptual Drainage Plan. 

The Study Area for the drainages is depicted in the DEIR on Exhibit 84 page 5-349 and 
Exhibit 85 page 5-151, Existing Conditions Hydrology Key Map and Hydrology Summary 
Table for Option 1 and Option 2, respectively. As depicted on these maps, the Study Area 
includes in the analysis the entire drainage areas outside the project site. 

L9-8 The Regional Water Quality Control Board’s comments were based on the Notice of 
Preparation (January 2013). The comments were resubmitted as written in response to the 
DEIR. The DEIR included a No Project alternative that would avoid impacting drainages and 
watercourses. A complete analysis of Project Alternatives is found in Project Alternatives 
(Chapter 6) of the DEIR. The Proposed Project’s hydrology and water quality impacts were 
evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Hydrology and Water Quality 
(Section 5.8) starting on page 5-141. As described therein, the Proposed Project would result 
in less than significant impacts under project or cumulative conditions (refer to pages 5-391 
through 5-394). As described starting on pages 5-376 Low Impact Development features 
have been incorporated in to the project. 

 As indicated Section 6.10 on p. 6-93 of the DEIR, the No Project alternative is 
acknowledged as the “environmentally superior” alternative; however, as prescribed in 
CEQA, if that alternative is identified as such “… an environmentally superior alternative 
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among the other alternatives” shall be identified. Therefore, the Lower/Reduced Density 
alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  

L9-9 A complete analysis of a range of Project Alternatives, including Alternative 1 – No Project, 
is found in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. The suggested alternative of annexation of the Project site 
in part or in whole to the Chino Hills State Park would be similar to the environmental 
impacts associated with Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative. The environmental 
impacts of the No Project Alternative are analyzed on pages 6-6 through 6-11 of the DEIR. 
Alternative 1, with the exception of preserving the vast majority of the Project site as open 
space, is not capable of attaining most of the project objectives. Alternative 4 – Lower/ 
Reduced Density starting page 6-78 provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of 
developing Planning Area 1 consisting of 218 lots on 310 acres. This analysis is similar to 
annexation of part of the Project site to Chino Hills State Park. Although Alternative 4 does 
meet most of the goals and objectives of the Proposed Project, it would not provide the 
number of homes, parks, trails, and amenities envisioned for an area that has been 
considered for future development as discussed in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) on 
page 5-401.  

An inventory of unavoidable adverse impacts is found on page 10-1 (Chapter 10) of the 
DEIR. Unavoidable adverse impacts were identified associated with greenhouse gas 
emissions and noise.  

The Biological Resources section, starting on page 5-91 (Section 5.3) and the Hydrology and 
Water Quality section, starting on page 5-341 (Section 5.8) of the DEIR provide 
comprehensive analysis of the biological and hydrological and water quality significant 
impacts that cannot be avoided with implementation of the Proposed Project pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA. The DEIR concludes that the project and cumulative environmental 
impacts associated with hydrology and water quality are less than significant, and project 
impact and cumulative impacts to biological resources have been mitigated to a level of less 
than significance. 

L9-10 As noted, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been developed and reviewed by 
the County of Orange and has been “approved in concept.” The WQMP includes a 
Hydrological Conditions of Concern Report (HCOCR), which address potential adverse 
effects on downstream channels. With implementation of the measures set forth in the 
WQMP and the HCOCR, potential direct and/or indicted downstream impacts would be 
reduced to acceptable levels and would not be significant and would not contribute to 
significantly cumulative impacts. 

The function of CEQA is to identify significant impacts and propose mitigation that is 
sufficient to avoid impacts or reduce the impacts to less than significant level. “Generous” is 
not a modifier used in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines for determining the amount of 
mitigation required to reach a level below significance. As noted in the DEIR, impacts to 
wetlands are limited to 0.02 acre, 0.10 acre, and 0.04 acre for each of the respective 
alternatives, which will be fully mitigated such that there is no net-loss of wetlands. 
Similarly, the Proposed Project has identified sufficient mitigation to reduce impacts to 
ephemeral drainages to less than significant. 

Chapter 4, Water Quality Objectives of the Santa Ana Region Basin Plan adopted in June 
2011 states that each regional board shall establish such water quality objectives in water 
quality control plans as in its judgment will ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial 
uses as the prevention of nuisance; however, it is recognized that it can be possible for the 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 151 

quality of water to be changed to some degree without unreasonably affecting beneficial 
uses. Factors to be considered by a regional board in establishing water quality objectives 
shall include economic considerations and the need for development of housing within the 
region. As discussed on page 5-359 of Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the 
DEIR, the proposed grading and development will result in fill placement in Canyon B and 
Canyon C thus substantially altering the existing drainage pattern on the site unless Project 
Design Features are incorporated into the Proposed Project. To address potential drainage 
and water quality issues, a Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan has been submitted 
and was approved by the County of Orange. Incorporation of Project Design Features 
included in the DEIR will result in no impacts to drainage.  

Starting on page 5-360 of Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the DEIR a detailed 
description of the project design that includes hydrological modeling and facilities 
description for Option 1 and Option 2, hydrological conditions-post development 
(pages 5-370 through 5-371), construction best management practices (pages 5-373 through 
5-376), Low Impact Development (LID) features (pages 5-376 through pages 5-378), 
hydromodification control BMPs (page 5-378), bio-treatment BMP features (page 5-383), 
source control BMPs (page 5-386), project WQMP basins and BMP maintenance 
(page 5-386), Project Design Features PDF 29 and PDF 30 (page 5-387), conditions of 
approval COA-1 through COA-9 (pages 5-389 through 5-391) to minimize environmental 
project impacts to water quality to a level of less than significant as discussed on pages 
5-391 through 5-394 of the DEIR. Please see Comment L19 (Orange County Coastkeeper) 
acknowledging that the DEIR has addressed their concerns. 

The DEIR states that as designed with the incorporation of the LID techniques, 
hydromodification control, bio-treatment, and source control BMPs, the Proposed Project 
does not violate any water quality standard or waste discharge requirement. Implementation 
of the Proposed Project will result in substantially the same total volume of runoff as in the 
existing condition, a decrease in time of concentration, an increase in infiltration potential, 
and a decrease in erosion as compared to the existing condition. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project is in compliance with the Regional Water Control Board – Santa Ana Region Basin 
Plan. All project environmental impacts and cumulative impacts have been reduced to a 
level of less than significance for hydrology and water quality.  

Mitigation for project impacts to biological resources associated with waters of the United 
States and state including ephemeral drainages, identified wetlands and other isolated 
waters, and groundwater is discussed in Biological Recourse (Section 5.3) starting on 
page 5-91 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes that with the incorporation of Mitigation 
Measures Bio-1 through Bio-11 project impacts and cumulative impacts have been reduced 
to a level of less than significance (pages 5-164 through 5-181).  
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L9-11 The DEIR identified significant impacts to drainages subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps, 
RWQCB, and CDFW and both the County and the Project Applicant recognize that the 
Proposed Project will require authorizations from each of these agencies prior to grading. 
The DEIR also identified mitigation necessary to reduce these impacts to less than 
significant. Refer to response to Comment L9-7 concerning Section 401 requirements. 

L9-12 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers conducted a verification visit on July 12, 2013 and has 
provided a letter dated December 6, 2013 (Appendix C herein) verifying the Jurisdictional 
Delineation Report.13 The project contains no “isolated, non-federal waters” that would be 
subject to state jurisdiction only. 

A complete discussion and analysis of jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and waters of 
the United States is found in Biological Resources (Section 5.3) on page 5-122 through 
5-131. On page 5-131, the DEIR states that none of the on-site drainages were determined to 
be intrastate/isolated waters outside ACOE jurisdiction; therefore, these drainages do not 
need to be addressed separately pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
and are not subject to Section 401 certification by the Regional Board. 

L9-13 The purpose of the DEIR is to determine whether project impacts rise to the level of 
significance and if impacts are significant to determine whether impacts can be reduced to a 
level of less than significant through appropriate mitigation. It is not appropriate for the DEIR 
to speculate regarding the disposition of any state of federal agency relative to a particular 
project. 

As discussed in response to Comment L9-12, a Water Discharge Requirement (WDR) is not 
required for the Proposed Project because there are no isolated waters outside ACOE 
jurisdiction. A summary of cumulative impacts to water quality standards is found in 
Chapter 7 of the DEIR and an analysis of growth-inducing impacts is found in Chapter 8, 
page 8-1 and 8-2 of the DEIR and finds that the lack of developable land restricts the 
possibility that the Proposed Project will result in indirect growth-inducing impacts including 
to water quality. 

L9-14 As noted, the DEIR identified significant impacts to drainages subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW and the County and the Project Applicant recognize that the 
project will require authorizations from these agencies prior to grading. The DEIR also 
identified mitigation necessary to reduce these impacts to less than significant. Furthermore, 
the project has prepared a WQMP that has been “approved in concept” by the County of 
Orange that ensures protection of water quality in accordance with all applicable regulatory 
requirements. Similarly, the WQMP includes a report that addresses Hydrological 
Conditions of Concern that provides mitigation that reduces potential downstream impacts 
to less-than significant. 

The Proposed Project does not violate water quality standards as discussed in Hydrology and 
Water Quality (Section 5.8) page 5-391 through page 5-394 and concludes that project and 
cumulative environmental impacts to hydrology and water quality are less than significant. 

 

13  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Letter from Jason Lambert dated December 6, 2013. Subject: “Preliminary Jurisdictional 
Determination regarding presence of geographic jurisdiction”.  
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Comment Letter L10 
The Metropolitan Water District of So. California 
January 27, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L10  
The Metropolitan Water District of So. California 
January 27, 2014 

L10-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) 
dated January 27, 2014 providing comments on the Proposed Project. 

L10-2 The Project Applicant will comply with grading plan review requirements by MWD to 
ensure that road construction does not interfere with MND facilities on the Project site. 

L10-3 The County appreciates and notes where information can be obtained relating to MWD 
pipeline drawings and rights of way, and acknowledges receipt of the attached Guidelines. 
All on-site MWD facilities will be clearly identified on plans. 
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L10-4 Contact information for MWD is noted. 
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Comment Letter L11 
California Native Plant Society 
February 2, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L11  
California Native Plant Society 
February 2, 2014 

L11-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from California Native Plant Society, Orange 
County Chapter letter dated February 2, 2014. An analysis of the Project impacts to Chino-
Puente Hills biological resources is found in Biological Resources (Section 5.3) beginning on 
page 5-91 of the DEIR and Project impacts to wildlife movement is found on page 5-152. 
The DEIR determines that none of the project options would interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species or with established native 
residents or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 
Therefore the project’s environmental impact to wildlife corridors is less than significant.  

The project will not remove 469 acres of open space. Refer to response to Comment L4-5 
(California Department of Fish and Wildlife) for a discussion of the amount of impacted area 
and the amount of undisturbed open space associated with Option 1 and Option 2. Grading 
for the Proposed Project would impact a maximum of 340.2 acres of open space, substantial 
portions of which would be planted with native or native compatible plant material 
following grading. Fuel modification will also result in thinning of vegetation in the fuel 
modification Zone C and Zone D; however, these areas will continue to function 
ecologically for a variety of wildlife species such as more urban-adapted avifauna, which 
have the ability to use both open space and the urban/wildlife interface. Please see Topical 
Response 6, Biological Resources/Open Space, for a more detailed discussion. It is also 
important to note that, as documented in responses to Comment L3-19 (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) and Comment L50-52 (Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger), the site does not 
occur within a regional wildlife corridor and no significant impacts will occur to wildlife 
corridor functions relative to fauna or flora. 

In summary, Option 1 results in 336.50 acres of impacted vegetation communities in the 
Study Area and 162.68 acres of biological open space. Option 2 results in 340.183 acres of 
vegetation communities impacted in the Study Area and 171.14 acres of biological open 
space. (See Topical Response 6 – Biological Resources/Open Space for a description of 
biological open space and associated biological functions.) 

L11-2 The comment is correct that Drainage F is the same feature as Blue Mud Canyon. The 
canyon names used in the Proposed Project description are called out on Exhibit 4-8 - 
Physical Characteristics. However, in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources, because off-site 
drainages are included in the Study Area, each of the drainages was assigned a letter 
designation that is consistent throughout the chapter. 

L11-3 Aesthetics (Section 5.1) pages 5-12 and 5-14 are intentionally left blank due to the size 
(11”×17”) of Exhibits 5-4 and 5-5. No information is missing from the DEIR. 
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L11-4 A Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) that addresses impacts to California 
walnut woodland, blue elderberry woodland, and southern willow scrub has been 
completed and is included in the Final EIR that provides a minimum of 1:1 mitigation for 
each of these communities where they occur outside CDFW jurisdiction under 
Section 1600. Impacts to black willow forest and mulefat scrub were not considered 
significant per se. However, impacts would be considered significant where these fall into 
CDFW jurisdiction pursuant to §1602 of the Fish and Game Code and would also be 
mitigated at a ratio of 2:1. Impacts to CDFW jurisdiction total 1.90 acres for Option 1, 2.09 
acres for Option 2, and 2.57 acres for Option 2A when unvegetated drainage courses are 
included. Mitigation will be based on the Option selected and would be performed at a ratio 
of 2:1 for riparian impacts and 1:1 for unvegetated channel. Candidate areas covering up to 
5.3 acres have been identified in Blue Mud Canyon (Drainage F) as depicted in Exhibit 6 of 
the HMMP (Appendix C herein). It is also important to note that an additional area for 
mitigation of walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland has been identified in project 
open space north of Drainage D at the northwest corner of the site. This additional area was 
depicted on Exhibit 11 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the DEIR) but was 
inadvertently not included in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR. Areas for the 
upland mitigation have been expanded in the HMMP and now cover up to 14.70 acres so 
that, combined, a total of 20.0 acres of candidate mitigation areas have been identified on 
the site with a total of 15.21 acres required for Option 1, 17.10 acres for Option 2, and 
16.97 acres for Option 2A when jurisdiction and upland mitigation requirements are 
combined. 

Refer to response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) for a complete 
discussion of on-site proposed mitigation areas for Project-impacted vegetation 
communities. The proposed mitigation areas are adequate to provide a 1.1 ratio as specified 
in Mitigation Measures Bio-1 and Bio-6 of the DEIR. 

L11-5 The HMMP referenced in response to Comment L11-4 above identified a total of 20.0 acres 
on-site as suitable for the California walnut woodland, blue elderberry scrub, southern coast 
live oak, southern willow scrub, and areas of CDFW jurisdiction requiring mitigation. 
Impacts to the coast live oak forest, per se, were determined to not be significant due to the 
highly degraded character of the oaks, many of which were damaged or killed by the 2008 
Freeway Complex Fire. However, the limited area that consists of southern coast live oak 
riparian forest (totaling 0.54 acre) will be subject to mitigation under §1602 of the California 
Fish and Game Code as it was included in the impacts to CDFW jurisdiction for each 
Option. The HMMP prepared for the Proposed Project incorporates coast live oaks in the 
proposed riparian restoration (up to 44 oaks would be planted) as well as within the 
California walnut and blue elderberry restoration areas, accounting for up to an additional 
76 oaks for a total of up to 120+ coast live oaks within project open space, providing a 
significant increase in the total numbers of oaks on the site. 

Refer to response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) for a complete 
discussion of Project impact to southern coast live oak forest. The proposed mitigation area 
of 18.90 acres for Option 1 and 17.064 for Option 2 will be adequate to provide a 1:1 ratio 
for the riparian portion of southern coast live oak forest consistent with the requirements of 
Mitigation Measures Bio-1 and Bio-6 of the DEIR. 

L11-6 See responses to Comments L11-4 and -5 above. It is also important to note that the HMMP 
included in the FEIR includes 5.30 acres of suitable riparian mitigation area within Blue Mud 
Canyon providing for 2:1 mitigation for impacts to CDFW riparian habitat and 1:1 mitigation 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 168 

for unvegetated streambed through restoration of riparian habitat, ensuring the impacts are 
reduced to less than significant. Refer to response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service) for a complete discussion of the proposed mitigation areas. The proposed mitigation 
areas are adequate to provide a 1.1 ratio as required in Mitigation Measures Bio-1 and Bio-6 
of the DEIR. 

L11-7 The Fuel Modification Plan is discussed in Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of 
the DEIR starting on page 5-275. Refer to response to Comment L4-6 (California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife) for a discussion of potential impacts from the Fuel Modification Plan to 
biological resources in Blue Mud Canyon. The HMMP prepared for the FEIR identifies a 
300-foot fuel break, which although planted and treated as a Fuel Modification Zone C (i.e., 
50% thinning) is not included as “project mitigation.” As depicted on Exhibit 4 of the 
HMMP, a portion of the Project mitigation will overlap with an area designated for removal 
of fire-prone vegetation. The dominant species for the target habitats, including the 
California walnut, blue elderberry and coast live oak are not considered “fire prone” and 
existing individuals would be preserved and additional individuals would be planted as set 
forth in the HMMP. The areas would be planted with a suite of acceptable native species 
that would not require removal or maintenance and would function at “natural” capacity for 
wildlife and, as such, would be fully functional and compatible for both habitat mitigation 
and public safety. 

L11-8 A complete analysis of Project impacts and cumulative impacts to geological conditions, the 
Whittier Fault, and the Alquist-Priolo Zone is found in Geology and Soils (Section 5.5) of the 
DEIR starting on page 5-203. The DEIR concludes that Project impacts and cumulative 
impacts with incorporation of Mitigation Measures Geo-1 through Geo-19 are less than 
significant. 

L11-9 The “California friendly” plant palette has been modified to include all natives within any 
area proposed for mitigation or within 50 feet of such areas. See Tables 8, 9 and 10 of the 
HMMP for species to be incorporated into the habitat restoration. 

L11-10 See responses to Comments L11-4 and -5 above. 
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L11-11 Please refer to Topical Response 6, Biological Resources/Open Space, for details regarding 
the commenter’s acreage requests. 

L11-12 Please refer to Topical Response 6, Biological Resources/Open Space. Also refer to response 
to Comment L4-5 (California Department of Fish and Wildlife) for a complete discussion of 
the portion the Project Site to remain undisturbed natural habitat. In summary, 162.68 acres 
of biological open space are associated with Option 1 and 171.14 acres of biological open 
space are associated with Option 2. Even though all fuel modification zones, parks, WQMP 
basins, trails, and landscaped and irrigated slopes are considered “open spaces” for purposes 
of recreation as described in Recreation (Section 5.13, page 5-541), they are considered 
“impacted vegetation associations” in Biological Resources (Section 5.3). Refer to Table 
5-3-5, Summary to Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types, Option 1, on 
page 5-140 and Table 5-3-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types 
Option 2, on page 5-142. 

L11-13 As noted, impacts to southern coast live oak forest within the jurisdiction of CDFW 
associated with Drainage D will be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio totaling 0.54 acre. In addition, 
coast live oaks will be incorporated into the walnut and elderberry restoration areas such 
that up to approximately 120 coast live oaks will be planted within restored portions of the 
site. 

L11-14 The soils within the reaches of Drainage D that support the southern coast live oak forest 
consist of Anaheim clay loam, and the areas where oaks will be planted will include 
Anaheim clay loam and Anaheim loam, which are suitable for oaks. 

L11-15 Braunton’s milk-vetch is growing on Anaheim clay loam, which is one of the more common 
soil types on the site. A rare-plant restoration plan has been prepared and has identified 
suitable locations for planting of the nursery-grown container stock that will be propagated 
from seeds obtained from the on-site population. These locations include similar exposure, 
slope, and soils. In addition, topsoil from the existing location of the Braunton’s milk-vetch 
will be salvaged and incorporated into the restoration site to preserve a substantial 
component of the seed bank. 

Similarly, the intermediate mariposa lily occurs on south-facing slopes that contain 
Calleguas clay loam, which is very common on the site, including within the open space 
areas overlooking Blue Mud Canyon. As such, this provides the same exposure, slope, and 
soil type for the proposed relocation. 
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L11-16 Seed for Braunton’s milk-vetch was collected while the population was flowering, and the 
seed has been cleaned and stored by S&S Seed for use in the future restoration project. 

The intermediate mariposa lilies were counted in the aftermath of the 2008 Freeway 
Complex Fire during a year of above-average rainfall, with the combination of these 
conditions creating optimal conditions for the plants. Such optimal conditions ensured that 
the survey results represent the high end of the population as present. Nevertheless, the 
commenter is correct that not all bulbs bloom each year and that, even under the optimal 
conditions associated with the 2010 surveys, the surveys likely did not capture the entire 
population and, as such, salvage of soil clumps has been incorporated into the final rare 
plant restoration plan. 

L11-17 The bush mallow is clearly a successional species as evidenced by its decline on other sites 
in Orange County. For example, it was dominant on slopes in Laguna Beach for well over a 
decade following the Laguna Fire and now is almost gone. This is the most likely scenario 
for the project site. More importantly, bush mallow has been clearly identified as a common 
component of the site in the post-fire condition, and since bush mallow has no special 
status, such impacts would not be considered significant under CEQA. 

L11-18 Native vegetation communities in Southern California are adapted to a variety of types of 
disturbance, and their composition changes through time based on the type of disturbance. 
A goal of all ecological restoration programs is to create habitat with a composition that will 
respond or adapt to such disturbances. The habitat restoration proposed for the site is not 
intended to remain static through time, but is expected to respond and adapt to various 
conditions through time. No attempt to maintain the habitat in its initial condition is 
proposed other than for removal of non-native invasive species that have potential for long-
term degradation, as well as removal of certain species that present unacceptable fire risk. 
The project HMMP is included in Appendix C herein. 

L11-19 The HMMP includes the plant palette for habitat restoration areas as well as the proposed 
plant palette for the fuel break zone and the fuel management zone. No non-native invasive 
species are included in the HMMP, which proposes only native species. Refer to response to 
Comment L3-20 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) concerning the approved plant palette for 
Fuel Modification Zones (FMZ). PDF 16 and Mitigation Measure Haz-7 require the use of 
the approved OCFA prohibited and approved plant palette. Any changes or corrections 
made by OCFA in the future will be used by the HOA since Mitigation Measure Haz-6 on 
page 5-334 requires annual review and update of Community Evacuation Plan and 
Mitigation Measure Haz-10 on page 5-335 requires the ongoing compliance with 
maintenance of fuel modification zones. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 174 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 175 

L11-20 As noted in response to Comment L11-19 above, no non-native invasive species will be 
utilized in restoration areas or areas subject to various types of management for fuel 
modification purposes. Refer to response to Comment L3-20 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) 
concerning Project prohibited plant palette. The approved plant palette includes plants 
approved by the OCFA. 

L11-21 Refer to response to Comment L3-20 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) concerning planting 
palette in FMZs. As depicted on Exhibit 5-70, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan – Option 1 
on page 5-301 and Exhibit 5-71, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan – Option 2 on page 
5-303 in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR, FMZs encircle the 
developed portions of the Project Site and provide fuel breaks to protect biological resources 
mitigation areas. The FMZs as well as the undisturbed natural areas provide a buffer 
between the development portion of the Project Site and the preserved wildlands of CHSP. 
For a complete discussion of the Proposed Project’s indirect impacts to native habitats, refer 
to Indirect Impacts on page 5-158 through 5-162 Biological Resources (Section 5.3) of the 
DEIR. The DEIR includes project design features PDF 11 through PDF 16, pages 5-162 
through 5-164 and Mitigation Measures Bio-2 through Bio-9 that address edge effect impacts 
to surrounding natural habitats from the Proposed Project and cumulative impacts. The DEIR 
concludes that the Proposed Project and cumulative environmental impacts with the 
incorporation of project design features and mitigation measures is less than significant. 

L11-22 A detailed discussion of the Fuel Modification Plan vegetation management for each fuel 
modification zone A through D is found starting on page 5-300 of Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. Fuel Modification Zones C and D, together are 100 feet 
wide, and are not irrigated. Fuel Modification Zone B, 50 feet wide, is irrigated. However, 
OCFA requires the plantings in Zone B to be fire resistant and drought tolerant and states 
that the irrigation system be designed and maintained to address best water conservation 
practices. For a discussion on water services refer to Utilities and Service Systems 
(Section 5.15) starting on page 5-625 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes on page 5-649 
through 5-651 that the Proposed Project will have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project. The YLWD Water Master Plan and the 2013 NEAPS have considered the extent 
of the total development proposed and indicated that adequate water supply exists to serve 
the Proposed Project and cumulative projects. Therefore, the DEIR concludes project and 
cumulative impact to water supply is less than significant. 
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Comment Letter L12 
Orange County Fire Authority 
January 30, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L12  
Orange County Fire Authority  
January 30, 2014 

L12-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kris Concepcion, Orange County Fire 
Authority (OCFA) dated January 30, 2014. 

L12-2 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to obtain OCFA and Orange County Sheriff’s 
Department (OCSD) approval for emergency access and evacuation prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

L12-3 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to require OCFA and OCSD review and approval 
of all Homeowners’ Association changes to evacuation plans. This requirement will be 
included in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for the Esperanza Hills community. 

L12-4 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to require approval of the fire access and 
evacuation plan included in the Fire Prevention and Protection Plan (FPEP) by OCFA (DFM 
Bonano or successor) and OCSD (Lt. Wren or successor). 

L12-5 Mitigation Measure PS-1 requires that a Secured Fire Protection Agreement be entered into 
with OCFA, if deemed necessary. Mitigation Measure PS-1 will be amended to state that the 
Secured Fire Protection Agreement is required prior to issuance of grading permits. (See 
Section 2 - DEIR Errata - herein). 

L12-6 The County acknowledges that OCFA did not review, comment on, or approve the FPEP 
report or its findings. 

L12-7 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to require separate review of Estate Lot 1 with 
regard to fire protection requirements. 

L12-8 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to comply with standard conditions related to 
water supply, built-in fire protection systems, road grades and width, access, and building 
materials. 
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Comment Letter L13 
Orange County Transportation Authority 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L13  
Orange County Transportation Authority  
February 3, 2014 

L13-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Orange County Transportation 
Authority (OCTA) dated February 3, 2014. The letter was transmitted via email. 

L13-2 The DEIR hereby incorporates the addition of Route 38 to the bus routes stated in 
Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic (page 5-555) per OCTA. Route 38 provides bus 
service to the City of Yorba Linda in the Savi Ranch Center. 

L13-3 The County notes that the closest routes to the Proposed Project (Routes 26 and 38) are 
beyond the OCTA Transit Accessibility Policy range of one-half mile radius from a bus stop. 

L13-4 The County acknowledges that further contact with OCTA should be directed to Dan Phu at 
the telephone number or email address listed. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 184 

Comment Letter L14 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
January 30, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L14  
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)  
January 30, 2014 

L14-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Orange County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) dated January 30, 2014 and a letter from LAFCO dated 
February 1, 2013, during the comment period for the Notice of Intent. LAFCO’s interest as it 
relates to CEQA and possible future annexation of the Proposed Project to the City of Yorba 
Linda is noted. 

L14-2 LAFCO is recognized as a responsible agency under CEQA for providing comments on the 
DEIR and for the future annexation of the Esperanza Hills project to the City of Yorba Linda. 
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L14-3 Please refer to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. The Proposed Project and 
the proposed Cielo Vista project are owned by separate, private entities, requiring separate 
approvals and analysis. It was not anticipated that the two projects would be processed 
together and, in fact, the proposed Cielo Vista project was submitted to the County in April 
2010, while the Esperanza Hills project was submitted in August 2012. The potential 
cumulative effects and related issues for the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista 
project were considered and analyzed in the Esperanza Hills DEIR. The commenter is 
referred to Chapter 7, Table 7-1-2 - Cumulative Impacts Summary (page 7-4) for cumulative 
impacts, including the proposed Cielo Vista project. In addition to the analysis provided in 
Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts, assessment of impacts as they relate to the 
proposed Cielo Vista project were included in each topical environmental discussion in 
Chapter 5. 

L14-4 The DEIR text on page 5-409, sentence 3 is modified to the text suggested by LAFCO as 
follows:  

Annexation involves the addition of unincorporated territory to an existing city’s 
boundary. Annexation of undeveloped property to a city can be initiated by the 
landowner or the city and is subject to review and approval by the Orange County 
Local Agency Formation Commission. 

The following clarifying text is included by the County:  

However, in this instance, annexation could not occur without approval by the 
landowner, consistent with California Code of Regulations §§57075-57090. 

It should be noted that the Project Applicant submitted an application to LAFCO on 
February 27, 2013 to initiate the annexation process. LAFCO has declined to move forward 
with the process at the time of this writing. 
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L14-5 The Orange County Fire Authority provides fire protection and emergency response service 
to both the Project site and the City of Yorba Linda. There would be no change to the level 
of service either with or without annexation. 

L14-6 The Orange County Sheriff’s Department provides police protection and law enforcement 
services to both the Project site and the City of Yorba Linda. There would be no change to 
the level of service either with or without annexation. 

L14-7 LAFCO requests an Alternatives analysis of the Proposed Project if annexed to the City, 
assuming the project is not in full compliance with City standards. Consistency with the City 
of Yorba Linda General Plan was analyzed beginning on page 5-431 of the DEIR, 
Subsection 5. Consistency with City of Yorba Linda General Plan. As shown in Table 5-9-11, 
page 5-434, the Proposed Project is substantially consistent with the General Plan goals and 
policies. 

The identified areas where the Proposed Project would not be in compliance with City 
standards relate to the City’s Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection Ordinance as 
detailed on page 5-445 of the DEIR. The inconsistencies relate to retaining wall heights, fuel 
modification zone alternative methods for three lots because of off-site slope conditions, and 
views of Estate Lot 1 from Chino Hills State Park due to the requirement for fuel 
modification, which precludes screening of the residence with landscaping. 

Because the Proposed Project is a private community, the responsibility for streets and 
sidewalks rests with the Homeowners’ Association. However, where streets, sidewalks, and 
utilities interface with City facilities, the Proposed Project has been designed consistent with 
standard designs. No upgrades or improvements would be required if annexation occurs. 

Potential project-related impacts anticipated to occur in all other topical areas (e.g., 
aesthetics, air quality, noise, traffic and circulation) would not change as a result of 
annexation into the City of Yorba Linda. 

L14-8 LAFCO requests analysis of a “No Annexation” alternative using significant impacts which 
are addressed as follows: 

• By definition, the Project site is not considered a County “island” because it is not 
surrounded on all sides by cities. If the Project site is not annexed, it would continue 
to operate under County jurisdiction consistent with the County General Plan and 
municipal code. 

• Law enforcement, fire protection, and emergency response services would be 
provided by County agencies, as both the Project site and the City of Yorba Linda 
are currently. As a private community, streets and maintenance would be provided 
through a Homeowners’ Association governed by County-approved Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions. 

• Fiscal impacts are not CEQA issues. LAFCO jurisdiction only applies if annexation 
occurs. Code enforcement would be the responsibility of the HOA. There would be 
no change related to local representation and government accountability. 

• County service providers currently travel through, and provide service to City 
residents. As the Project site is adjacent to City neighborhoods, there would be a 
less than significant impact from an extension of existing services.  

City police and fire services are currently provided through County personnel. With or 
without annexation, the Project site would be served by the same providers. 
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L14-9 Comment noted. No specific “environmental consequences” were identified related to 
provision of municipal services for future residents.  

L14-10 As noted above, the County (Orange County Sheriff’s Department and Orange County Fire 
Authority) currently provides service to the unincorporated areas as well as the City of Yorba 
Linda. It is not anticipated that providing services to the Proposed Project will result in 
potentially significant environmental impacts based on the existing services and the 
provision of fees related to future expansion of services and/or facilities as required in 
Mitigation Measure PS 1 (page 5-508 of the DEIR). As noted on page 5-498 of the DEIR, the 
emergency service call volume for Esperanza Hills has been estimated at 0.17 calls per day, 
with the majority of the calls anticipated to result from emergency medical service. 
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L14-11 Consistency analyses between the Proposed Project and the City of Yorba Linda General 
Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection 
Ordinance is provided in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, beginning on page 5-431. 
Utilities and service systems have been coordinated and will be approved by the respective 
providers. As noted on page 5-505, a Secured Fire Protection Agreement will be entered into 
between the Proposed Project and OCFA. Please refer to response to Comment L16-3 
regarding police protection. Provision of utilities and service systems has been coordinated 
with and will be approved by the service providers for the City of Yorba Linda. Where 
required, development and service agreements will be provided between the Project 
Applicant and the service providers. 
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Comment Letter L15 
Yorba Linda Water District 
January 30, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L15  
Yorba Linda Water District  
January 30, 2014 

L15-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Yorba Linda Water District (District) dated 
January 30, 2014. The Project Applicant will continue to work with the District to plan and 
design infrastructure for water and sewer services as required. YLWD requires that the 
Project Proponent supplies facilities and enters into a Development Agreement once the 
Project is entitled. The Proposed Project has been designed consistent with the requirements 
of the Northeast Area Planning Study and can accommodate demand from the proposed 
Cielo Vista project if so required. 

L15-2 Comment noted. As proposed, two underground reservoirs will serve the Project site. 

L15-3 As noted in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems, on page 5-643 of the DEIR, the 
Project Applicant will enter into a Development Agreement with YLWD for water and sewer 
service. The Project Applicant was informed of the District’s requirement for gravity-sewer 
service prior to preparation of the DEIR. Preliminary Sewer Reports (Appendix Q in the 
DEIR) identify the appropriate alignments and pipe sizes for the proposed gravity flow sewer 
facilities. 

L15-4 The County and the Project Applicant acknowledge the District’s requirement for an 
Application to an Agreement with the Yorba Linda Water District for Water and Sewer 
Service. 
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L15-5 Although the Proposed Project does not include a hydro-pneumatic pump system for 
residential or emergency water transport, the DEIR is hereby amended as follows on page 5-
288: The text:  

It was later determined that the fire hydrants in the upper portion of Hidden Hills, which 
were served by a pump system rather than a gravity fed system, failed. Three emergency 
gas powered pumps overheated quickly and stopped working.  

is replaced with:  

OCFA and the District recommend a gravity storage supply system for all scenarios. A 
hydro pneumatic/pump system does not meet YLWD standards and will not be 
permitted in lieu of a gravity storage system. 

L15-6 The following text modifications are included herein: 

• Page 5-316 (5.7.5h) - “The addition of a gravity-fed reservoir, potable water system, will 
enhance potential fire flow availability. firefighting water supply will directly address 
issues concerning the loss of water to hydrants during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire.” 

L15-7 The following text modifications are included herein: 

• Page 5-633 (5,.15.3b) - “The system shall be designed to yield minimum static pressures 
of 60 psi at reservoirs’ high mid water level, residual pressures of 40 psi during non-fire 
demands . . .” 

L15-8 The following text modifications to page 78 of the FPEP (Appendix J in the DEIR) are 
included herein: 

Item 2. All on-site fire hydrants will flow at 20 psi minimum. 

Item 3. As such, fire flow for residences will provide a minimum 1,500 1,000 gallons 
per minute for a duration of one hour . . . 

Item 4. Spacing distance between on-site hydrants will be 300 500 feet in residential 
areas. 
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L15-9 As indicated in Section 4.2 of Appendix P in the DEIR, reservoirs will be sized to include 
storage for the Esperanza Hills project only unless agreements are reached with adjoining 
property owners, including but not limited to Cielo Vista, and agreements are entered 
between Yorba Linda Water District and adjacent properties. In the event that any 
agreements are reached with YLWD and adjoining property owners, the reservoirs will be 
sized to meet the demands as determined in the Northeast Area Planning Study and any 
further analysis required by YLWD. With respect to environmental impacts, the reservoirs 
will be underground and not visible, regardless of size. There would be no additional 
impacts in other areas beyond those analyzed in the DEIR. The size of the reservoirs will not 
affect the grading plan. Both locations have been designed for maximum capacity. 

L15-10 Section 5.2 of the Preliminary Water Reports (Options 1 and 2) (Appendix P in the DEIR) for 
Esperanza Hills is herein modified to delete the 780 Zone connection. As noted by the 
commenter, the final potable water connection points will be determined during design and 
confirmed with hydraulic modeling. 

L15-11 The County notes the appropriate contact information provided by the District. 
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Comment Letter L16 
Orange County Sheriff’s Department 
January 31, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L16  
Orange County Sheriff’s Department  
January 31, 2014 

L16-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Orange County Sheriff’s Department 
dated January 31, 2014. Comment noted that during emergency evacuations, traffic signal 
synchronization is not utilized. 

L16-2 Comment noted that no response was provided for the Existing Conditions section of the 
DEIR. 

L16-3 The following are responses related to comments for Section 5.12 (Public Services), 
Subsection 5.12.3 - Project Impacts Prior to Mitigation: 

• As noted, the information regarding the call time standard used by the Orange County 
Fire Authority was obtained from a report to the Orange County Grand Jury for 2011-
2012. Updated information from the 2014 Orange County Fire Authority Standards of 
Coverage and Deployment Plan shows: 

• Recommended total response time for arrival in urban areas is 7 minutes 30 
seconds 

• Current service delivery objectives indicate an urban area response time total of 
8 minutes 45 seconds from receipt of call at the dispatch center 90% of the time. 
Performance percentile measurements have been increased from 80% to 90%. 

• Target time was identified as 7 minutes 20 seconds based on the performance 
objective established in the 2006 OCFA Standards of Coverage 

• Information regarding the Yorba Linda Police Services was obtained from information 
provided by Steve Doan, who heads the North County Sherriff’s Department operations 
at the time OCSD took over policing services for Yorba Linda in January 2013. A 
newspaper article in which Deputy Doan was quoted for details regarding the new 
operations stated that 20 deputies will be assigned to patrol within City boundaries and 
another 6 will be allotted to patrol unincorporated pockets within the City limits. 

• According to an interview with Lt. Bob Wren on April 10, 2014, the OCSD priority 
response time is 4 minutes 19 seconds as derived from the Yorba Linda Police Services 
annual report for 2013 authored by Lt. Wren. 

• The statement “. . . beyond the personnel recently expanded and in place” refers to the 
expanded operations resulting from OCSD coverage of Yorba Linda. 

• OCSD currently provides service to unincorporated Orange County. According to Lt. 
Wren, six deputies were allocated to handle unincorporated Orange County within 
Yorba Linda prior to taking over the contract to provide police services for Yorba Linda. 
That deployment was factored into the contract with the City of Yorba Linda. Any 
additional areas that would need to be handled in the future, such as Esperanza Hills, 
would need to be analyzed if and when the project is constructed, along with the 
workload at that time. Budget allocations between the County and City contract would 
be determined by OCSD, but it is unlikely that the Proposed Project will affect current 
services. 

L16-4 See response to Comment L16-3 above. 
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L16-5 See responses to Comment L16-3 and Comment L16-4 above regarding additional 
personnel. As noted on page 5-289 of the DEIR, Orange County has initiated Alert OC; 
residents can sign up to have a message sent to cell phones to directly inform them of 
emergency evacuation events. The County also uses Reverse 911 and radio and television 
news sources. The concept for emergency alerts is the same, but the terminology is different. 

L16-6 Please refer to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan 
for additional information regarding evacuation times. Page 5-317 of the DEIR states:  

The Proposed Project will allow consideration of partial evacuation because of the 
ember-resistant and fire-hardened construction for the structures and implementation of 
fuel modification zones around the structures. Residents nearest the fire front could be 
partially evacuated to structures on-site away from the fire front. Also, because of the 
ember-resistant and fire-hardened structures with the fuel modification zones, the 
residents could shelter within their homes. . . 

L16-7 The comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, to clarify, residents in 
development governed by HOAs are provided with guidelines and rules (CC&Rs), which are 
enforceable. It is anticipated that HOA-adopted evacuation plans would be adhered to by 
residents. 

L16-8 The comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, to clarify, please refer to 
response to Comment L16-6 above, which discusses “partial” evacuation as opposed to full 
evacuation. 

L16-9 The comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, to clarify, please refer to 
PDF 23 and PDF 26 on page 5-333 of the DEIR, which require the Homeowners’ 
Association to implement the Community Evacuation Plan and provide ongoing evacuation 
plan information to residents of Esperanza Hills. 

L16-10 Please refer to responses to Comment L16-7 and Comment L16-9 above. 

L16-11 Please refer to responses to Comment L16-5, -6, and -9 above regarding implementation of 
evacuation plans and information dissemination to residents. 

L16-12 Please refer to responses to Comment L16-6 and Comment L16-9 above. 

L16-13 The commenter provides no information regarding the assertion that the statement is not 
accurate. The intent of the comment was that vehicles would be monitored, particularly at 
the intersections controlled by OCSD. It is unclear whether this is related to an 
environmental concern. 

L16-14 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an environmental issue. Additional analysis of 
the evacuation time is contained in the updated evacuation report from Linscott Law & 
Greenspan included herein as Appendix F (Updated Fire Evacuation Analysis) and 
referenced in Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

L16-15 Please refer to response to Comment L16-6 above and page 5-317 - Project Emergency Plan 
in the DEIR. 
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L16-16 Please refer to Topical Response 2, which includes information regarding evacuation triggers 
under Red Flag Warning Period and Non-Red Flag Warning days. 

L16-17 Please refer to response to Comment L16-9 above. 

L16-18 Please refer to response to Comment L16-9 above. 

L16-19 Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2 for clarification and updated 
information regarding Fire Hazards and Evacuation Plans. 
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Comment Letter L17 
City of Yorba Linda 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L17  
City of Yorba Linda  
February 3, 2014 

L17-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Steven Harris at the City of Yorba Linda on 
February 3, 2014, and the comments attached thereto.  

 A significant number of the comments are related to style and formatting of the DEIR rather 
than substance and do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained within the DEIR. Non-
substantive comments that do not raise an environmental issue will be noted as such. Minor 
changes in terminology suggested in such comments will be reflected, if determined 
appropriate and necessary for clarification, in the Final EIR and/or the Errata.  

 Comments related to environmental issues and concerns are fully addressed. 
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L17-2 The Project site is an extension of an existing urban edge. The site was contemplated for 
development in the County of Orange General Plan (OCGP) and the City of Yorba Linda 
General Plan (YLGP). While the visual character of the site will change by including 
development of residential housing, landscaping and a significant amount of open space will 
provide a continuation of the existing aesthetics quality of the area. The development of the 
site will be consistent with the OCGP and the YLGP by providing low density, clustered 
residential units, significant open space, and protection of prominent ridgelines. As related 
to air quality, the Proposed Project will result in significant impacts to greenhouse gas 
emissions as discussed in Subsection 5.6.5.2 (Long Term Impacts (GHG) on pages 5-272 and 
5-5273 in the DEIR). Construction emissions have been mitigated to a less than significant 
level with daily emissions remaining below SCAQMD thresholds. 

L17-3 Primary access to the site that does not cross the Cielo Vista property has been analyzed as 
Option 1. The Orange County Fire Authority will be instrumental in determining what 
emergency access is required for either project, and determination of an access option will 
be considered in the final approval process. The DEIR for the Proposed Project has provided 
analysis of four options. 

L17-4 The commenter is correct that Bridal Hills has been included in the pertinent analysis 
sections of the DEIR as a potential development. However, as indicated in Topical 
Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing, the Project Applicant approached the Bridal Hills 
landowners, but they declined to participate in development at this time. Therefore, Bridal 
Hills is included in analysis for environmental impact purposes but is not considered a 
related project for purposes of Table 7-1-1 since no development has yet been proposed as 
has been with the 18 projects identified in the table. 

L17-5 Depending on the access option selected, discretionary approvals may be required from the 
City, making the City a responsible agency for the following actions as described on page 
4-28 of the DEIR: encroachment permits under Options 1 and 2, discretionary authority over 
access through City open space associated with Alternative Option 2A, potential annexation.  

L17-6 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-7 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-8 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-9 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-10 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-11 Contrary to the comment, page 1-5 includes a summary of public comments and areas of 
controversy identified during the public scoping meeting and the IS/NOP review period. 

L17-12 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-13 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-14 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-15 Comment noted. The Ready, Set, Go Program is further described on page 5-289 of the 
DEIR. 

L17-16 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-17 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 216 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 217 

L17-18 Commenter does not acknowledge the presence of oil drilling equipment as well as the 
utilities/easements. Therefore, the term “substantially undeveloped” is appropriate because a 
small number of man-made structures are present on the site. Also see Table 4-2-1 - 
Surrounding Land Uses. No environmental issues or concerns are raised. 

L17-19 This chapter is titled ”Project History and Background” and does not include the information 
noted. The City’s comments are addressed in Chapter 4 - Project Description and 
Section 5.9 – Land Use and Planning. 

L17-20 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-21 It is unclear what commenter is requesting regarding a discussion of the OCGP growth 
assumption. Consistency with the OCGP Growth Management Element is included in 
Section 5.9 –- Land Use and Planning, page 5-427. Additional comments do not raise an 
environmental issue or concern. 

L17-22 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern and no response is warranted. 
Discussion regarding the Project site post-fire condition is included in Section 5.7 - Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials. 

L17-23 The Project description includes all of the elements required by and is consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines §15124 - Project Description. 

L17-24 Grading plans will vary somewhat depending on the access option approved. However, 
grading plans are included in the DEIR as Exhibits 5-3, 5-4, and 6-3. The potential 
annexation process is described in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, beginning on page 
5-452. Annexation has been identified as a potential occurrence and was listed on page 
4-28 of the DEIR. 

L17-25 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-26 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-27 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-28 The referenced paragraph in the Project Description is intended only to provide an overview 
of the existing site conditions. A complete description and analysis of habitats and impacts 
from the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is included in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources in the 
DEIR. 
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L17-29 Exhibit 4-8 is part of the Project Description and, therefore, includes only drainages that 
traverse the Project site. Expanded discussion about drainages on and near the Project site is 
contained in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources. 

L17-30 Canyons and drainages are fully discussed in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources. See 
response to Comment L17-29 above. With regards to existing hiking and equestrian trails, 
the trails are described in Section 5.13 - Recreation. A map of existing County trails is 
included. Conceptual trails plans for Option 1 and 2 are depicted on Exhibits 5-123 and 
5-124, respectively, which show existing trails. 

L17-31 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-32 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-33 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-34 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-35 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The DEIR references the 
chapter analyses where the estimated Bridal Hills residential units have been included in the 
baseline analysis, such as biology, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology, 
traffic/transportation, and water systems. 

L17-36 Surrounding land uses are further described in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning. See 
Exhibit 5-94 - Surrounding Land Uses also. 

L17-37 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-38 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-39 Section 4.5 in the DEIR (page 4-25) provides general information about the purpose of a 
Specific Plan. The Specific Plan is again discussed on page 4-26, where it is noted that the 
adoption of the Specific Plan will require approval in conjunction with Project implementa-
tion. Consistency with the Project Specific Plan is discussed in Section 5.9 - Land Use and 
Planning, beginning on page 5-429. There are two sections within the Project Description 
and a consistency discussion in Chapter 5.9. This is certainly more than the “passing 
reference” asserted by the City’s comment. In addition, the Specific Plan has been provided 
on the County website at 
https://cms.ocgov.com/gov/pw/cd/planning/land/projects/esperanza_hills.asp along with the 
DEIR in its entirety. With respect to the Vesting Tentative Tract Map and 
Construction/Phasing, the following information is provided. 

The Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM) discussion in Subsection 4.7.3 - Approval of a 
Vesting Tentative Tract Map (page 4-26) of the Project Description provides the components 
that are included in the VTTM, including acreages, number of lots, and proposed lot layout. 
Until the County has approved a specific option for ingress/egress, a final site plan and 
layout cannot be identified at this writing. For that reason, the DEIR includes conceptual site 
plans for all four options in Exhibits 4-9, 4-10, 6-1, and 6-19. Preliminary grading plans are 
depicted on Exhibits 5-3, 5-4 and 6-3. 

With respect to Construction/Phasing, Section 4.6 - Construction Schedule (page 4-25) 
contains adequate information to explain the phasing and duration of grading/construction. 
A more specific schedule cannot be determined until Project entitlements have been secured. 

The Pre-Annexation agreement is discussed on pages 1-1, 2-3, 5-316, 5-409, 5-453, and 
5-455 of the DEIR. Grading associated with the project is discussed in Section 2.2 (page 2-1) 
and Section 4.6 (page 4-25 and 4-25, which includes detail on the grading quantity and 
duration of grading, respectively. Further, grading is analyzed in extensive detail throughout 
the DEIR and specifically in the following sections of the DEIR: Aesthetics, Air Quality, 
Biology, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, 
Population and Housing, Public Services, Utilities and Service Systems, Alternatives 
Analysis, and Cumulative Impacts. Grading Plans are provided as Exhibits 5-3, 5-4, and 6-3. 

L17-40 Four access options have been analyzed in the DEIR. Because an access option has not been 
selected, it is not known at this time if an agreement will be required between property 
owners or what the terms of that agreement could be. This does not fall into the category of 
“permits and other approvals” as they relate to the environmental analysis. However, the 
potential requirement for an agreement has been disclosed for information purposes in the 
approval process. 

L17-41 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-42 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-43 Refer to response to Comment L17-30 above. 

L17-44 As noted on page 5-520 of the DEIR, non-vehicular public access to the parks will exist via 
equestrian, hiking, and biking trails. The trails will be available for public use. 

L17-45 The Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange Municipal Code. Details 
regarding fencing of off-leash dog park areas will be determined through the County’s 
permitting process, and all requirements will be adhered to. Comment does not raise an 
environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-46 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-47 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-48 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-49 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-50 Project Design Features (PDFs) have been incorporated into the Project to minimize 
potential impacts. PDFs are not mandated as mitigation but provide support to the mitigation 
measures and conditions of approval by further defining features that will be part of the 
Project. 

L17-51 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-52 No entitlement has been received from which a construction date/schedule can be 
determined. Please refer to Exhibit 6-19 for a Conceptual Site Plan/Grading Study for 
Option 2B. 

L17-53 Commenter provides no supporting data as the basis for the comment. Comment does not 
raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-54 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-55 Per commenter’s suggestion, Subsection 4.7.3 - Approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map - 
is hereby revised to read:  

The Proposed Project will include preparation of proposes a Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map (VTTM 17222).  

See response to Comment L17-39 above. 
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L17-56 Drainage facilities are fully discussed in Section 5.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality. The 
regulatory setting is included in Section 5.8 beginning on page 5-348. Low Impact 
Development Features are included beginning on page 5-376. Mitigation has been included 
to protect water quality and is presented as a requirement of the Project rather than a goal or 
objective. 

L17-57 A description of the intended use of retaining walls for stability is provided in Geology and 
Soils (Section 5.5) on page 5-238 of the DEIR. The DEIR states that the purpose of the more 
significant retaining walls is to support the access road (Option 1) within Blue Mud Canyon 
or accommodate changes in grade along the western Project boundary. A description of the 
design guidelines concerning walls, fences, and retaining walls is found on page 5-15 
Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The significant walls are shown on Exhibit 5.5, 
Esperanza Hills - Option 1, page 5-17 and Exhibit 5.6, Esperanza Hills - Option 2, page 5-19 
of the DEIR. The significant retaining walls are depicted on Exhibit 5.5 for Option 1 and are 
shown along the access road in Blue Mud Canyon and along the western Project boundary 
with the proposed Cielo Vista project (the Cielo Vista site plan is outlined in white). The 
retaining walls are made of Verdura (refer to Exhibit 5.9, Wall Examples on page 5-25). An 
alternative to Verdura in steep areas would be a Shotcrete retaining wall, also shown on 
Exhibit 5.9 that will mimic naturally occurring rock and provide planting pockets for 
vegetation to complement the natural landscape. There are no significant retaining walls 
associated with Option 2, and the Project does not have any sound walls (refer to 
Section 5.10 – Noise, starting on page 5-459 of the DEIR).  

The secondary retaining walls that may be incorporated into the Proposed Project pursuant 
to the conceptual design plans for stability due to unstable natural slopes or underlain by 
landslides are discussed in Geology and Soils (Section 5.5, page 5-238). The secondary 
retaining walls are subject to the standards in the Walls and Fences subsection of 
Section 11.3, The Guidelines, in the Esperanza Hills Specific Plan. In addition to retaining 
walls, the Project includes community theme wall and fences. Depending on location and 
view opportunity, the community theme walls are constructed of stone, masonry, or wrought 
iron. Refer to Exhibit 49, Conceptual Wall and Fences - Option 1 located on page 143 of the 
Esperanza Hills Specific Plan and Exhibit 50, Conceptual Wall and Fence Plan-Option 2 on 
page 145. Split rail fences will accent the riding, hiking, and pedestrian paths that wind 
through the community and adjacent to streets between sidewalk and pathway. As discussed 
on pages 5-307 through 5-312 in Hazard and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, 
fire-resistant walls are provided as an alternative to fuel modification for three lots bordering 
the proposed Cielo Vista project. The retaining walls are depicted on Exhibit 5-74 on page 
5-311 and page 5-75 on page 5-312 of the DEIR.  

Off-site views of the significant retaining walls located in Blue Mud Canyon (Option 1) are 
limited because of the steep walls of the canyon, and the limited portion that is seen will 
blend with the background landscaping because of the use of the Verdura greenwall or the 
plantings and natural stone of the Shotcrete walls. The retaining walls located on the western 
Project boundary again will blend with the background plantings, and therefore are not 
distinguishable as seen from off-site views as depicted on Views 6, 7 and 8. 

L17-58 The Esperanza Hills Specific Plan is described in Project Description (Section 4.5) on page 
4-25 of the DEIR to provide policies and regulation for the development of a low-density 
master planned community. A complete discussion of the Esperanza Hills Specific Plan is 
found on pages 5-429 and 5-430 of Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. The 
Specific Plan’s project design and design features are described on pages 5-9 through 5-25 
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in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR and included as Project Design Features PDF 1 
through PDF 10 on pages 5-60 and 5-61 of the DEIR. The Project as viewed from the 
surrounding community is described on pages 5-26 through 5-58. The Specific Plan will 
become the regulations that apply to the Project, once adopted. The Proposed Project as 
designed is consistent with the Specific Plan, since the project design features are 
incorporated into the Specific Plan. Refer to page 5-430 concerning Specific Plan 
consistency with the County of Orange General Plan and the existing development with the 
Project Area. The visual impact of the Project is discussed in Visual Character on page 5-57 
in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The Project as described therein is consistent with the 
existing surrounding low-density residential community, which consists of single-family one- 
and two-story homes on large lots. 

L17-59 The DEIR includes Project Design Features, Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation 
Measures. Project Design Features are specific design and/or operational characteristics 
proposed by the Project Applicant that are incorporated into the Project to avoid or reduce 
its potential environmental effects. Because PDFs are incorporated into the Project, they do 
not constitute mitigation measures. Conditions of Approval are requirements and are 
standard conditions that based on local, state, or federal regulations or laws that are required 
independently of CEQA review and serve to offset or prevent specific impacts. Mitigation 
Measures are project-specific actions to lessen project significant environmental impacts. 
The regulatory instrument for the Project will be the Specific Plan, once adopted. 

L17-60 Please refer to page 5-26 of the DEIR where the view simulation methodology is discussed. 
The four options analyzed have basically the same neighborhood configurations. Proposed 
development was layered onto existing site/view photographs. The landscaping was 
included in the simulations. Vegetation depicted assumes approximately 5-year to 10-year 
maturity. Refer to page 5-310 (Section 5.7) where it is noted that the fuel modification zone 
could include a heat-deflecting landscape wall as opposed to the fire wall noted by 
commenter. Such wall would be of hardened materials and buffered by landscaping in 
accordance with the Specific Plan design guidelines for walls and fences. 

L17-61 The DEIR discusses the view simulation methodology on page 5-26 in Aesthetics 
(Section 5.1) to provide near and distant viewpoints to represent the change in visual quality 
of the site. Each of the 12 viewpoints provides a view of the existing condition and with the 
Project. The existing condition is described on page 5-1 and depicted with each view 
simulation for comparison. An analysis of project aesthetics impact to each view is discussed 
on pages 5-27 through 5-58 of the DEIR. A discussion of Project consistency with County of 
Orange General Plan-Scenic Highway, City of Yorba Linda General Plan, and City of Yorba 
Linda Zoning Ordinance is found on pages 5-58 through 5-60 in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of 
the DEIR. The City of Yorba Linda’s intent for the Project Site is discussed in Land Use and 
Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR starting on page 5-431. As discussed, the City’s vision for 
this area is low-density residential that averages one dwelling unit per acre. The Project is 
low-density residential that averages .73 dwelling units per acre, which is less density than 
the City’s vision for the site. 

L17-62 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-63 Project views from San Antonio Park on San Antonio Road are represented in View 7 on 
page 5-43, although views from the San Antonio Park would have intervening homes and 
landscaping that would in some locations block views of the Project. 

L17-64 The description in regulatory setting provides relevant information about the Project as it 
relates to the County of Orange General Plan. 

L17-65 The description of the oil wells is correct as presented in the DEIR. For additional 
information concerning the oil wells, refer to Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) 
on page 5-290 and pages 5-331 and 5-332 of the DEIR. As discussed in the DEIR, future 
relocation of two existing wells is subject to agreements between the owners of the proposed 
Cielo Vista project and the well operator, Santa Ana Canyon Development. The DEIR 
provides analysis of well operations and abandonment/changes on the Proposed Project and 
includes mitigation measures to lessen Project impact during grading operations. The 
environmental impact of existing and future well operations in the proposed Cielo Vista 
project should be included in the Cielo Vista EIR. 

L17-66 A complete discussion of the Project’s impacts on aesthetics is provided for each of the 
12 views starting on page 5-27 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. A complete analysis 
of visual quality impact is found on page 5-57. Project consistency with regulatory 
documents is found in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR and on pages 5-59 
and 5-60 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. A discussion of Project consistency with the 
Orange County General Plan begins on page 5-413. A discussion of Project consistency with 
the Yorba Linda General Plan begins on page 5-431. Project consistency to Yorba Linda 
General Plan Land Use Element Policy 8.2 and Policy 8.6 has been added to Table 5-9-11 
beginning on page 5-434 of the DEIR; the intent of the analysis in the DEIR remains the 
same. 

Table 5-9-11 Yorba Linda General Plan Land Use Element Consistency 
Policy Analysis 
Policy 8.2 – Respect the natural 
landform as a part of site planning 
and architectural design to minimize 
grading and visual impact. 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with Policy 8.2 of the General Plan 
because the existing landform of upward-trending slopes is preserved in the 
grading design. The northern ridgeline and Blue Mud Canyon is preserved 
from development. Housing is clustered into two planning areas to preserve 
natural slopes and vegetation habitats. For additional information, refer to 
Section 5.1, Aesthetics, Section 5.3, Biological Resources and Section 5.8, 
Geology and Soils of this DEIR.  

Policy 8.6 – Require analysis of 
visual quality impact of proposed 
developments on a project-by-
project basis. 

The Proposed Project has prepared an analysis of visual quality impact. For 
additional information, refer to Section 5.1, Aesthetics of this DEIR.  

 
L17-67 A complete analysis of Proposed Project’s impacts on the visual character of the Proposed 

Project is found on page 5-57 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. This analysis, which 
identifies the nature and extent of the design considerations and physical characteristics 
within the viewshed that minimize potential visual impacts, is applicable for each view 
simulation that identifies a view of the Project Site. In accordance with CEQA policies, the 
DEIR is organized to reduce repetition of the same information. 

L17-68 A complete discussion of Project consistency with the Yorba Linda Hillside Ordinance 
(Yorba Linda Zoning Code Chapter 18.30) is found in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) 
on pages 5-445 through 5-447 of the DEIR. 
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L17-69 Refer to response to Comment L17-68 above. 

L17-70 The analysis of the level of significance after mitigation is provided starting on page 5-62 of 
Aesthetics (Section 5.1) and provides specific information on how the Project Design 
Features PDF 1 through PDF 10 and Mitigation Measure AE-1 reduce project aesthetic 
impacts. A complete analysis of Project consistency with regulatory documents is provided 
in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) beginning on page 5-395 of the DEIR. 

L17-71 The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure AE-1 concerning exterior lighting to lessen Project 
nighttime light impacts, including long-term aesthetics impacts within the viewshed. In 
addition, Project Design Features (PDFs) have been incorporated to reduce visual impacts 
(pages 5-60 and 5-61). Therefore, the statements concerning long-term unavoidable adverse 
impact are consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the DEIR. 
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L17-72 The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis was updated (April 14, 
2014) using the CalEEMod2013.2.2 program. The updated analysis is included herein as 
Appendix B. No change to the conclusions in the DEIR resulted from the update, and in 
many cases the emissions are less than originally reported using CALEEMod201.1.1. 
Therefore, the DEIR remains adequate and complete.  

For this analysis, it was assumed that the Proposed Project would be developed at one time 
in two phases. Phase 1 would grade the entire site and construct 218 homes. Phase 2 would 
construct 160 homes. At a build rate of 80 homes per year, the duration of Phase 1 would be 
2.7 years and approximately 2 years for Phase 2. The assumed total period of disturbance 
was six years form early 2015 to late 2020.  

Because grading quantities in Project Option 1 are the largest, and therefore represent the 
worst case scenario, only Option 1 was analyzed. If the emissions from Option 1 do not 
exceed SCAQMD construction emissions thresholds, the remaining development options 
would also meet the thresholds. The table below depicts the differences between the 
modeling results using CalEEMod 2011.1.1 and CalEEMod2013.2.2. As shown, there are no 
significant differences and the totals remain well below the identified thresholds. 

Table 1 –- Option 1 Phase 1 
Construction Activity Emissions  

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 
Maximal Construction Emissions ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
2015 2014       

Unmitigated 13.8 15.6 150.9 128.2 118.2 69.7 0.1 21.4 21.1 12.8 12.4 
Mitigated 9.1 12.2 62.6 59.6 94.3 81.9 0.1 8.8 12.8 5.4 6.3 

2016 2015       
Unmitigated 9.7 14.8 33.4 118.4 28.8 66.5 0.0 0.1 3.4 20.6 2.4 8.2 
Mitigated 8.7 12.1 33.4 58.5 28.8 80.6 0.0 0.1 3.4 12.7 2.4 2.8 

2017 2016       
Unmitigated 8.4 3.9 30.8 24.0 27.7 25.9 0.0 0.1 3.2 3.5 2.2 1.4 
Mitigated 8.3 3.9 30.8 24.0 27.7 25.9 0.0 0.1 3.2 3.5 2.2 1.4 

2018 2017       
Unmitigated 7.8 3.6 27.3 21.9 26.5 25.0 0.0 0.1 2.9 3.3 1.9 1.2 
Mitigated 7.8 3.6 27.3 21.9 26.5 25.0 0.0 0.1 2.9 3.3 1.9 1.2 

2018       
Unmitigated 3.3 20.0 24.2 0.1 3.2 1.1 
Mitigated 3.3 20.0 24.2 0.1 3.2 1.1 

2019       
Unmitigated 3.1 18.3 23.5 0.1 3.1 0.9 
Mitigated 3.1 18.3 23.5 0.1 3.1 0.9 

2020       
Unmitigated 44.7 16.7 22.9 0.1 2.9 1.1 
Mitigated 44.7 16.7 22.9 0.1 2.9 1.1 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
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Table 2 –- Option 1 Phase 2 
Construction Activity Emissions  

Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds/day)  
Maximal Construction Emissions ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
2018       

Unmitigated 7.8 26.7 24.1 0.0 2.6 1.8 
Mitigated 7.8 26.7 24.1 0.0 2.6 1.8 

2019       
Unmitigated 7.4 24.2 23.4 0.0 2.3 1.6 
Mitigated 7.4 24.2 23.4 0.0 2.3 1.6 

2020       
Unmitigated 1.4 13.8 14.9 0.0 1.0 0.7 
Mitigated 1.4 13.8 14.9 0.0 1.0 0.7 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
 
L17-73 As stated on page 12 of the Air Quality Impact Analysis (Appendix C in the DEIR), projects 

such as the proposed Esperanza Hills project do not directly relate to the AQMP in that there 
are no specific air quality programs or regulations governing general development. 
Conformity with adopted plans, forecasts, and programs relative to population, housing, 
employment, and land use is the primary yardstick by which impact significance of planned 
growth is determined. The SCAQMD, however, while acknowledging that the AQMP is a 
growth-accommodating document, does not favor designating regional impacts as less than 
significant just because the proposed development is consistent with regional growth 
projects. Air quality impact significance for the Proposed Project has, therefore, been 
analyzed on a project-specific basis. 

However, the updated Air Quality Analysis includes criteria used for determining 
consistency with the AQMP. The 2012 AQMP assumes that development associated with 
general plans, specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater facilities will be 
constructed in accordance with population growth projections identified by SCAG in its 
2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The 
AQMP assumed that such development projects will implement strategies to reduce 
emissions generated during the construction and operational phases of development.  

• Consistency Criterion No. 1: The Proposed Project will not result in an increase in the 
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new 
violations, or delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions 
reductions specified in the AQMP. The Proposed Project could potentially violate an air 
quality standard or contribute to an air quality violation during grading. However, 
implementation of the mitigation measures proposed will reduce associated impacts to 
less-than-significant. 

• Consistency Criterion No. 2: The Proposed Project will not exceed the assumptions in 
the AQMP or increments based on the years of project build-out phase. The AQMP 
Handbook indicates that key assumptions to use in this analysis are population and 
housing growth projections used in the SCAG RTS (Regional Travel Survey) model. The 
model predicts that unincorporated Orange County households will increase from 
38,500 to 44,000 between 2008 and 2020. The Proposed Project contributes less than 
7% of the total projected growth and is consistent with growth projections. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the air 
quality plan established for the region. 
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L17-74 The Air Quality Impact Analysis update includes findings of a definitive cancer risk study 
prepared by USC Keck School of Medicine, which concludes there is no connection 
between oil well emissions and Hodgkin’s disease, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, or thyroid 
cancer associated with benzene exposure. Benzene is the primary carcinogen associated 
with petroleum products. The scientific community agrees that there is no supporting 
evidence to suggest that oil well proximity poses an unacceptable health risk. 

L17-75 The most potentially significant “natural” pollutants in fugitive dust are naturally occurring 
asbestos (NOA) and crystalline silica (CS). NOA is a known human carcinogen, and CS is a 
hazardous air contaminant. The possible presence of these materials depends on the 
geomorphology of the underlying rock of a given site. The California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) approved an Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, 
Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations in July 2001. The measure establishes specific 
testing, notification, and engineering controls prior to ground disturbance where naturally 
occurring asbestos is located and requires submittal of a “Dust Mitigation Plan.” The ARB 
maintains a list of areas for which there are reported natural occurrences of asbestos. The 
Proposed Project area is not included on this list. NOA emissions and associated impact 
potential on the Project site is negligible. 

L17-76 Comment noted. Although the Air Quality Analysis does not include a specific project 
description, the analysis and conclusions remain unchanged and accurate. 

L17-77 Total annual emissions of 1.298 tons are for a 6-year period and are averaged over the 
6 years to obtain the AERSCREEN input rate (lbs/hour). Model printouts are included in 
Appendix B herein showing the computer model calculations. 

L17-78 The CalEEMod annual outputs utilized for the health risk assessment have been included in 
the updated Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis (Appendix B 
herein). 

L17-79 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The typographical error has 
been corrected in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis. The air quality analysis and 
conclusions remain unchanged. 

L17-80 The referenced footnote states: “The excess individual cancer risk factor for DPM exposure is 
approximately 300 in a million per 1 μg/m3 of lifetime exposure of 70 years according to the 
OEHHA Technical Support Document (TSD) for Cancer Potency Factors entitled 
“Methodologies for derivation, listing of available values, and adjustments to allow for early 
life state exposures” (May2009). More recent research has determined that young children 
are substantially more sensitive to DPM exposure risk. According to the OEHHA TSD, if 
exposure occurs in the first several years of life, an age sensitivity factor (ASF) of 10 should 
be applied. For toddlers though mid-teens, the ASF is 3.” 

The DPM exposure risk from construction exhaust thus depends upon the age of the receptor 
population during the assumed 6 years of construction. The excess individual cancer risk is 
as shown on Table 12. 

Age Group Excess Cancer Risk* 
Infants 4.21 in a million 
Children 2.24 in a million 
Adults  0.75 in a million 
*DPM (μg/m3) * ASF * 300 x 10-6 /70 years  
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The maximum individual cancer risk would be below the 10 in 1 million significance 
threshold. The following table depicts the risks at the closest sensitive receptors. 

Table 3 – Cancer Risk and Chronic Non-Cancer Health Risks  
at the Closest Sensitive Receptors Due to DPM Exposure during Project Construction 

 

PM2.5 Exposure, Excess Cancer Risk, and Non-Cancer 
Chronic Hazard Index from Project Construction 

Activities at Closest Receptors 
Maximum One-Hour PM2.5  0.2911 μg/m3  

Annual Average PM2.5 (one-hour x 0.1) 0.02911 μg/m3  
Age-Weighted Excess Risk for: 
    Infants (2.25 years + 3.75 years youth) 

4.21 in a million  

Youth (6 years) 2.24 in a million  
Adults (6 years) 0.75 in a million  
Cancer Risk Significance Threshold Excess Cancer Risk >10 x 10-6  
Exceeds Threshold? No  
Chronic Non-Cancer Hazard Index 0.006  
Chronic Non-Cancer Significance Threshold Hazard Index >1.0  

Exceeds Significance Threshold? No  
SOURCES: A screening-level individual cancer analysis was conducted to determine the maximum PM2.5 concentration from diesel 
exhaust. This concentration was combined with the DPM exposure unit risk factor to calculate the inhalation cancer risk from project-related 
construction activities at the closest sensitive receptor. The EPA AERSCREEN air dispersion model was used to evaluate concentrations of 
DPM and PM2.5 from diesel exhaust. The AERSCREEN model was developed to provide an easy to use method of obtaining pollutant 
concentration estimates and is a single source Gaussian plume model which provides a maximum one-hour ground-level concentration.   
The model output for this analysis is included in this report. 
Consistent with EPA/ARB/SCAQMD guidelines, the screening level impact analysis was conducted for the maximum exposed individual 
(MEI) for outdoor exposure for 24 hours per day, 350 days per year, for 6 years of construction. Any other sensitive receptor exposure 
(schools, parks, etc.,) will be less than this maximum. 

 
L17-81 Table 3 in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis has been expanded to include year 2012 

historical monitoring data. This information does not change the conclusions of the DEIR, 
and the DEIR remains adequate and complete. 
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L17-82 An Ambient Air Quality Standards Table (Table 1) dated June 2013 has been included in the 
updated Air Quality Impact Analysis. This information does not change the conclusions of 
the DEIR, and the DEIR remains adequate and complete. 

L17-83 As noted in footnotes to Table 12 in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis, consistent with 
EPA/ARB/SCAQMD guidelines, the screening level impact analysis was conducted for the 
maximum exposed individual (MEI) for outdoor exposure for 24 hours per day, 350 days per 
year, for 6 years of construction. Any other sensitive receptor exposure (e.g., schools, parks) 
will be less than this maximum. 

L17-84 Grading quantities were provided by the Project Applicant’s architects and engineers. 
Grading quantities are identified in Executive Summary - Section 2.2 – Project Description 
on page 2-1 of the DEIR. 

L17-85 The updated Air Quality Impact Analysis using CalEEMOD2013.2.2 takes the 33% reduction 
into account (Table 1 –- Option 1 Phase 1, page 233 herein, and Table 2 –- Option 1 Phase 2, 
(page 234 herein) in response to Comment L17-72). Therefore, it is no longer necessary to 
manually modify the model to include the reduction. This information does not change the 
conclusions of the DEIR, and the DEIR remains adequate and complete. 

L17-86 See response to Comment L17-84. 

L17-87 The grading will be done in two phases, and each phase will take 6 to 8 months, for a total 
of 16 months as identified in the DEIR. As noted by commenter, the DEIR considered a 
grading duration from 12 to 18 months. The information in the DEIR remains adequate and 
complete. 

L17-88 The AERSCREEN modeling input has been included in Appendix B herein. 

L17-89 See response to Comment L17-88. 

L17-90 The risk and hazard thresholds identified in Table 5.2-10 are recommended by the 
SCAQMD to be considered significant under CEQA Guidelines. 

L17-91 As noted in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis, the screening model used was the EPA 
AERSCREEN air dispersion model to evaluate concentrations of DPM and PM2.5 from diesel 
exhaust. The input modeling numbers were based on CalEEMod2013.2.2. 

L17-92 The Project is in the North Orange County Source Receptor Area (i.e., SRA 17). 
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L17-93 The discussion on page 5-77 of the DEIR relates to impacts to sensitive receptors from 
vehicle emissions. The distances from either access roadway to the nearest residence are 
50 feet. Page 5-85 refers to the distance from the nearest existing residence to the closest 
residential lot on the Project site. 

L17-94 The potential development of the proposed Cielo Vista project has been considered 
throughout the DEIR in terms of cumulative impacts. 

L17-95 Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 relate directly to the construction phase of the 
Proposed Project. Therefore, to require the measures during construction is appropriate. The 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included in the Final EIR will identify the 
person or agency responsible for mitigation verification. 

L17-96 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, bullet 3 is herein refined as follows:  

AQ-3 - During grading, require that contractors employ oxidation catalysts, which shall 
achieve 40% reduction, during grading for excavation graders and scrapers exceeding 
100 HP rated power if the entire project is graded at one time, unless use of such 
mitigation is demonstrated to be technically infeasible for a given piece of equipment. 

L17-97 The Mitigation Measure referenced has been included in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
discussion in Section 5.6 on page 5-272. The reference was inadvertently left on page 5-89. 
With incorporation of mitigation measure GHG-2 in Section 5.6 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
operational emissions would not exceed respective SCAQMD significance thresholds. 

L17-98 As stated on page 5-94 of Biological Resources (Section 5.3), the definition of “existing 
condition” of plants and animals is based on what is found based on current field surveys 
and what could be potentially found based on pre-2008 Freeway Complex Fire surveys in 
the Study Area. A complete analysis of each biological resource with a discussion of pre- 
and post-fire condition is found in each section, as well as the Project impact analysis prior 
to mitigation, after mitigation, and cumulative impacts. Therefore, all necessary information 
is provided for analysis of Proposed Project’s impacts to biological resources. 

L17-99 Refer to response to Comment L17-59. All of the PDFs incorporated into the project design 
are feasible and will be implemented as stated throughout the DEIR. 

L17-100 The re-vegetation plan identified in Mitigation Measures Bio-1 and Bio-4 establishes a clear, 
enforceable performance standard and specifies one or more actions that can meet the 
standard. Preparation of the plan by a qualified biologist can be confirmed during approval 
of the plan by the County. Identified ratios will be enforced as required by the mitigation 
measures. Therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the re-vegetation plan is not 
“deferred” mitigation. The restoration plans identified in Mitigation Measures Bio-2, Bio-3, 
and Bio-6 establish clear, enforceable performance standards and specify one or more 
actions that can meet the standard. Therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the 
restoration plan is not “deferred” mitigation. The Habitat and Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
identified in Mitigation Measure Bio-7 implements and monitors the requirements 
established in Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-2, Bio-3, Bio-4, and Bio-6 into a 
comprehensive document. Therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the Habitat 
and Mitigation Monitoring Plan is not “deferred” mitigation. The Environmental Awareness 
Program identified in Mitigation Measure Bio-10 establishes a clear, enforceable 
performance standard and specifies one or more actions that can meet the standard. County 
review and approval are required to ensure enforcement. Therefore, pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA, the Environmental Awareness Program is not “deferred” mitigation. 
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L17-101 The commenter does not provide any evidence or specifics on how some mitigation is vague 
or lacking details, performance standards, and milestones; therefore, no response can be 
provided. 

L17-102 A complete discussion of Special Status Wildlife is found beginning on page 5-115 in 
Section 5.3 – Biological Resources. A list of wildlife surveys is found in Table 5-3-1, Site 
Surveys, 2007-2013 on page 5-93 of the DEIR. 

L17-103 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-104 A reference to the Biological Technical Report for the 504-acre Esperanza Hills Specific Plan 
Property is found on page 5-91 of Biological Resources (Section 5.3) of the DEIR. The 
Biological Technical Report that provides detailed biological resources information on 
botanical and wildlife resources. The significant information that summarizes the Proposed 
Project’s potential impacts to biological resources is provided in Biological Resources 
(Section 5.3). A reference to special status plant evaluation and focused surveys is made on 
page 5-111, and the results are illustrated in Exhibit 5-26 on page 5-113 of the DEIR. Refer 
to response to Comment L3-2 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife) for additional information concerning 
special status species. 

L17-105 On page 5-94 of Section 5.3 - Biological Resources a reference to Table 4.2 of the Biological 
Technical Report (Appendix D in the DEIR) is provided concerning evaluation of special-
status plants for the Study Area. As indicated in Table 4.2 beginning on page 38 of the 
Biological Technical Report (Appendix D in the DEIR), the potential for occurrence for 
Allen’s pentachaeta, Brand’s phacelia, chaparral nolina, Roberinson’s peppergrass, and 
small-flowered morning glory is low. 

L17-106 On page 5-115 of Section 5.3 - Biological Resources a reference to Table 4.3 of the 
Biological Technical Report (beginning on page 44 of Appendix D in the DEIR) is provided 
concerning special status animals evaluated for the Study Area. Pursuant to page 48 of the 
Biological Technical Report, three focused surveys were conducted for the three special-
status birds with the potential to occur in the Study Area. A more complete discussion of the 
special status surveys and other environmental factors relating to these surveys appears in 
response to Comment L3-2 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife). 

L17-107 A discussion of global and state rankings can be found on page 5-109 of Section 5.3 – 
Biological Resources. 

L17-108 Refer to page 5-93 and 5-94 of Section 5.3 of the DEIR concerning habitat assessment 
procedures. As summarized in Table 4.2 of Appendix D in the DEIR, 33 special-status plants 
were evaluated for the Study Area through habitat assessment and focused surveys (where 
suitable habitat is present). Of the 33 plants evaluated, five species were documented within 
the Study Area, and Proposed Project impacts were analyzed for these species. 

L17-109 Page 5-115 of Section 5.3 of the DEIR contains a discussion of the special-status wildlife 
species evaluated and the methodology for this evaluation. As summarized in Table 4.3 of 
Appendix D (beginning on page 44 in the DEIR), 31 special-status animals were evaluated 
for the Study Area. See pages 5-115 through 5-120 for a discussion of focused surveys, 
special-status wildlife observed, special-status wildlife with the potential to occur but not 
detected, raptor use, and nesting birds. See pages 5-149 through 5-162 for a discussion of 
Proposed Project impacts on biological resources including special-status wildlife. 

L17-110 Refer to response to Comment L17-59 for information concerning Project Design Features. 
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L17-111 Human intrusion is discussed on page 5-169 of Section 5.3 of the DEIR concerning control 
of human physical access into sensitive habitat areas within the Proposed Project site and 
CHSP –- not the Proposed Project’s impact from physical development on biological 
resources as reflected in Mitigation Measures Bio-1 through Bio-8. 

L17-112 Refer to response to Comment L17-99 for information concerning Project Design Features. 
The commenter does not offer any evidence regarding why a prohibition of outdoor cats is 
not feasible as required in PDF 12; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L17-113 Refer to response to Comment L17-59 for information concerning the use of Project Design 
Features (PDFs). A summary of Project Design Features is included in the Final EIR in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program. The PDFs are numbered consecutively throughout the DEIR, 
with PDF 10 found in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics). As discussed on pages 5-162 through 5 164, 
PDF 11 lessens the introduction of trash and debris, PDF 12 prohibits outdoor cats, PDF 13 
lessens light pollution, PDF 14 lessens short-term construction impact, PDF 15 minimizes 
edge effect, and PDF 16 concerns the use of native plantings in fuel modification areas. 

L17-114 “Will” and “shall” indicate the same level of required performance; therefore, no change is 
required in the PDFs. 

L17-115 Refer to response to Comment L17-100. 

L17-116 Refer to response to Comment L17-114. All mitigation measures say “shall.” 

L17-117 Concerning biological resources, no other cumulative projects are anticipated to impact 
biological resources due to the project location, size, and land use type. The level of detail 
provided in the cumulative impact analysis is appropriate to explain the cumulative impact 
to biological resources. 

L17-118 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-119 The information provided in the 2008 Native American consultation as described on page 
5-190 of Cultural Resources (Section 5.4) of the DEIR was determined to be still relevant, 
since the consultation concluded that there were no known sacred lands in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project and the individuals consulted offered no specifics concerning cultural 
resources. The Notice of Preparation and the NOA were sent to the Native American 
Heritage Commission. No comments were received beyond the advisory letter detailing 
procedures if resources are discovered and a general list of contacts. 

L17-120 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern, and no response is warranted. 
The survey to which a reference is made in this comment was not conducted for Project 
specific analysis, and general observations and results are adequate for purposes of 
background information herein. The Cogstone Archaeological and Paleontological 
Resources Assessment Update for the Esperanza Hills Project is the Project specific analysis 
on which the findings and conclusions are based. Refer to Appendix F in the DEIR, 
Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment, for a discussion of survey 
methods and field work. 

L17-121 See response to Comment L17-120. 
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L17-122 All Mitigation Measures have been presented in Subsection 5.5.4. Comment does not raise 
an environmental issue or concern. The analysis remains adequate and complete. 

L17-123 As stated in Subsection 5.5.7, implementation of recommended mitigation measures will 
reduce all potentially significant geological impacts to a less than significant level. Comment 
does not raise an environmental issue or concern and no further response is warranted. 

L17-124 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The formatting is the same for 
each topical section of the DEIR, and content/number of pages varies greatly. The 
commenter acknowledges that the information can be found in each section; therefore, style 
and format do not result in an inadequacy of the document. 

L17-125 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-126 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The purpose of the 
geotechnical investigation is presented in Appendix G to the Draft EIR. The technical study 
upon which information in each topical section is based is identified in the first paragraph of 
each topical section. 

L17-127 Page 5-206, paragraph 2, describes the Whittier Fault Zone in relation to the Proposed 
Project. 

L17-128 The Geotechnical analyses uses the term “parcel” rather than “planning area” as is used in 
the DEIR. For purposes of this statement, the reference is to Planning Area 1, which is the 
southwestern portion of the Project site. 

L17-129 See responses to Comment L17-127 and -128 above. 

L17-130 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-131 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-132 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-133 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-134 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-135 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-136 The Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone is a topical discussion on page 5-214 and describes where 
the fault exists on the Proposed Project site. Discussion regarding faulting can be found on 
page 5-231, which includes results of trenching and LIDAR imagery. Page 5-206 - Ground 
Rupture is intended to provide a general overview of the condition. 

L17-137 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-138 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-139 As noted in the response to Comment L17-136 above, this section provides a general 
overview of the condition. Additional detail, including maps, is found in Subsection 5.5.3 
where each topic is further analyzed. 

L17-140 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-141 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-142 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-143 Refer to the response to Comment L17-139 above. Specific analysis regarding Landslide 
Deposits/Debris Flows is found on page 5-235. 

L17-144 Refer to response to Comment L17-139 above. Specific analysis regarding Compressible 
Soils is found on page 5-248. 

L17-145 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-146 Refer to Subsection 5.5.3 where all topical issues introduced are individually analyzed. 
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L17-147 References are detailed in Appendix A of the Fault Hazard Assessment Report included in 
the DEIR as Appendix H. 

L17-148 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-149 Soil erosion is discussed on page 5-254 of the DEIR in Subsections 5.5.5 and 5.5.6. Impacts 
from grading regarding soil erosion are discussed in Section 5.2 - Air Quality. Mitigation 
measures have been included in each chapter. The analysis remains adequate and complete. 

L17-150 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-151 Subsection 5.5.5 - Level of Significance after Mitigation provides conclusions based on 
CEQA thresholds of significance. Also refer to Mitigation Measure Geo-2. 

L17-152 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-153 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-154 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-155 Comment regarding “out of place” discussion does not raise an environmental issue or 
concern, and no response is provided. AP Act requirements are listed on page 5-230 and, as 
noted, exploration for preparation of the Fault Hazard Report was performed in keeping with 
the Guidelines. 

L17-156 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-157 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-158 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-159 It is unclear what additional information the commenter is requesting beyond the 
information that the state-mandated 50-foot setback and the 120-foot Project setback zone 
have been included in the Project design. Refer to Exhibits 5-43 and 5-44 - Hazard 
Assessment Boundaries, Option 1 and Option 2, respectively. 
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L17-160 The topical section Geologic Setting on page 5-232 corresponds with the general Geologic 
Setting section on page 5-211 and is intended to expand on the site-specific setting. 

L17-161 Section 5.5.5 - Level of Significance after Mitigation provides conclusions based on CEQA 
thresholds of significance. 

L17-162 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-163 Commenter is referred to Exhibits 5-43 and 5-44 - Hazard Assessment Boundaries, Option 1 
and Option 2, respectively. The Proposed Project is conditioned (Mitigation Measures Geo-4 
and Geo-5) to ensure that no residential lots are designed within the state-mandated setback 
zone for the Whittier Fault. Roads and bridges are depicted on the referenced Exhibits. 

L17-164 The geologic studies for the adjacent proposed Cielo Vista project have not been provided to 
date. However, American Geotechnical, Inc. has completed a summary of geotechnical 
exploration and engineering analysis dated March 12, 2014, which is included herein. The 
report does not identify any new information. Therefore, geologic impacts related to the 
Proposed Project remain unchanged, and the analysis is complete and adequate. 

L17-165 As noted, the conceptual design studies will be prepared in accordance with the access 
option selected. Such design studies are not deferred mitigation. Mitigation Measure Geo-8 
ensures compliance with County regulations and coordination with staff to ensure such 
compliance. The Mitigation Measure establishes a clear, enforceable performance standard 
and specifies one or more actions that can meet the standard; therefore, pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA, the conceptual design studies are not deferred mitigation. 

L17-166 The term “finalized” has been misunderstood by commenter, and a more appropriate term 
should have been used. The intent of the discussion was to indicate that once appropriate 
County personnel have approved the Fault Hazard Assessment Report, a copy of the report 
would be forwarded to the California Geological Survey. The Fault Hazard Assessment 
Report was approved by the County on March 31, 2013 and was forwarded to the California 
Geotechnical Society, whose representative had personally inspected the trenches during 
the fault investigation. 

L17-167 Commenter is referred to paragraph 6 of page 5-239, where it is stated that in accordance 
with California law, construction of habitable residential structures will be prohibited across 
the trace of the active Whittier Fault or within the limits of the seismic setback zone. It is not 
inaccurate to state that the risk of surface rupture hazards to proposed habitable structures 
will be low because active faults do not extend into areas designated for habitable 
structures. The two factors work together to reduce any potential risks. The setback zone 
exhibit is referenced and discussed on page 5-206. 

L17-168 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-169 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-170 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-171 The paragraph referenced is a conclusion based on a geotechnical analysis of earthwork 
related to the seismic setback zone. There is no environmental impact related with minor 
modifications to setback margins. 

L17-172 The paragraph notes a significant impact which is reduced by implementation of mitigation 
measures. Without additional information, it is unclear what additional information would 
be required. 

L17-173 Significance conclusions are presented in Subsection 5.5.5. Reference is made to mitigation 
measures in Subsection 5.5.3. 

L17-174 Significance conclusions are stated in the noted paragraph, and mitigation measures are 
referenced. 

L17-175 See response to Comment L17-174 above. 

L17-176 See response to Comment L17-174 above. 

L17-177 Mitigation Measures Geo-15 and Geo-16 ensure that adequate testing is performed to 
determine if corrosive soils are present. The Mitigation Measures establish a clear, 
enforceable performance standard and specify one or more actions that can meet the 
standard; therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the corrosive soils testing is not 
deferred mitigation, and testing is not required prior to Project approval. The Project will be 
conditioned as part of the approval process to adhere to the mitigation. The County will 
require performance before permit issuance. 

L17-178 See response to Comment L17-177 above. 

L17-179 Mitigation Measure Geo-17 will ensure that adequate testing is performed to determine 
liquefaction potential. The Mitigation Measure establishes a clear, enforceable performance 
standard and specifies one or more actions that can meet the standard; therefore, pursuant to 
the requirements of CEQA, the liquefaction testing is not deferred mitigation, and testing is 
not required prior to Project approval. The Project will be conditioned as part of the 
approval process to adhere to the mitigation. The County will require performance before 
permit issuance. 

L17-180 All mitigation measures currently include the word “shall.” 

L17-181 Refer to responses to Comments L17-165, -177, and -179 above. 

L17-182 The County has determined that the stated timing is appropriate for each mitigation measure, 
whether it be prior to grading, during grading, or prior to issuance of building permits. It is 
impossible to implement a mitigation measure that can only be achieved after mass grading 
occurs. 

L17-183 The mitigation measure proposed by commenter is a standard condition of approval. Permits 
cannot be issued until the requirements are met. 
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L17-184 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-185 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-186 Without knowing what the ultimate grading plan is for the proposed Cielo Vista project, the 
Bridal Hills project, and/or any other project, it is impossible for a geologist to reach any 
conclusion related to an impact on the site. However, assuming that the County enforces 
current legislation and administrative codes, no such grading plans will be approved that 
would result in unstable geologic units. The conclusion in the DEIR related to geology and 
soils remains adequate and complete. 

L17-187 The Air Quality Analysis has been updated (April 14, 2014) using the CalEEMod2013.2.2 
program. The update is included herein in Appendix B, No change to the conclusions in the 
DEIR resulted from the update, and in many cases the emissions are less than originally 
reported using CALEEMod201.1.1. Therefore, the DEIR remains adequate and complete. 

L17-188 See response to Comment L17-76. 

L17-189 See response to Comment L17-77. 

L17-190 See response to Comment L17-78. 
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L17-191 See response to Comment L17-79. 

L17-192 See response to Comment L17-80. 

L17-193 Inclusion of general baseline and regulatory information does not change the greenhouse 
gas analysis or the conclusions. Greenhouse gas emission s are discussed throughout 
Section 5.6. 

L17-194 See response to Comment L17-193. 

L17-195 See response to Comment L17-193. 

L17-196 See response to Comment L17-187. 

L17-197 The report demonstrates that there is an available array of measures that may be 
implemented for a project to achieve a less than significant impact. Until more precise 
schedules and plans are available, a specific set of measures cannot be mandated. Use of 
any of the measures identified in Table 5-6-8 can be combined to achieve the required 
reduction goals. In addition, more effective measures could feasibly become available in the 
meantime that could further reduce impacts. However, the DEIR concludes that greenhouse 
gas emissions will result in an unavoidable adverse impact. 

L17-198 Inclusion of the Mitigation Measure prohibiting wood-burning fireplaces does not change 
the analysis or the conclusion of the DEIR. Therefore, the DEIR remains adequate and 
complete. 

L17-199 The information presented concerning existing fire hazard assessment is at a level 
appropriate to support the conclusions of the DEIR concerning Project impacts related to 
wildfires. Although the commenter states that the information is not clear to the reader, the 
commenter only offers that a summary in a “quick paragraph” be provided to clarify. The 
County believes the information in the DEIR is important in order to understand the full 
range of issues related to hazards and hazardous conditions, and furthermore, is clearly 
presented. No further response is necessary, because no issues related to the adequacy of 
the environmental impact analysis in the DEIR were raised. 
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L17-200 As stated in the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) (Appendix J in the 
DEIR), the FPEP is based on the requirements of the OCFA, site-specific conditions, and 
proposed land use of the Project Site. The FPEP incorporates input from OCFA as discussed on 
page 5-316 concerning credits or reduction in fire flow and page 5-326 concerning fuel breaks. 
However, the OCFA did not review, comment, or approve the FPEP or its recommendations. 
The fuel modification plan presented in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials is 
consistent with the requirements of OCFA and is presented to analyze the potential Project 
impact and recommended fire safety measures. Mitigation Measure Haz-5 requires approval of 
a Fire Master Plan based on the FPEP prior to issuance of grading permits. Also based on the 
recommendations of the FPEP are Mitigation Measure Haz-7, deed restrictions for FMZs, and 
Mitigation Measure Haz-8 concerning Fuel Modification Easements that have been 
incorporated into the DEIR and are required prior to recordation of the final map. 

L17-201 The applicable regulatory codes concerning fire protection are discussed in Regulatory 
Setting on pages 5-295 and 5-296 in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the 
DEIR. These codes are applied to the Proposed Project and incorporated into the Specific 
Plan. The City of Yorba Linda has adopted the same regulatory codes (refer to Yorba Linda 
Ordinance 2010-953), and the City is also served by the OCFA. 

L17-202 Plate 1 in the Phase I ESA (Appendix I of the DEIR) shows the area of study that includes the 
Project Site; the Yorba Linda Land, LLC parcel; and the Bridal Hills, LLC parcel for a total of 
approximately 557 acres. It is important to note that the Phase I ESA clearly assessed the 
project site, in addition to adjacent properties also addressed directly or indirectly in the 
analysis related to hazards and hazardous materials. The intent of the analysis in the DEIR 
remains the same.  

L17-203 For a complete description of existing oil wells refer to Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials on pages 5-290 through 5-294 of the DEIR) and Exhibit 5-67, On Site Oil Well 
Location Plan. A complete description of oil wells after Project implementation is found on 
pages 5-331 and 5-332 of the DEIR. As stated on page 2, Section 1.3 of the Phase I ESA 
(Appendix I in the DEIR), the analysis assumes that all oil wells will remain in place. However, 
as discussed on page 5-332, two of the oil wells may relocate to the Cielo Vista site; but this 
relocation is not a part of the Proposed Project. On page 5-2 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) a 
discussion of existing oil production is provided consisting of three working wells. The oil 
wells are an existing condition and are not modified by the implementation of the Proposed 
Project. 

L17-204 The preparers of the Esperanza Hills Fire Protection Plan reviewed numerous information 
sources during the analysis phase of the document’s preparation. Sources included official 
OCFA After-Action Reports and official weather data from the nearest Remote Automated 
Weather Station. These data sources detailed fire spread information and other fire 
characteristics, including the weather during the fire, that informed the modeling, fire risk 
analysis, and fire protection measures required for the Esperanza Hills project. Following 
receipt and viewing of the MWD video footage, it is acknowledged that the actual fire spread 
corresponds very closely to that used as the baseline for the fire protection plan. For example, 
based on the time stamp of the video footage, it took roughly four hours for the fire to burn to 
the Project area from the ignition point, and another 40 minutes for it to burn through the 
Project area. The FPEP states on page 82 that the fire took over three hours to reach the 
Project area, so the modeling performed for the Proposed Project indicates a faster-moving, 
more aggressive fire than actually occurred. Therefore, the FPEP’s modeling is consistent with 
worst-case fire behavior that drives the fire protection features applied to this project. No 
update of the modeling or the analysis is required based on this comment. 

L17-205 Refer to Exhibit 5-25, Vegetation Map, on page 5-99 in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) 
for an illustration of the Study Area and the off-site impact area, which includes portions of 
the adjacent Cielo Vista property to the west. 
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L17-206 The discussion of fire history and the conclusion of the OCFA After-Action Report are 
accurately presented, and information concerning water supply and capacity on page 5-288 
accurately presents water supply issues concerning the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The 
comment does not result in a change to the analysis of Proposed Project wildfire impact or the 
DEIR conclusions. 

L17-207 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-208 The description is accurately presented on page 5-290 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(Section 5.7) of the DEIR. Page 18 of the Phase I ESA (Appendix I in the DEIR) states there are 
five above-ground storage tanks. Table 4 on page 15, Storage Tanks and Related Equipment, 
depicts approximately 10 above-ground storage tanks and active and inactive piping. The 10 
tanks includes storage tanks and piping as depicted on Exhibit 5-7-5 on page 5-294 of Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. 

L17-209 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-210 Table 5-7-5 on page 5-294 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR 
provides a summary of the field observations included in the Phase I ESA (Appendix I in the 
DEIR), and no additional summary is necessary to analyze the significant environmental 
impacts of existing oil well operations on the Project Site. 

L17-211 Other than the regulations cited on page 5-295 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(Section 5.7) of the DEIR, there are no hazardous materials or emergency evacuation 
regulations that apply to homes. The Proposed Project does not include oil well operations or 
abandonment or relocation of oil wells; therefore, no discussion of regulations concerning oil 
well operations or abandonment is necessary. Mitigation Measures Haz-1, Haz-2, Haz-3, and 
Haz-4 are to mitigate potential impacts to the Proposed Project from on-site existing oil well 
activities and abandoned wells and piping. Oil well activity, abandonment, relocation, or 
re-abandonment is subject to the County of Orange Oil Code and the California Public 
Resources Code, Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4, §3208 and §3208.1. 

L17-212 The information on page 5-295 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the 
DEIR concerning the Orange County Fire Authority Vegetation Management Guidelines is 
specific to the OCFA guidelines and not a description of the Proposed Project and site plans. 

L17-213 Section 5.1 - Aesthetics discusses the visual character of the Proposed Project and notes that 
colors for structures will be predominantly earth tones such as browns, ochers, sepias, and 
grays. The wall to which commenter is referring is a residential landscape wall that is heat-
deflecting and will be located along the residential lots. These walls would also be of stone 
or brick colored like the community theme walls to match the background, and therefore 
not distinguishable. 

L17-214 Mitigation Measure Haz-3 is appropriately worded in that it requires the Project Applicant to 
ensure the preparation of a RAP consistent with state law. Therefore, if a RAP is not required 
pursuant to state law, then the intent of the mitigation is complete. 

L17-215 Refer to response to Comment L17-214. 

L17-216 Mitigation Measure Haz-11 lists the minimum fire flows standard required by the California 
Fire Code. Application of new fire code regulations after Project approval would not be 
considered an activity requiring CEQA clearance. 

L17-217 The discussion of Proposed Project level of significance after mitigation is appropriate as 
presented on pages 5-336 through 5-338 to support the findings as it relates to thresholds of 
significance. 
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L17-218 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-219 Addendum No. 1 of the Orange County Hydrology Manual dated 1996 states: “The criteria 
and methods used in the 1986 Orange County Hydrology Manual (OCHM) yield high 
confidence (85% confidence interval) peak discharges and volumes that are appropriate for 
most flood control design purposes… The Manual’s criteria and parameter values remain in 
force for development proposals...” The Preliminary Drainage Report for Esperanza Hills, 
Option 1 and Option 2 (Appendix K in the DEIR), correctly used the 1986 Orange County 
Hydrology Manual to analyze the Proposed Project hydrology impacts. Calculations do not 
require revision, because the computer software incorporates the expected value analysis for 
initial areas as described in the OCHM Addendum 1. The County has reviewed and 
approved the hydrology reports. 

L17-220 As discussed in Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) on page 5-344 of the DEIR, the 
hydrology conditions were based on soil type, not natural cover. The Puente Formation 
sediments found throughout the site have low permeability and limited deep percolation of 
rainwater with a high runoff rate due to steep hillsides and clayey soil. This is based on the 
Orange County Modified Rational Method hydrologic calculations (Orange County 
Hydrology Manual) as discussed in the Preliminary Drainage Report for Esperanza Hills, 
Option 1 and Option 2 (Appendix K in the DEIR) pages 5 and 6. However, supporting 
material will be included to justify natural cover of grass with good coverage. Although the 
canyons have some trees, the majority of the site is natural grass cover. 

L17-221 On page 5-358 of the Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the DEIR the percentage 
of impermeable surface for each Project option is discussed. The impermeable surface for 
the Proposed Project includes private streets, rooftops, and driveways. The proposed 
condition Rational Method Hydrology calculations use 70% pervious for 2 dwelling units 
per acre, which is the same as 30% impervious, not 20%, as stated by commenter. 

L17-222 The County has reviewed and approved the Hydrology Reports with the detention basins 
located per the tentative tract map. This site in particular lends itself to an upstream 
detention and debris basin design due to the amount of open space that drains through the 
site. Current existing condition flows are erosive in nature due to excessive velocities. The 
Project as proposed will convey storm water safely in underground storm drain pipes and 
will slow down outlet storm water via energy dissipators to non-erosive velocities. Coarse 
sediment load will be conveyed through the storm drain system in rain events due to the size 
of the upstream open space. 

L17-223 Table 1 in the report explains the 6.1 acres that are diverted from Blue Mud Canyon in the 
existing condition into Project Area B in the proposed condition. To avoid confusion, the 
statement noted by commenter is hereby removed. 
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L17-224 The 174 cfs is the difference between existing and proposed peak flows for Option 1 Unit 
Hydrograph method 10-year 24-hour shown on pages following page 9 (85.67 cfs + 88.22 
cfs = 174 cfs). Table 1 referred to in the comment is the Rational Method, 10-year (1-hour). 

L17-225 The County requested the format shown in the report. The County has reviewed and 
approved the hydrology reports. Based on the County design criteria, comparing the 25-year 
and 100-year hydrology results are sufficient. Ten-year comparison is not necessary. 

L17-226 The CivilD software determines the AMC factors based on the inputs of storm event, soils 
type, and land use. The software correctly determined the AMC factor per the Hydrology 
Manual. 

L17-227 Final hydrology calculations will consider this degree of detail, but preliminary hydrology 
considers the large off-site area as natural with the basins being a very small portion of the 
tributary area. This will be addressed in final engineering. 

L17-228 The critical rate was defined in the hydrology report, Table E-2, as 5 feet per second as an 
erosive velocity for the downstream natural canyons. As for a critical flow rate, a scour 
analysis would have to be performed to determine a flow rate that would be adverse. 

L17-229 The area of Basin 4 of 107.1 acres is correct. The Hydrology Report actually indicates the 
area as 105.8 acres and, therefore, will be revised to correct the area to 107.1 acres. 

L17-230 The comparison is correct and has been reviewed and approved by the County. Basins 1, 2, 
and 3 need to be compared separately to ensure that each Basin is sized sufficiently. The 
existing and proposed areas need to be the same to compare as stated above by commenter 
in Comment L17-223. 

L17-231 A discussion of Low Impact Development features is found on page 5-376, Hydrology and 
Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the DEIR. As discussed due to the steepness of the site 
grading, with most streets above 5% grade, BMPs that require flatter grades were not used, 
such as Green Streets. The Proposed Project’s hydrology and water quality impacts were 
evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) of the DEIR. As described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any 
significant impacts under Project and cumulative conditions; refer to pages 5-391 through 
5-394 of the DEIR. The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed 
Project would result in significant hydrology or water quality impacts; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. The Project was designed utilizing the Low Impact Development 
design process to arrive at the proposed BMPs as described in the County-reviewed and 
approved CWQMP reports. 
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L17-232 Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR, under Subsection 5.9.2, Regulatory Setting 
(pages 5-396 through 5-411) provides a complete discussion that the Proposed Project is 
governed by state, local, and regional land use regulations by providing a blueprint for 
development throughout the planning area, and each regulatory document is identified and 
discussed. For each applicable regulatory document, the Proposed Project is required to 
show consistency with the goals, policies, and objectives of the document. The Proposed 
Project includes a Specific Plan that will replace the existing County zoning designations of 
A1 and A1 (O). The purpose and intent of the Specific Plan is to provide policies and 
regulations for the development of the project as proposed. Specific Project compliance with 
applicable regulations is identified within these regulatory documents and described in 
Subsection 5.9.2 on pages 5-413 through 5-454 of Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of 
the DEIR. The Proposed Project’s land use and planning impacts were evaluated consistent 
with the requirements of CEQA in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR. As 
described therein, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts under 
Project and cumulative conditions; refer to pages 5-455 through 5-457 of the DEIR. The 
commenter does not offer any evidence on how the Proposed Project would result in 
significant land use and planning impacts; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L17-233 The information provided on pages 5-398 and 5-399 in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) 
of the DEIR accurately identifies that the Proposed Project includes a proposal for a specific 
plan and describes the use, purpose, and regulatory setting for specific plans under state law. 
A complete discussion of the Esperanza Hills Specific Plan requirements, purpose, and 
approval process is found on pages 5-429 through 5-430 in Land Use and Planning 
(Section 5.9) of the DEIR including purpose, principles, and objectives. 

L17-234 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-235 The Yorba Linda Zoning Code is found in Title 18 of the Yorba Linda Municipal Code. The 
Yorba Linda Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection is found in Chapter 18.30, Yorba 
Linda Right to Vote Amendment is found in Chapter 18.01A, and Yorba Linda Land Use 
Right to Vote is found in Chapter 18.01 of the Zoning Code. 

L17-236 The first sentence in the analysis of OC LUE Policy 3 on page 5-414 of Section 5.9 (Land 
Use and Planning) of the DEIR is making a statement of the policy objective. Discussion of 
Project compliance with OC LUE Policy 3 follows in the next sentences. 

L17-237 The commenter does not offer any evidence how the statement that the Proposed Project’s 
collector and local streets provide a backbone for a compressive system of bikeways is 
“misleading.” The collector and local streets provide for bike use throughout the Proposed 
Project; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L17-238 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-239 Orange County General Plan Public Services and Facilities Element, Policy 3 - Land Use 
Compatibility requires a project to coordinate facility planning in a manner compatible with 
surrounding land uses and to review planned land uses adjacent to facilities for their 
compatibility with facility operations. A complete discussion of the Proposed Project’s 
compatibility with existing facility operations for water, sewer, solid waste disposal, 
telephone, cable, electricity, gas, and drainage is provided in Section 5.8 (Public Services, 
starting on page 5-493 of the DEIR) and Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality, starting 
on page 5-341 of the DEIR). 
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L17-240 A complete discussion of the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan is found in 
Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials, starting on page 5-275 of the DEIR). A 
discussion of cumulative impacts is found on pages 5-338 through 5-340 and states that the 
proposed Cielo Vista project is included in the Orange County Sheriff Department’s 
evacuation plan as discussed on page 5-318, as well as the Proposed Project. The Project’s 
Emergency Plan is discussed beginning on page 5-317 and includes an option for partial 
evacuation of the Project if fire is immediate or roadways are blocked. Therefore, the Fire 
Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan does evaluate conditions of the surrounding 
community in developing procedures for Project evacuation that includes the proposed 
Cielo Vista project, but does not include provisions to specifically evacuate of the proposed 
Cielo Vista project, because the two projects are governed by separate homeowner 
associations. Refer to Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for additional details. 

L17-241 For a complete discussion of Orange County parkland requirements refer to pages 5-517 
through 5-520 of Recreation (Section 5.13) of the DEIR. The Proposed Project exceeds 
county, city, and Quimby Act standards for the provision of parkland by at least nine acres. 

L17-242 Table 5-9-6, Orange County General Plan Recreation Element Consistency as presented on 
pages 5-424 and 5-425 of Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) accurately presents 
consistency findings for Goal-1, Policy 2.32 and Policy 2.4 and as discussed in Recreation 
(Section 5.13) of the DEIR starting on page 5-511. A complete description of park amenities 
is provided on pages 5-517 through 5-519 and depicted on Exhibits 5-110 through 5-122. 
As described therein, tot lots, picnic benches, rock climbing play structures, benches, paths, 
dog park, fitness stations, and open lawn play areas are provided for active park use. 
Therefore, the DEIR accurately describes the active parks within the proposed development. 

L17-243 Refer to response to Comment L17-241. 

L17-244 So noted. A reference to Section 5.10 (Noise, beginning on page 5-459 of the DEIR) will be 
added to page 5-425, Policy 4.1. 

L17-245 The analysis provided in Table 5-9-7, Orange County General Plan Noise Element 
Consistency, on page 5-425 is revised to state the following to clarify the analysis of the 
Proposed Project’s noise impacts. As discussed in Noise (Section 5.10), the intent of the 
analysis in the DEIR remains the same. The Proposed Project is within the County’s noise 
standards for residential use of 65 dBA for exterior noise levels. Under Option 2, Project-
related traffic noise impacts will exceed the perceptible ambient noise increase under CEQA 
and the +10 dB County threshold, but will not exceed the noise standard of 65 dBA. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with noise standards for sensitive land uses. 
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L17-246 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-247 The discussion on page 5-433 in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR 
concerning the Proposed Project’s consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan, is 
appropriate, since the Yorba Linda General Plan for the area of the Proposed Project consists 
of 630 acres that include the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project, called 
the Murdock Property. The discussion is not a comparison of the Proposed Project to the 
proposed Cielo Vista project as the commenter states, but an explanation of the Proposed 
Project’s portion of the Murdock Property development density of an average of 1 dwelling 
unit per acre for the purposes of consistency analysis with the Yorba Linda General Plan. 

L17-248 The asterisk at the end of the paragraph on page 5-434 in Land Use and Planning 
(Section 5.9) of the DEIR has no meaning and does not refer to any additional information 
not provided within the DEIR. The intent of the analysis in the DEIR remains the same. 

L17-249 Refer to response to Comment L17-241 for information on how the Proposed Project meets 
City standard of this Yorba Linda General Plan Policy 1.5. 

L17-250 Casino Ridge is an existing nearby development located to the northeast of the Proposed 
Project Site accessed via San Antonio Road and along Casino Ridge Road in the City of 
Yorba Linda. 

L17-251 Project Design Features are listed in each topical section, where appropriate. However, per 
commenter’s suggestion, PDFs will also be included in the Project Description. 

L17-252 Refer to page 4-2 of Project Description (Chapter 4) of the DEIR, which states that the Bridal 
Hills property adjacent to the Project Site is a reasonably foreseeable development and will 
gain access through the Proposed Project Site; therefore, Bridal Hills has been included in 
the Proposed Project analysis as a cumulative project in specific areas of analysis.  

Bridal Hills is being considered as a cumulative impact for traffic purposes with the 
assumption that 38 additional residences will be approved. Because no application is 
currently pending with the County of Orange to seek entitlements for Bridal Hills, it has not 
been considered as a cumulative project other than air quality, traffic, and 
population/housing. 

L17-253 Refer to response to Comment L17-241 for reference to how the Proposed Project exceeds 
the City’s Park requirement by nine acres. Refer to Section 5.13 (Recreation, page 5-517) for 
a discussion of the Proposed Project’s impact on existing City and regional parks; which 
concludes that the provision of parks and trails within the Proposed Project will provide new 
residents with ample recreational opportunities on-site and will reduce impact to less than 
significant. As stated on page 5-536, Recreation (Section 5.13) of the DEIR, existing residents 
will have pedestrian access only to the Proposed Project’s parks and open space resources 
through the Proposed Project’s trail system. Since this is a gated residential community and 
there is no public vehicle access, and given that the hillside terrain limits large flat areas, it is 
not reasonable or feasible to provide City programmable space such as community or 
neighborhood public parks for youth sports within the Proposed Project. The Proposed 
Project is consistent with Yorba Linda Goal 3 and Policy 3.1 because the Proposed Project 
provides parks in excess of the City’s parkland standards as stated on page 5-440 of Land 
Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. 

L17-254 Refer to response to Comment L17-253 for discussion on public access to Proposed Project 
trails and parkland. 
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L17-255 As stated in Section 1.10 (Noise), construction noise levels will not be significant if the 
County Noise Ordinance standards for hours of operation are complied with. However, 
operational traffic noise will exceed the CEQA threshold for a perceptible increase in 
ambient noise levels. Therefore, the Project will result in a significant unavoidable impact, 
even though the noise levels will remain within the County exterior noise standards. The 
noise impact will occur if Option 2 is selected. There will be no impact with Options 1, 2A, 
or 2B. Refer to Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47) for additional 
clarification. 

L17-256 A complete discussion of police services is provided on page 5-498 in Section 5.12 (Public 
Services) of the DEIR. As discussed, the OCSD assigned six deputies to patrol 
unincorporated pockets within the City’s Sphere of Influence in addition to the 20 deputies 
assigned to patrol within the City boundaries. The Proposed Project is within the 
unincorporated area. 

L17-257 Refer to response to Comment L17-252. 

L17-258 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-259 Noise from oil well operations is included in the baseline monitoring analysis, since these 
operations represent an existing condition. Oil wells operate near residential developments 
throughout Orange County with minimal noise conflicts. A noise measurement at 20 feet 
from the Hualde 21 operating well in Fullerton (1998) found noise levels of 53 dB Leq. This 
measurement would equate to a CNEL of 51.6 dB at 50 feet under direct line of sight. If a 
block wall enclosure is erected for visual screening from the nearest homes, the resulting 
noise level would be in the mid-40 dB CNEL range. Such levels would only be marginally 
detectable within the ambient acoustical background. 

L17-260 The field sheets have been included in Appendix E herein to provide the requested 
monitoring detail. 

L17-261 The RCNM is a Roadway Construction Noise Model. The roadway noise source location is 
well defined relative to off-site receivers. That is not true for mass grading across complex 
terrain. The RCNM notes that the following variables must be identified for accurate 
prediction of construction noise: 

• The ability to model multiple pieces of construction equipment working either 
independently or simultaneously; 

• The character of noise emission, be it impulsive noise or more ready noise; 
• The ability to account for distances from each piece of equipment to each receptor 

location; 
• The influence of time-of-day, be it daytime, evening, or nighttime; 
• The expected duration of work; 
• The propagation (ground) characteristics of the pathway between the equipment 

and the receptors; 
• The potential shielding or reflective effects of nearby buildings; and 
• To a lesser degree, the meteorological effects on noise propagation.14 

In particular, the ability to account for distances from each piece of equipment to each 
receptor location throughout any given work-day is impossible for a project of the proposed 
magnitude. 

L17-262 Construction worker commuting noise was calculated by standard noise modeling using 
FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5. As a conservative approach is was assumed 
that half the daily construction worker trips would arrive or depart in a peak hour and that 
five medium duty vendor truck trips and four heavy duty truck trips would also occur during 
this peak hour.  

As shown in the updated Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix E herein), TNM calculates the 
noise level at 50 feet from roadway centerline to be 53 dB Leq for the indicated peak hourly 
site access vehicle volume. If this peak hour volume were to occur for 5 daytime hours per 
day, the associated CNEL would be 46 dB at 50 feet from the roadway centerline. This is less 
than existing background noise levels. Parking locations and staging areas have not been 
determined, but Orange County Standard Conditions require selection of such areas as to 
minimize noise intrusion into surrounding development. 

 

14  Source RCNM Handbook, Section 6.2 
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L17-263 Vibration damage (for example, cracks in stucco and plaster) occurs when peak particle 
velocities exceed 2 inches per second (Bureau of Mines RI8507, 1980). The peak particle 
velocity of a large bulldozer is reported in the Federal Transit Administration Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment manual (FTA-VA-90-1003-06, 2006) to be 0.1 inch per second 
at 25 feet. Even if heavy equipment were to operate as close as 25 feet to any off-site homes, 
the vibration level would still be substantially below the cosmetic structural damage 
threshold. The possible need for vibratory rollers is unknown at this time. 

L17-264 Model output sheets are included herein in Appendix E. If distances, fields of view, and zero 
noise barriers apply to other roadway segments, the reference calculation can be 
logarithmically adjusted as follows: 

CNEL (dB) = CNEL Ref + 10 log(VOL/VOLr) 

The referenced CNEL was calculated for each travel speed using the day/evening/night and 
auto/medium/heavy vehicle mixes applied to Caltrans Remels. The use of rubberized asphalt 
was not considered as a reasonable and feasible mitigation measure because at slow (mainly 
25 mph) travel speeds in the project vicinity there is a minimal noise reduction benefit. Use 
of rubberized asphalt also entails maintenance/replacement in perpetuity which typically 
cannot be imposed upon a developer/builder. 

L17-265 Mitigation Measures N-2 through N-4 provide for the type of noise abatement suggested by 
commenter. 

L17-266 Mitigation Measures N-2 through N-4 provide for the type of noise abatement suggested by 
commenter. There is no requirement for notification two weeks prior to commencement of 
construction. The Project Site will be posted with contact information. However, the 
following text is added to Mitigation Measure N-6: 

N-6 – During the construction phase, Project Applicant shall ensure that construction 
hours, allowable work days and the telephone number of the job superintendent are 
clearly posted at all construction entrances to allow residents to contact the job 
superintendent. If the County of Orange or the job superintendent receives a complaint, 
the superintendent shall investigate, take appropriate corrective action and report the 
action taken to the appropriate reporting party. Contact specifications shall be included 
in the Proposed Project construction documents, which shall be revised by the County 
of Orange prior to issuance of grading permits. 

L17-267 Comment noted and discussed below in responses to Comments L17-273 through L17-283. 

L17-268 Comment noted and discussed below in responses to Comments L17-273 through L17-283. 

L17-269 Comment noted and discussed below in responses to Comments L17-273 through L17-283. 
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L17-270 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-271 The paragraph identified is introductory in nature. Specifics are included within the Section 
under topical discussions. 

L17-272 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-273 The information provided was current at the time the DEIR was prepared and distributed. 
Analysis and conclusions were based on the then-current data. 

L17-274 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-275 The tables adequately portray a span of population, housing, and employment trends, and 
include year 2020 as noted in comment. 

L17-276 Refer to response to Comment L17-273. Subsection 5.11.2 is specific to the Yorba Linda 
General Plan Housing Element. The conflict commenter cites is not related to the DEIR 
analysis simply because the figures reported from the Yorba Linda General Plan differ from 
information obtained from other sources. As indicated in the DEIR, page 5-491, Subsection 
5.11.6, development of the Project site was anticipated in the County General Plan as well 
as the Yorba Linda General Plan. 
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L17-277 Per the comment, the following text is included in Subsection 5.11.2, second bullet. The 
section states that “the City’s current General Plan provides for up to 536 new housing units 
in the Murdock Area Plan and encourages a clustering in response to topographical and 
other physical limitation. Assuming 3.2 persons per household, the forecast population for 
the Murdock Area Plan is approximately 1,715 persons.” 

L17-278 The Population and Housing section includes information related to RHNA existing and 
future (2014-2021) allocations and Orange County and City of Yorba Linda population, 
housing, and employment figures for existing and future (year 2030) conditions and 
estimates. As Noted in Section 5.11, Population and Housing, the forecasts were obtained 
from the Center for Demographic Research, which uses SCAG data as the basis for existing 
and for projected forecasts.  

L17-279 As noted on page 5-517, Section 5.13 – Recreation, the County uses a population factor of 
3.2 persons per household, and that population factor is used consistently in the DEIR. The 
DEIR, on page 5-490, states that the Proposed Project will consist of larger homes on large 
lots and will be considered as “above moderate” with regard to income category allocation. 
Subsection 5.11.4 includes the 2010-2014 and 2014-2021 RHNA Allocations in Tables 
5-11-5 and 5-11-6, respectively. 

L17-280 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-281 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-282 The following text will be added to Section 5.11.4 on page 5-490:  

While there are no above moderate allocations remaining in the 2010-2014 income 
category in unincorporated Orange County, 2,174 units have been allocated in the 
unincorporated County for the 2014-2021 period, during which Project construction is 
expected to occur.  

Please refer to response to Comment L17-283 below. 

L17-283 Please note there is a difference between RHNA allocated development (2,039) and the 
development potential identified in the City’s General Plan Housing Element. There are no 
inconsistencies in the facts reported in the DEIR, and the analysis remains unchanged. 

L17-284 The Level of Significance after Mitigation, Subsection 5.11.6, provides impact conclusions. 

L17-285 The Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are adjacent parcels and, as 
such, the projects have been analyzed throughout the DEIR in various topical areas for 
cumulative impacts. Bridal Hills is a foreseeable development. However, as noted in Topical 
Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing, the Project Applicant approached the Bridal Hills 
landowners but they declined to participate in development at this time. In any event, 
analysis of 38 units in Bridal Hills was included in the DEIR. Table 5-11-8 was prepared in 
consultation with City staff and is based on projects that are more imminent than Bridal Hills 
based on the landowner’s decision not to develop at this time. There is no change to either 
the analysis or the conclusions due to providing two tables. 
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L17-286 The Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are the only unincorporated 
County projects, and cumulative impacts are discussed separately on page 5-491 based on 
the County factors. In addition, the proposed Cielo Vista project is called out separately 
throughout the DEIR due to its location immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project. 
Cumulative impacts from the remaining related projects are discussed separately on page 
5-492. This list does include the proposed Cielo Vista project because all projects within a 
two mile radius are included. 

L17-287 See response to Comment L17-286 above. 

L17-288 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-289 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-290 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-291 See Subsection 5.12.3. Also refer to response to Comment L16-3 (Orange County Sheriff’s 
Department). 

L17-292 See Table 5-12-1 which provides locations for the five closest stations. 

L17-293 Information provided by the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District (PYLSD) did not include 
capacities of the affected schools. The PYLSD has indicated that adequate capacity exists for 
potential additional students (refer to Table 5-12-3 in the DEIR, and following discussion). 
The School District is state-mandated to accommodate students within each District’s 
service area. 

L17-294 Complete analysis is provided in Section 5.13 – Recreation, where park requirements are 
discussed in detail. 

L17-295 Section 5.12.1 provides general background information. The more detailed analysis, 
including the information requested, is found on page 5-507, 5. Libraries. 

L17-296 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-297 It is unclear what the commenter means, since the sentence referenced provides a threshold. 
The introductory phrase does not change the threshold information. Additional comments 
do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 
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L17-298 The response time noted on page 5-498 is the general standard OCSD strives to achieve. 
The response time noted on page 5-493 relates to a standard as cited by Lt. Bob Wren at the 
Yorba Linda Sheriff’s station. As noted, that standard has been met and exceeded in recent 
time for that area. 

L17-299 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. The source is a newspaper report 
with details provided by Captain Steve Doan at the time OCSD began providing services to 
Yorba Linda. 

L17-300 The conclusion is correct that there will be no change in the provision of service, because 
OCSD serves both the County, including unincorporated areas, and Yorba Linda. 

L17-301 Conclusions are provided on page 5-508. 

L17-302 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-303 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. Because of the topical overlap 
associated with this issue, information and analysis were provided in Fire Protection and, 
where appropriate, in the analysis of Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

L17-304 OCFA provided a comment letter during the DEIR public review period (Comment Letter 
L12, page 180). Please refer to that letter and the responses for additional information. 

L17-305 See response to Comment L17-301. 

L17-306 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-307 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-308 In addition to school attendance and student projection data on which the DEIR analysis 
was based, the Yorba Linda School District provided a comment letter during the DEIR 
public review period (Comment Letter L20, page 326). The District’s specific concerns 
related to traffic impacts and evacuation plans in the event of a wildfire emergency. No 
concerns regarding additional student capacity were included. The discussion preceding 
Table 5-12-3 reflects the conclusion suggested in this comment. Therefore, the conclusion 
provided on page 5-508 of the DEIR remains unchanged and valid regarding capacity for 
new students. 

L17-309 See response to Comment L17-308 above. 
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L17-310 See response to Comment L17-308 above. 

L17-311 Conceptual Parks Plans for Option 1 and Option 2 are provided in Section 5.11 (Recreation) 
as Exhibits 5-110 and 5-111, respectively. 

L17-312 The statement commenter is requesting be added to Subsection5.12.3 - Parks is inaccurate. 
Parks and recreational facilities are analyzed in Section 5.12 - Public Services and 
Section 5.13 (Recreation). 

L17-313 Section 5.13 (Recreation) more appropriately provides the level of information and detail 
noted in the comment. 

L17-314 See response to Comment L17-313 above. The information and analysis requested in this 
comment is provided in Section 5.13 (Recreation) of the DEIR. 

L17-315 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-316 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-317 The conclusion was based on 0.6 sq. ft. (minimum standard) x 70,000 (build-out population) 
= 42,000 sq. ft. The library is planned to contain 50,820 sq. ft. of space. 

L17-318 See response to Comment L17-317 above. The new library is adequately sized to 
accommodate potential Project residents. With a current average of 1,100 visitors per day, 
the number of visitors who are residents of Esperanza Hills is anticipated to be nominal and 
insignificant for the capacity. CEQA review for the new library is not relevant to 
environmental analysis in the Project DEIR. 

L17-319 The availability of seven hospitals within the surrounding area can be assumed to be 
adequate (i.e., less than significant impact) given the number of anticipated new residents 
(1,088) and the unlikely event that all would need hospital services at the same time. The 
Proposed Project is in an urbanized area with medical services readily available, unlike a 
rural environment where such services could be few and far between, resulting in a 
conclusion of significant impact. 

L17-320 See response to Comment L17-304 above. 

L17-321 The proposed Cielo Vista project is the closest potential development that would utilize the 
same schools as the Proposed Project. Commenter is correct that the proposed Cielo Vista 
project is considered in terms of a cumulative impact in the DEIR. 
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L17-322 See response to Comment L17-319 above. 

L17-323 Commenter provides no information regarding what other services would require payment 
of fees. The service providers are clearly identified for which such payment would occur 
with Project implementation. 

L17-324 Regarding public services, new developments are required to pay fair share fees for services 
provided, which mitigates cumulative impacts. Because the Proposed Project and the 
proposed Cielo Vista project are adjacent developments and students would likely use the 
same schools, the impacts are cumulative with regard to the total number of students. 

L17-325 As the commenter notes, the City’s Draft Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update was not 
considered for adoption until January 2014, after the release of the DEIR for public review. 
The analysis was based on existing information and adopted plans and programs. Such 
newly adopted plans are more appropriately addressed if annexation to the City occurs. 

L17-326 The Proposed Project includes 11 park areas. For comparison, the California Department of 
Education requires schools to meet minimum setback standards – i.e., 100 feet (overhead 
line) for 50-133 kV, and 150 feet (overhead line) for 220-230 kV). The park noted in the 
comment is near the transmission lines, which are in excess of 200 feet above ground level 
at that point. 

L17-327 The Esperanza Hills parks are available to the general public through existing and proposed 
trail connections. Comments were made orally at meetings and in writing and are responded 
to in this Responses to Comments document. Commenter’s questions do not raise an 
environmental issue or concern and no further response is warranted. 

L17-328 The Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange General Plan. 
However, commenter is referred to Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, page 5-440 for a 
consistency analysis with the Yorba Linda General Plan Recreation and Resources Element. 
As reflected in that analysis (refer to Table 5-9-13), the Proposed Project, including the 
trails/connections and related features, is consistent with the long-range goals and objectives 
of the Yorba Linda General Plan. 
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L17-329 Commenter is referred to response to Comment L17-328 above. Details about the parks and 
their components are provided in Section 5.13 (Recreation). CEQA does not require the use 
of particular terms to categorize parks, and adequate information is provided in the DEIR to 
describe each park. 

L17-330 Parks are identified on Exhibit 5-106, page 5-494. The exhibit provides a visual depiction of 
the relationship of the identified parks to the Project site. Mileage from the Project site would 
not alter the analysis or conclusions of the DEIR. It is unclear what the intent of the 
remainder of the comment is or how it relates to analysis of the CEQA thresholds for 
provision of parks and open space. Also refer to response to Comment L17-325 above. 

L17-331 As noted, the Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange and as 
such will be required to provide parkland consistent with the County General Plan. In 
addition, because the Proposed Project is located in unincorporated Orange County, and not 
the City of Yorba Linda, the City’s park fees are not applicable to the project. Any required 
fees will be provided as required by the County General Plan. 

L17-332 Section 5.12 (Public Services) states that the estimated the number of students generated by 
the Proposed Project is 177. This age group (elementary through high school) would be the 
likely participants in youth sports. It is speculative to assume that all will participate in 
sports. Because commenter’s focus is related to sports fields, it should be noted that the 
Project is projected to take one to two years for grading and three to seven years for phased 
construction of homes. Therefore, additional park use would be spread over several years 
until maximum occupancy of the Proposed Project is reached, and impacts would be 
incremental over that time span. 

L17-333 It is anticipated that a park area may be constructed in the future in conjunction with 
Option 2A and Option 2B if either option is approved by the County and in agreement with 
the City of Yorba Linda for such construction. At the present time, since discussions with the 
City have been preliminary, it is impossible to determine whether an agreement may be 
reached and, if so, the scope of the project. 

L17-334 Although the Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange, as noted 
on page 5-517, the City’s parkland requirement would be the provision of 4.4 acres. The 
Proposed Project is providing 12 to 13 acres of parkland in addition to the trails and open 
space areas, all of which provide recreation opportunities, and are in excess of the City’s 
requirements. See response to Comment L17-332 above regarding anticipated use of 
“programmable space.” 

L17-335 Individual new developments are required to provide parkland or in-lieu fees to mitigate 
impacts. Cumulatively, if such parkland and fees are enforced, there should be no impact 
from related projects. However, as previously noted, the proximity of the proposed Cielo 
Vista project has resulted in more specific identification of potential impacts throughout the 
DEIR. 

L17-336 ICU calculations do not require use of the actual peak hour factor (PHF), because the ICU 
methodology is a planning analysis methodology that includes a fixed capacity and assumes 
optimum green time. In addition, the City of Yorba Linda TIA Guidelines do not require the 
use of the actual PHF. 
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L17-337 Comment acknowledged. The queue lengths for the southbound/westbound approaches do 
not need to be evaluated, because any queuing on these minor street approaches would not 
block the minor street through movement, since these locations are “T” intersection 
approaches. Furthermore, if the queue lengths extend through a side street intersection for a 
couple of cycles during the peak hour, the minor street vehicles are likely to provide access 
for side street vehicles. Additionally, the City could elect to install “KEEP CLEAR” pavement 
messages. Comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 

L17-338 The traffic counts were conducted within one year of release of the Notice of Preparation, 
which is adequate. In addition, a 2% per year growth factor has been applied to the year 
2012 traffic counts. Therefore, the traffic conditions in the approved Traffic Impact Analysis 
are very likely greater than any updated traffic count conducted in year 2014 would reflect. 

L17-339 Comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

L17-340 Comment acknowledged. 

L17-341 Comment acknowledged. 

L17-342 Comment acknowledged. The speed limit revision on Stonehaven Drive (25 mph) and Via 
del Agua (30 mph) is incorporated herein. 

L17-343 Comment acknowledged. The statement regarding Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive is 
herein revised to indicate they are local roadways. 
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L17-344 “Horizon year” is the appropriate term for describing the Proposed Project 
opening/completion year. 

L17-345 Mitigation Measure T-1 has been included in the DEIR to address the project-related traffic 
impact to the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Aqua intersection. However, it is important to 
understand that implementation of the signal at this intersection must be approved by the 
City because it is located within Yorba Linda and not within the jurisdiction of the County. 
Nonetheless, the comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

L17-346 A fair share for “Existing Plus Project” conditions cannot be calculated because the 
denominator is zero (i.e., all Existing plus Project contributions are 100%). 

L17-347 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2, which details evacuation times for existing 
and Proposed Project residents. 

L17-348 The proposed secondary access road is within an existing access easement on the Cielo 
Vista site. 

L17-349 The approved Traffic Impact Analysis adequately addresses traffic impacts on Via del Agua 
and Stonehaven Drive based on direction provided by the City of Yorba Linda staff and the 
City of Yorba Linda General Plan. As shown in Topical Response 3, Table 1 under Option 1, 
Via del Agua will experience a level of service (LOS) change from LOS A to LOS C, which is 
an acceptable level of service under County or City standards. Under Option 2B, the LOS 
will remain the same at LOS A. This is based on a modified capacity on Via del Agua from 
12,500 vehicles per day (which is the amount considered for a “commuter roadway”) to 
6,250 vehicles per day.  

L17-350 The approved Traffic Impact Analysis adequately addresses the traffic impacts on Via del 
Agua and Stonehaven Drive based on direction provided by the City of Yorba Linda staff and 
the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. Commenter is referred to Table 1 in Topical 
Response 3, which shows that Via del Agua (Option 1) and Stonehaven Drive (Option 2) 
have the potential to exceed commenter’s “environmental capacity.” However, traffic 
impacts to air quality, noise, and project volumes are analyzed in the DEIR in their 
respective topical sections. If Option 2B is selected, traffic volumes will remain within 
commenter’s 3,000 vehicle-per-day threshold. 
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L17-351 The 85th percentile queue is reasonable, and the City of Yorba Linda TIA Guidelines do not 
specify the use of the 95th percentile queue. Analysis was based on consultation with City 
staff. 

L17-352 The southbound queues for Existing Plus Project do include a traffic signal as shown in 
Appendix E of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis Report (Appendix O in the Draft EIR). 
“Southbound” is correct; therefore, “Eastbound” in the title is hereby corrected. 

L17-353 Caltrans District 12 did not require analysis of the SR-91 Freeway ramps or the mainline in 
its NOP comments, likely because the interchange and the mainline had just been improved 
as part of an OCTA project. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 3, which includes a 
Weir Canyon/SR-91 interchange update. 

L17-354 Comment acknowledged and typographical error corrected hereby. 

L17-355 Comment acknowledged. Comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
consideration. Commenter is referred to page 5-619 in the DEIR, Mitigation Measure T-1, 
which shows the Proposed Project’s fair share contribution, both with and without the 
adjacent Cielo Vista project. 

L17-356 It is unclear what commenter means by “environmental capacity,” as this term is not 
identified as a threshold in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines. The approved TIA 
adequately addresses the traffic impacts on Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive based on 
direction provided by the City of Yorba Linda staff and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan 
and the significance criteria and thresholds historically used by the City and the County. 
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L17-357 See response to Comment L17-351 above. 

L17-358 As stated on page 5-614 of the DEIR, the analysis shows that the maximum pocket length 
that can be achieved is 275 feet. The remaining 11 feet needed to achieve the 286-foot 
length can be accommodated within the transition area of the turn pocket. See 
Exhibit 5-160. 

L17-359 Comment acknowledged. Comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
consideration. For reasons cited by commenter, alternative recommendations for increasing 
the stacking length are not feasible. 

L17-360 Figure 17-3 (in Appendix O to the Draft EIR) is to scale at 1” = 50’. 

L17-361 Commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure T-1 (page 5-619), which clearly states the 
Proposed Project’s fair share contribution towards a traffic signal both with and without 
approval of the proposed Cielo Vista project. 
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L17-362 See response to Comment L17-361 above. 

L17-363 The Project site is undeveloped; therefore, there are no existing facilities or deficiencies 
related to water distribution systems on the site. The discussion on page 5-626 provides 
general area and the existing off-site distribution system information. 

L17-364 Mitigation has been included requiring a development agreement with Yorba Linda Water 
District for provision of services (refer to Mitigation Measures U-1 and U-2 on page 5-649 of 
the DEIR). YLWD’s final design requirements will be addressed at that time, including 
assurance that the utility systems are provided. This does not constitute deferred mitigation 
as the requirement is in place for the agreement prior to issuance of permits. 

L17-365 As noted on page 4-1 of the DEIR, Bridal Hills LLC is owned by the Friends family. The 
reference on page 5-644 should have been to Bridal Hills; however, the two names identify 
the same property. 

L17-366 The development agreement will be prepared in consultation with YLWD at the appropriate 
time in the approval/construction process. The agreement will identify improvements in 
accordance with YLWD requirements and specifications. 

L17-367 Unlike greenhouse gas emissions and noise which have been identified as Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts in Chapter 10, traffic impacts are fully mitigable in cooperation with the 
City of Yorba Linda. However, as discussed in Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic, 
beginning on page 5-624 of the DEIR), the County cannot compel the City to implement the 
proposed mitigation measures that would reduce the identified impacts. The conclusions 
regarding traffic impacts represent the worst case consideration but the Project has 
incorporated mitigation to reduce the impacts. 

L17-368 It is unclear why commenter states the Alternatives analysis and Table 6-4-1 are confusing. 
Table 6-4-1 depicts the relative difference (i.e., alternative impacts are greater than, less 
than, or equal to the project-related impacts) between the proposed project and the different 
project alternatives. The impacts of each alternative are more fully analyzed and addressed 
in the analysis following Table 6-4-1. 
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L17-369 No specific examples are presented by commenter; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. However, commenter is referred to Table 6-4-1 on page 6-5 of the DEIR. The table 
provides a summary of impacts in relation to the Proposed Project. The table shows a 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions impacts with Alternative 1, a reduction in noise 
impacts with Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, and a reduction in traffic impacts with alternatives 1, 3, 
and 4. 

L17-370 No specific examples are presented by commenter, and no further response can be 
provided. Per CEQA, adequate alternatives analysis has been provided to foster informed 
decision making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). 

L17-371 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. Table 6-4-1 provides a summary 
of the relative differences in potential impacts of each alternative compared to the Proposed 
Project. Based on the information presented in the analysis of alternatives and summarized 
in that table, the environmentally superior project alternative was determined to be the 
Lower Density Alternative as summarized in Section 6.10 on page 6-93. 

L17-372 The Alternatives section is based on a 340-unit residential development including roads and 
infrastructure necessary to support the development. The difference between Option 1 and 
Option 2 for purposes of environmental analysis is the ingress/egress location. The 
development impacts would be substantially the same under either Option and, therefore, 
with the exception of access to the site, a distinction is not necessary when compared to an 
Alternative. The impacts to topical environmental areas under each alternative are identified. 

L17-373 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-374 References to “this section” clearly indicate the section where the discussion occurs. 

L17-375 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-376 Section 6.3 (page 6-3) identifies reasons specific alternatives were rejected. One of the 
reasons stated is that the project alternative is considered infeasible because its 
implementation is remote and speculative. As stated in the Alternative Location discussion, 
few larger tracts of vacant land remain for development in this area. It is also true that the 
Project Applicant does not own and is not able to acquire an alternative site that meets the 
Project goals and objectives. 

L17-377 The discussion was based, as noted, on a comment that additional roadway access would be 
constructed at some future point after the Proposed Project is developed as approved. That 
alternative would include a provision for future additional road construction. All potential 
access roads have been analyzed in the DEIR either as primary or emergency access. Later 
construction of an additional road, while analyzed for impacts, is not part of the Proposed 
Project and is also impractical due to cost considerations for a separate construction process. 
Access is further discussed in Topical Response 3 - Traffic Ingress/Egress. 
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L17-378 Stating that the Project site could be built to more intense uses if the Proposed Project does 
not move forward points out a consequence that could result in additional impacts. The No 
Project alternative does not assume that the site will never be developed, but rather that the 
site will not be developed with the Project as proposed. As noted in Section 5.9 - Land Use 
and Planning, development of the Murdock Property, of which the Proposed Project is part, 
could be accomplished with a density of one dwelling unit per acre under either the County 
General Plan or the Yorba Linda General Plan. This would be a more intense use of the site 
than is proposed with the Project. 

L17-379 See response to Comment L17-378 above. 

L17-380 Commenter’s statement is confusing. Please read the section cited in terms of No Project (no 
greenhouse gas emissions) versus Project (greenhouse gas emissions). Simply stated, the 
conclusion noted in the analysis is that this alternative would not result in any greenhouse 
gas emissions; therefore, the significant unavoidable project-related GHG impacts cited in 
the EIR would be avoided. 

L17-381 Please refer to Topical Response 1 where the Project features that are geared to slow the 
speed of the fire and reduce the intensity are listed. Please refer to Topical Response 2 where 
an evacuation plan is discussed that, along with the OCSD and City traffic control 
evacuation plan, provide an additional measure of safety to the 1,272 existing and proposed 
homes in the area – not just the Proposed Project. Conversely, it would be anticipated that 
impacts associated with potential wildland fires would not be reduced when compared to 
the extensive fuel modification and related features incorporated into the project that afford 
the adjacent and nearby areas additional protection when compared to the natural 
conditions. 

L17-382 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-383 Commenter is incorrect that the section concludes that the No Project alternative is inferior 
to the Project. The last sentence of the section clearly states: The No Project Alternative 
would not result in any potentially significant impacts to structures or population and is 
therefore superior to the Proposed Project in the area of Geology and Soils. 

L17-384 Disagree with commenter. The presence of several drainages on the Project site results in 
erosion and runoff that create impacts when heavy rains occur. The Proposed Project would 
improve the existing condition with a drainage system and plan that would reduce the 
potential for erosion and enhance water quality. 
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L17-385 Refer to response to Comment L17-378 above. 

L17-386 Thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines consider increased population and 
housing as a potential environmental impact. The section clearly states that the Alternative 
would not have any significant environmental effects, including the potential to induce 
population/housing growth. 

L17-387 The section cited identifies that both the No Project alternative and the Proposed Project 
provide benefits. However, Project trail linkages and parks where none exist now could be 
considered additional benefits. Table 6-4-1 shows the No Project Alternative impacts are 
greater if the linkages and parks are not provided. 

L17-388 As noted in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and Section 5.15 (Utilities and 
Service Systems), the Proposed Project will include two underground reservoirs that will 
provide gravity-fed water-flow for firefighting purposes, which is an improvement over 
existing conditions. The reservoirs will serve not only the Proposed Project but the entire 
area in the event of a wildfire. The reservoirs will serve the Proposed Project for daily water 
demand, but a larger area in emergency situations because of the enhanced firefighting 
capabilities. 

L17-389 As noted above, whether Option 1 or Option 2 is selected for Project ingress/egress, the 
Project development plan remains the same. See response to Comment L17-372 above. 
Where minor differences occur that result in environmental impacts, such differences are 
noted in the Chapter 5 analyses. 

L17-390 Page 6-20 does not contain a Project Description as cited. However, page 6-12 provides a 
project description for Alternative 2. Commenter’s opinion about referencing 340 residential 
units versus 334 units does not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-391 The section cited clearly discusses the Proposed Project and the Alternative. 

L17-392 Site disturbance due to grading will remain the same under all options on-site, but will differ 
off-site depending on which option is approved and constructed. 

L17-393 The section clearly states on page 6-20 that Option 2A impacts are greater than the 
Proposed Project with regard to jurisdictional impacts. 

L17-394 Options 2A and 2B involve off-site grading which accounts for the differences in the table. 
The maximum residences are equal in all four options. The off-site grading volume is the 
only significant difference between options and traffic and other operational emissions 
would not change as set forth in Subsection 6.6.1 - Air Quality. 
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L17-395 Primary and emergency access roadways are provided under each Option analyzed. 
Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for specific information that 
was updated based on the OCSD/City of Yorba Linda Traffic Control Evacuation Plan and 
the computer model prepared by Dudek. As indicated for each option, options for vehicular 
movement south and east will be enhanced in an evacuation, which is an improved 
condition over the single exit to Yorba Linda Boulevard that exists at the present time. These 
plans were completed after publication of the DEIR. 

L17-396 Thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines consider inconsistencies with land use 
plans as a potential environmental impact. The section clearly states that the Alternative 
would not conflict with applicable County land use plans. 

L17-397 As stated, Option 2A would have fewer impacts as compared to the Proposed Project. 
Text/language modification does not change the analysis or the conclusion. 

L17-398 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. 

L17-399 Commenter’s opinions regarding style of analysis presentation are noted. A site plan is 
provided on page 6-51 (Exhibit 6-19) and is intended as a project alternative and not an 
“alternative to other alternatives,” as suggested. 

L17-400 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. However, to clarify, the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 2B provide the same basic site plan configuration with the 
western edge pulled back to reduce grading and lower retaining walls. Refer to Table 6-4-1 
of the DEIR, which compares impacts between the Proposed Project and each alternative. 

L17-401 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. Refer to Table 6-4-1 of the DEIR, 
which compares impacts between the Proposed Project and each alternative. 

L17-402 Because Alternative 2B provides access via two primary roadways, Table 6-7-2 is included 
for Stonehaven Drive. This table was used in the Noise analysis for the Proposed Project. 
Table 6-7-3 reflects the Noise analysis along San Antonio Road, one of the primary access 
roadways. 

L17-403 Commenter provides no factual support for the statement that the conclusion is not correct 
for wildland fire hazards. Option 2B provides two access roadways, both of which would 
serve as emergency access roadways. Option 2 also provides two emergency access roads; 
one is the main entry/exit road and one is the second access for emergency purposes only. 

L17-404 Option 2 provides for two access roads, not three. The off-site grading in Option 2 into the 
proposed Cielo Vista project is for utility purposes only and not for ingress/egress. Therefore, 
the conclusion as reflected in this analysis is correct. 

L17-405 The Option for project access under Alternative 4 could be any of the proposed Options 
since they all originate at Planning Area 1. The Option would be selected at time of Project 
approval. It is unclear what environmental issue is raised by including percentage 
calculations to the reduced numbers of residences and acres. Merely including a percentage 
to describe the number of dwelling units and acres compared to the proposed project would 
not affect the analysis in any way 
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L17-406 Commenter is correct. The conclusion applies to greenhouse gas emissions, which are 
discussed separately. The conclusion is herein revised to state that the Alternative would 
result in fewer short term air quality impacts but long term impacts would remain significant 
due to greenhouse gas emissions as analyzed in Chapter 6. 

L17-407 CEQA does not require that the discussion of alternatives be exhaustive. It is unclear why 
commenter disagrees that omitting Planning Area 2 does not result in a reduction of 
biological impacts by an equal amount of acreage. The impacts to biological resources have 
been identified in Section 5.3, including maps that show the Project site by Planning Area. If 
impacts occur in Planning Area 2, those impacts would be eliminated if Planning Area 2 
remains in its current condition and unaffected by development of the area. 

L17-408 The conclusion provided in Section 6.8.1 (Hazards) is not based merely on the number of 
dwelling units and/or residences that would be developed on the subject property. The 
elimination of the 1,390-foot reservoir would reduce available firefighting resources in the 
event of a wildfire. The Alternative results in a potentially greater impact. 

L17-409 Drainage impacts due to erosion and runoff will continue in Planning Area 2 and will 
potentially impact downstream areas in Planning Area 1. The provision of detention basins 
and a drainage system will reduce erosion and runoff while improving water quality due to 
runoff. However, there will be less alteration of existing drainage patterns. Therefore, 
benefits and impacts are similar. 

L17-410 The entire Proposed Project site is 468 acres, and at 1 dwelling unit per acre, this Alternative 
results in 0.46 dwelling units per acre (gross density). 

L17-411 The DEIR section states that short-term construction impacts would be similar to the Proposed 
Project, and long-term operational impacts would be slightly less than the Proposed Project. As 
shown on Table 6-4-1, impacts would be less than the Proposed Project. 

L17-412 See response to Comment L17-279 above. 

L17-413 The DEIR section concludes that this Alternative would result in fewer impacts with regard 
to number of daily trips. Impacts due to roadway operational deficiencies will be reduced 
commensurately. However, as previously indicated, the deficiencies are an existing 
condition that will continue to exist unless mitigation is implemented. 

L17-414 As indicated in the resposne to Comment L17-405, identifying percentages does not change 
the analysis or conclusions. It is not clear how the golf course contemplated by the General 
Plan relates to the privately owned Project property. As noted in the General Plan, the 
Murdock Property (536 acres) was contemplated for residential development with an 
average density of 1.0 dwelling units per base acre. 

L17-415 For the reasons stated, this Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project. 
Aesthetically, the Alternative would still cluster development, resulting in similar areas of 
disturbance and the degree of impact. Ridgelines would be protected as with the Proposed 
Project. Visually, the impacts could be similar depending on the site layout, and no scenic 
vistas would be significantly impacted, because the Project is not located within a 
designated scenic vista corridor. 

L17-416 The same building code regulations, seismic setback zones, and design features would be 
required to reduce potential impacts due to geologic/seismic hazards. The addition of 129 
residences would not result in new or additional hazards or seismic occurrences. 

L17-417 Adequate wildland fire protection measures have been included in the DEIR for the proposed 
Project. These measures would be in place with the additional 129 residences and the same 
potential for fire hazard would exist. Adherence to the Project’s PDFs and mitigation measures 
would have the same benefit for reducing impacts as with the Proposed Project. 
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L17-418 Population growth would be in accordance with the City’s General Plan goal for 1 dwelling 
unit per acre on the Murdock Property (536 acres) of which the Project is a part (468.9 
acres). Therefore, the population growth has been anticipated in the City’s General Plan if 
the Murdock Property is developed per those goals/policies. 

L17-419 As commenter notes, the increase in demand for public services would increase 
commensurately with the increased number of residences. However, since no significant 
impacts have been identified with the Proposed Project, and because the increase in 
dwelling units reflected in this alternative is consistent with the City’s land use forecast for 
the affected property, the incremental impact would be expected to remain insignificant. 

L17-420 It is unclear what commenter is requesting as compared to the Yorba Linda General Plan 
Alternative. A significant impact has been identified if this Alternative were implemented 
due to the addition of 870 daily trips. 

L17-421 Commenter is referred to Table 7-1-2, page 7-4, where a summary of the cumulative 
impacts identified in Chapters 5.1 through 5.15 is presented. Commenter does not provide 
support for the contention that cumulative analyses are not adequately summarized. 

L17-422 The Project site has been identified as a substantially undeveloped parcel where the existing 
unpaved roads are used to service oil well and utility facilities on site. The potential for 
future residential development and growth was well established in both the County and 
Yorba Linda General Plans. Roads and infrastructure have been designed to accommodate 
the proposed Project. The potential for future extension or expansion of roads and 
infrastructure to other properties will be dependent on development approvals sought by 
adjacent property owners. 

L17-423 Commenter is referred to responses to Comments L17-267 through -287 regarding 
Section 5.11 (Population and Housing). 

L17-424 See response to Comment L17-423 above. 

L17-425 Revisions and additions to mitigation measures have been incorporated within this 
Responses to Comments document as noted. 
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L17-426 Project-related and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions are identified as significant and 
unavoidable (page 5-273). These impacts are also acknowledged on page10-1. It is unclear 
where an inconsistency occurs per commenter’s statement. 

L17-427 Page 5-482 and page 10-1 of the DEIR identify noise impacts as significant and unavoidable. 
It is unclear where an inconsistency occurs per commenter’s statement. 

L17-428 As noted in Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic mitigation measures have been 
included in the DEIR to reduce potential traffic impacts to a level of insignificance. Fair 
share fees will be paid by the Project applicant in accordance with the mitigation provided. 
However, because the County cannot compel the City to implement the required improve-
ment (i.e., installation of a traffic signal), installation of the signal cannot be assured. The 
level of significance will increase if the City of Yorba Linda does not implement the 
installation of a traffic signal as identified. Therefore, the impact would not result from the 
Project as mitigated, but rather from the City’s decision regarding signal installation. In the 
event that the signal is not installed, either by the applicant(s) or the City of Yorba Linda, 
project implementation would result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts as indicated 
in Subsection 5.14.7. 
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Comment Letter L18 
Engineering-Public Works Dept., City of Yorba Linda 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L18  
Engineering-Public Works Dept., City of Yorba Linda  
February 3, 2014 

L18-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Matt Simonetti of the City of Yorba Linda 
dated February 3, 2014 with attached comments. The comments are addressed as follows. 
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L18-2 Regarding line of sight issues, the comment is acknowledged. Line of sight will be conducted, 
where necessary, as deemed appropriate by County of Orange staff, and appropriate measures 
will be implemented pursuant to County requirements to minimize potential hazards. 

L18-3 The speed limit on Imperial Highway north of Yorba Linda Boulevard in the study area is 
45 mph, not 50 mph. Therefore, no change is needed. The speed limit on Imperial Highway 
south of Yorba Linda Boulevard is 60 mph; therefore, the DEIR will be revised accordingly. 

L18-4 Comment acknowledged. The Traffic Signal warrant for Yorba Linda Boulevard at Via del 
Agua is included herein. As shown, the Traffic Signal Warrant is satisfied. 

L18-5 Comment acknowledged. The City of Anaheim will be contacted; however, the third 
westbound left turn lane will not require split phasing of the traffic signal. 

L18-6 Comment acknowledged. This request will be forwarded the decision makers for consideration. 

L18-7 Comment acknowledged. This request will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
consideration. 

L18-8 Comment acknowledged. Mitigation measure T-1, which requires installation of the signal at 
the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua intersection, is included in Section 5.14.4 of the 
DEIR to mitigate project-related cumulative impacts. However, because that intersection is 
located entirely within the City of Yorba Linda, which has jurisdiction, the County cannot 
ensure that the signal will be installed. Nonetheless, this request will be forwarded to the 
decision makers for consideration. 

L18-9 Comment acknowledged. The recommended traffic control at this location is appropriate to 
avoid any queuing issues with the gate operation. The request regarding “No Stopping” 
versus “No Parking” will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. 

L18-10 The Project Design Features (PDFs), the Conditions of Approval (COAs), and the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) are fully discussed in Section 5.8 - Hydrology and Water 
Quality. These measures are either incorporated into the design of the project or mandated 
by the responsible agencies to ensure that potential hydrology and water quality impacts 
would be avoided. Therefore, as indicated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project would not 
result in significant impacts, and no mitigation measures are required. The Final WQMP will 
identify BMPs and Low Impact Development required for Project implementation. 

L18-11 The DEIR acknowledges that access to Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Land would be through 
the Proposed Project. The proposed ingress and egress access to Bridal Hills, LLC will be 
from the Proposed Project collector roadway. Two potential future roadway connections are 
provided and shown on the Esperanza Hills Vesting Tentative Tract Map. The proposed 
ingress and egress access to Yorba Linda Land, LLC will be from a proposed 60-foot 
dedicated easement located at the intersection of proposed “II” Street and “EE” Street as 
proposed by the Esperanza Hills Vesting Tentative Tract Map. 

L18-12 The Low Impact Development BMP as proposed in the Conceptual WQMP for the Proposed 
Project has been reviewed and approved by the County. The Proposed Project will utilize 
Urban Green Biofiltration systems and Low Impact Development BMPs. The Conceptual 
WQMPs for Option 1 and Option 2 have been included as Appendix L in the DEIR. 

L18-13 Dry extended detention basin cross sections are taken at different locations within the 
Proposed Project site. Exhibit 5-92 is a section taken at WQMP Basin #1, while Exhibit 5-89 
and Exhibit 5-90 generally depict the configuration at WQMP Basins #2, #3 and #4. 
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L18-14 Comment noted. The Proposed Project will comply with the state’s NPDES General 
Construction Permit and will be implementing erosion and sediment control BMPs 
throughout the site during grading activities to keep to a minimum any potential erosion and 
sediment issues. The Proposed Project will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) as well as submit all 
necessary Permit Registration Documents with the State Board prior to any grading activities. 
The Post-Construction BMP Section of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan report to 
be prepared and accepted by the governing agency prior to construction will address 
erosion and sediment issues. Funding of a fee study is not an environmental issue. 

L18-15 The proposed main storm drain lines within the Project site are deep in some locations. 
These lines convey the off-site runoffs as well as the on-site runoffs through the Project site 
before outletting into the existing natural drainage course. These storm drain lines are likely 
to be constructed in conjunction with the Proposed Project’s grading operations. Most 
agencies would prefer knowing that easements are going to be dedicated and recorded by 
the time the agency accepts the facility for maintenance. This could happen at various 
development stages, not necessarily at final tract map recordation. 

L18-16 Placeholder street names, tentative street grades, and typical roadway sections are included 
in the Esperanza Hills Vesting Tentative Tract Map, which is part of the Proposed Project 
approval process. The proposed roadways are shown to be privately maintained by the 
Homeowners’ Association with a public utility easement across the proposed roadway for 
public maintenance of some of the utilities. Roadway sections are designed to be compatible 
with Orange County and City of Yorba Linda Standards. The issues raised by the commenter 
are not environmental concerns but will be addressed through the Specific Plan and Vesting 
Tentative Tract Map approval process. 

L18-17 The Proposed Project’s Conceptual Trails Plan is included as Exhibit 5-23 (page 5-537) in 
the DEIR. The California Department of Parks and Recreation has the authority to formalize 
the connection to the Old Edison Trail in Chino Hills State Park. 
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Comment Letter L19 
Orange County Coastkeeper 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L19  
Orange County Coastkeeper  
February 3, 2014 

L19-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Garry Brown of Orange County 
Coastkeeper dated February 3, 2014. Mr. Brown confirmed early consultation with the 
Project Applicant to identify and discuss potential water quality issues. The County notes 
that the DEIR addressed many of the issues raised by Coastkeeper. 

L19-2 The County notes that Coastkeeper does not have any substantive comments related to water 
quality, including the conceptual Water Quality Management Plan, but reserves the right to 
comment if the Proposed Project or the WQMP changes or is modified. 

L19-3 The County acknowledges that further comments or questions should be directed to Garry 
Brown at the phone number or email listed. 
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Comment Letter L20 
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School District 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L20  
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School District  
February 3, 2014 

L20-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District 
(PYLSD) dated February 3, 2014. 

L20-2 With regard to Project traffic, please refer to Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic), which 
provides a complete analysis of the Project impacts at the 15 key study intersections and 
road segments. Because the Proposed Project balances grading quantities on-site, there will 
be no import or export of earth materials. Construction traffic will be minimal because 
equipment will be left in place on-site for the duration of the specific construction phase. 
Daily traffic will consist of individual vehicles used to transport workers to the Project site. 
Maximum daily worker traffic will consist of 50 to 60 people on-site per day. Once 
construction equipment is in place, only fuel truck traffic will occur. The County will require 
that construction hauling will occur during non-peak traffic hours. 

Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation 
Plans. 

L20-3 See response to Comment L20-2 above. Schools will not be impacted by movement of 
equipment, which will be delivered, stored on site during the construction phase, and 
removed at the conclusion of construction activity. 
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L20-4 Please refer to Topical Response 2. The Proposed Project’s proposed evacuation plan, in 
addition to the plan to be implemented by the Orange County Sheriff’s Department, will 
include controlled movement of traffic at the intersections depicted in the plan. The OCSD 
will provide trained personnel to facilitate its evacuation plan. Preparation and 
implementation of evacuation plans specifically for the PYLSD is not within the County or 
the Project Applicant’s jurisdiction and would be more appropriately addressed in the 
school district’s plans for emergency evacuation. 

L20-5 Please refer to response to Comment L20-4 above. 

L20-6 Commenter correctly re-states information from the DEIR. 

L20-7 Comments noted regarding the analysis by OCFA of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire factors 
and evacuation. No response is necessary. 
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L20-8 Comments noted regarding the congestion and delays occurring during the 2008 Freeway 
Complex Fire evacuation. Evacuation plans specifically addressing the implementation of 
the Proposed Project are analyzed in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials in the 
DEIR. Topical Response 2 herein provides a summary of evacuation plans which include 
OCSD’s evacuation plan for evacuating traffic through intersection control measures. The 
plans cover traffic movement through the adjacent community areas, including 
neighborhoods along Yorba Linda Boulevard. As noted in response to Comment L20-4 
above, specific plans for the PYLSD are not within the jurisdiction of the County. The 
schools will be part of the larger evacuation plan, which would also reflect and account for 
the addition of the Proposed Project. 
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L20-9 Please refer to response to Comment L20-8 above. 

L20-10 Please refer to response to Comment L20-8 above. 
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L20-11 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above. 

L20-12 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above. 
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L20-13 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above. 

L20-14 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above. 

L20-15 All environmental impacts have been adequately addressed in the DEIR. Therefore, 
recirculation is not required. 
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Comment Letter L21 
Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L21  
Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks  
February 3, 2014 

L21-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Jean Watt, President of Friends of Harbors, 
Beaches and Parks (FHBP), dated February 3, 2014. Comments regarding opposition to the 
development and DEIR recirculation are noted. 

L21-2 Commenter is referred to Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning, page 5-447 of the DEIR) 
where a consistency analysis is provided related to the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS goals. In 
addition, a full analysis of the Proposed Project’s greenhouse gas emissions is found in 
Section 5.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions, beginning on page 5-257 of the DEIR). 

L21-3 As noted on page 5-268 (Section 5.6), a reduction of statewide GHG emissions of 28.9% 
compared to business as usual (BAU) conditions is an established goal of AB 32. Therefore, 
the GHG analysis was conducted using approved computer modeling (CalEEMod) and 
consistent with AB 32. Commenter provides no factual support to the contention that “the 
appropriate and logical mitigation measure is to transfer the rights to develop the property to 
a site located in a more urban setting adjacent to transportation corridors and transit.” No 
substantial evidence is provided that the benefits listed outweigh the benefits of the 
Proposed Project as proposed. As stated in the DEIR, the Project site was considered for 
residential development in both the County and City of Yorba Linda General Plans and is 
therefore consistent with that intent. 

 With regard to the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the DEIR analyzed the Proposed 
Project as a reasonably foreseeable development, because the Murdock Property was 
considered in the General Plans for the County and the City, and the City’s General Plan 
identified a higher density for the area than is proposed. Increased traffic, utilities, wildfire 
hazards, and impacts to schools are discussed in the DEIR on a cumulative basis as well as 
an individual project basis. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 342 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 343 

L21-4 The Esperanza Hills project site is privately owned and as such can be developed in 
accordance with local General Plan and Municipal Code regulations. The FHBP Green 
Vision Map has not been adopted by the County. The County and the City anticipated future 
development of the Project site in the long-range plans adopted by the County and the City 
for the Murdock Property, of which the Proposed Project is a part. 

L21-5 The comment indicates a coalition of partners and the completion of a fire study by Hills for 
Everyone. The fire study A 100 Year History of Wildfires Near Chino Hills State Park was 
reviewed by the preparers of the FPEP during the FPEP’s preparation, and a presentation was 
provided by Hills for Everyone explaining the key findings and results. The report includes a 
comprehensive study of the fires occurring in the Chino Hills State Park area. Although there 
are recommendations provided in the report that cannot be applied to the Esperanza Hills 
project because they focus efforts where ignitions are most prone to occur, such as along the 
SR-91 Corridor, there are recommendations in the report that are consistent with the 
Esperanza Hills FPEP. For example, 1) involvement of fire agencies and fire planners early in 
the project design process, 2) incorporation of the latest ignition resistant construction 
technologies, and 3) homeowner education regarding protection of their homes and 
awareness during wildfires were all major components of the project’s design and planning.  

The comment indicates that the information about “Wildlife Fire Hazards” results in a need 
to recirculate the EIR with more accurate and complete information. It is not clear what a 
Wildlife Fire Hazard is or whether the comment meant “Wildfire Fire Hazards.” However, 
the FPEP provides a standard fire risk evaluation based on readily available fire history 
information and provides context for the fact that fires do occur in the area on a recurring 
basis, can be uncontrollable during Red Flag Warning weather periods, and requires special 
consideration in the design of fire protection features. Based on the evaluation conducted in 
the FPEP and the identified fire risk, a redundant layering of fire protection features has been 
provided, many of which are required by the Fire Code and/or the Building Code because 
they are known to result in ignition resistant structures. Therefore, there is no lack of 
evaluation comprehensiveness or any new information presented by Hills for Everyone that 
would indicate that recirculation with more complete information is necessary. The 
conclusions regarding the site’s fire risk and what measures are needed to mitigate that risk 
would be the same, as the number of fires does not impact the design or construction of the 
project, which is based on a worst-case fire condition. 

The comment misrepresents the DEIR statement that the dynamic nature of vegetation is a 
critical factor in fire behavior modeling. The statement is meant to provide context that 
vegetation follows a process of establishment, growth, and maturation, which may occur 
over a very long time or may be interrupted prematurely. When disturbance occurs, whether 
natural, such as a landslide, flooding, or other, or because of humans, vegetation responds 
dynamically. Vegetation starts this process over with colonization of the disturbed area by 
nitrogen fixers, then over time, the native plants return, establish, grow, and mature. This 
process occurs in natural systems. The process of disturbance that removes vegetation and 
sets a landscape back to an earlier successional stage, resulting in less fuel and 
correspondingly less aggressive fire behavior is a key component of fire behavior modeling, 
as it is used to determine how fire may respond within thinning and irrigated fuel 
modification zones.  

The comment further indicates that humans are the primary fire cause in Chino Hills State 
Park. This is true in all of Southern California. There are very few areas that are not within 
reach of the predominantly urbanized/developed areas. Chino Hills State Park is currently 
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surrounded by urbanization and includes major ignition sources at virtually every border, or 
exposure to other reserve areas that are bordered by urban areas, including the SR-91 
Freeway. The project’s construction would not add to the ignition sources, but would 
replace existing ignition sources (existing residential development) with newer, planned, and 
fuel modification buffer inclusive development that would be anticipated to provide more of 
a buffer than existing conditions and reduce accidental fire starts that escape into the Chino 
Hills State Park. This is especially true under extreme fire weather conditions, as the project 
lies downwind of the park and any ignitions would be driven to the west. 

L21-6 This comment is noted. As indicated, the Proposed Project would not add to the potential for 
fire ignitions but would replace existing ignition sources with sources surrounded by a 
managed and maintained 170-foot-wide buffer that is downwind of the Chino Hills State 
Park on days where fire ignition and spread would be most likely. See response to 
Comment L21-5 above. 

L21-7 The comment indicates that fires were started by hikers from a 1980s Park-adjacent 
development with an entrance into Chino Hills State Park. There is no clear indication that 
this is the case other than that the fires occurred after the development was in place. 
However, the Esperanza Hills project site is currently used by existing residents who hike the 
trails throughout the Park, presumably into the Chino Hills State Park, and there has never 
been a fire started on the Project site. Existing neighborhoods use the Esperanza Hills site’s 
trails and roads extensively. The development of the Proposed Project will remove many of 
these trails that are difficult to monitor. Hikers from existing neighborhoods and from 
Esperanza Hills will be restricted from trail use on Red Flag Warning days, and it is 
recommended that Chino Hills State Park close access on those days and provide Ranger 
patrols as well as volunteer fire watch. 

It should be pointed out that, since construction of the Rim Crest development, Fire and 
Building Codes have been updated to require specific safety measures. In addition, OCFA 
requires fuel modification zones that have been reviewed and approved by OCFA for 
development in wildland-urban interface (WUI) areas. The 100-year History Document 
provides recommendations for development in these areas including: 

• Jurisdictions should require the highest standard and state-of-the-art construction for 
fire prevention (e.g., installing passive closure attic vents, which close without 
human intervention). 

• When planning for future development at the WUI, developers and lead agencies 
should involve fire agencies at the earliest planning stages.  

The Proposed Project has included those recommendations and more as listed in Topical 
Response 1 to which the commenter is referred. The inclusion of the fire study and reference 
to fire history data is noted. 

L21-8 The comment indicates that the DEIR does not include all fires that have burned within the 
Esperanza Hills project area. The FPEP clearly indicates that the fire history analysis was 
conducted by obtaining fire history data from CAL FIRE. CAL FIRE maintains a database (Fire 
Resource and Assessment Program) for fires 10 acres and greater between 1878 and 2012. 
Smaller fires are not recorded. The fire history analysis excluded a number of smaller fires 
that were not in the CAL FIRE data. However, the goal of the fire history analysis is not to 
document every ignition that has occurred, but to gain a general understanding of the 
occurrence of wildfires in an area. Based on CAL FIRE data, which is the most relevant since 
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it requires a larger fire response and recording in the database, it is clear that fire occurs in 
the area on a semi-regular to regular basis, and when coinciding with high winds and low 
humidity, can become very large, uncontrollable wildfires. That is the essential 
determination for analyzing impacts and designing a project that can withstand the type of 
fire that may be experienced. Considering every ignition and small fire in an area would 
have no additional bearing on the analysis or the results. The recommended project design 
features and mitigation measures would remain the same and recirculation is not required. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 346 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 347 

L21-9 The comment inappropriately uses a statement from the DEIR regarding fire not being an 
exact science. The DEIR indicates that when determining the minute-by-minute movement 
and behavior of a fire, especially during windy conditions, fire behavior modeling provides a 
good average condition, but cannot reliably predict small changes based on such factors as 
fuels, wind gusts, and terrain. Nevertheless, fire behavior modeling does a good job of 
indicating how aggressively a fire in a given area, under a given set of conditions, will 
behave and from that, it is possible to design a fire protection system that will be less 
vulnerable to the anticipated fire. When a fire has burned an area that is being modeled, as 
is the case with this Project site, it is very valuable to compare the modeling results with the 
actual conditions based on firefighter accounts, after action reports, and video, as available. 
All of these sources were used to ensure that the modeling accurately captured the potential 
fire behavior for the Esperanza Hills project site and from that, to design the redundant 
layering of features that provide protection for the Esperanza Hills project. The FPEP is in 
agreement with the Jon Keeley studies that fires burn where they’ve burned before, and it is 
precisely that fact that resulted in the Proposed Project’s robust fire protection system. 

As stated in Chapter 1 – Introduction, Subsection 1.6, the Draft EIR contains substantial 
evidence to support all of the conclusions presented therein and acknowledges that there 
may be disagreements among experts. The commenter quotes Jon Keeley, who states, “The 
important thing is not to blame it on the fire event, but instead to think about planning and 
reduce putting people at risk.” The commenter is referred to Section 5.7 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, and Topical Response 1 for the complete analysis of the proposed 
measures for planning and reducing putting people at risk per Mr. Keeley’s suggestion. 

L21-10 The comment neglects to indicate that homes lost in the Freeway Complex Fire were of 
older construction that did not include targeted ember protection. The statement in the 
comment that ember penetration cannot be prevented is incorrect. The 2007 Building Codes 
included new requirements designed especially for preventing embers from entering homes 
through vents or other openings. The Esperanza Hills structures will include specialized 
ember resistant vents, class A roofing systems, and various baffles and screens on all other 
openings that will prevent ember penetration. As part of the redundant layering of fire 
protection, a backup system, if an ember manages to penetrate into an attic and find a 
receptive fuel bed, interior sprinklers will be provided in the attic spaces. The wide fuel 
modification zones for Esperanza Hills will negate the potential for wildland fuels resulting 
in radiant or convective heat on the homes. Embers are the primary concern and have been 
planned for at this site. The development will also move the interface for existing homes 
eastward nearly a mile, and will provide a large fuel break within Blue Mud Canyon, 
resulting in a reduction in the potential that these existing older homes would be exposed to 
significant embers from wildland fuels to the east of the Proposed Project. Nevertheless, it is 
important for all homes in the WUI to implement protections that result in better ignition 
resistance, and it is encouraged for existing homes to retrofit the structure vulnerabilities and 
provide fuel modification. 

The homes that were burned in the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire were not built to current 
codes, which include hardened construction methods, attic fire sprinklers, and ember-
resistant attic vents. Therefore, the comparison is flawed. 

L21-11 The DEIR does not imply that the Esperanza Hills homes will be fireproof. They will be fire-
resistant and ember-resistant as opposed to homes constructed before the more stringent 
building practices were adopted. Although the site is designated in the County’s Land Use 
Element as Open Space, the property is zoned A1 (O), which provides for agricultural uses 
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with a four-acre site area, and is intended as an “interim zone” for more intensive urban uses 
in the future. The commenter does not raise an environmental issue that has not been 
addressed in the DEIR. 

L21-12 Section 5.3 - Biological Resources details the results of several field surveys on the Project 
site. While occasional sightings of wildlife may occur, the field surveys provide evidence 
that a particular species of plants or wildlife “inhabit” the site or the site provides suitable 
habitat and would be impacted by the development. As noted on page 5-116 in the DEIR, 
no suitable habitat for the golden eagle is present on the site. It is likely that occasional 
sightings are possible due to the adjacent Chino Hills State Park where suitable habitat 
occurs, including a nest in cliff-walled canyons that was observed during surveys. 

L21-13 See response to Comment L21-12 above. 
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L21-14 The Proposed Project boundaries are defined in several exhibits in the DEIR. The Proposed 
Project boundaries adjacent to Chino Hills State Park have been included on Exhibit 5-2 - 
which is the map taken directly from the Chino Hills State Park General Plan. No 
construction activity will take place beyond the Proposed Project boundaries that are 
adjacent to Chino Hills State Park. An open space buffer along the eastern boundary of the 
project, as well as the northern and eastern ridgelines adjacent the Park, have been 
preserved. The location of the specific boundaries the commenter references is unclear. 

L21-15 As stated on page 5-536, Section 2 - Trails - State Parks (i.e., the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation) has the authority to formalize the connection to the Old Edison Trail 
in Chino Hills State Park. The Proposed Project facilitates the connection if State Parks 
concurs. If the Department of Parks and Recreation determines that the connection is not 
feasible, the connection will not occur.  

The commenter’s assertion that no public access is allowed into the community is not 
correct. As noted in several places in the DEIR, general public access will be available 
through a series of hiking, biking, and equestrian trail systems. There is no conflict in the 
DEIR. 

L21-16 Comment noted. Please refer to response to Comment L21-7 and Comment L21-15 above. 

L21-17 As detailed in responses to Comment L21-1 through Comment L21-16 above, the DEIR has 
adequately analyzed greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous waste, biological 
resources, and recreation; recirculation is not required. 
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Comment Letter L22 
The Gas Company 
December 23, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L22  
The Gas Company  
December 23, 2013 

L22-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from The Gas Company dated December 23, 
2013. The letter is not a contractual commitment to provide services to the Proposed 
Project. The County understands that future service will be in accordance with policies and 
extension rules on file with the Public Utilities Commission and rules and regulations in 
effect at the time service is provided. 

L22-2 Future discussions regarding equipment and techniques will be directed to the area Service 
Center as indicated. 
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Comment Letter L23 
Ehrman, Edward 
undated attachment to email dated December 23, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L23  
Ehrman, Edward  
December 23, 2013  

L23-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an undated letter attached to an email from Edward 
Ehrman dated December 23, 2013. Commenter’s narrative regarding the 2008 Freeway 
Complex Fire is noted. 

L23-2 The proposed traffic signal at Via del Agua and Yorba Linda Boulevard, as described in 
Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic), is intended to mitigate the impacts of the traffic 
resulting from the Proposed Project at that intersection. The Traffic Impact Analysis 
(Appendix O in the DEIR) determined that the intersection currently operates at an 
unacceptable level of service during the AM and PM peak hours. The signal is not intended 
to regulate traffic during emergency events, as traffic signal synchronization is not utilized 
under emergency conditions. Rather, traffic control will be performed by law enforcement 
officers based on an emergency evacuation plan noted on page 5-289 of DEIR Section 5.7 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials). That section also discusses the County Community 
Evacuation Plan and the Orange County Fire Authority Ready, Set, Go program. Refer to 
Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan (beginning on page 27). 

L23-3 Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) in the DEIR, discusses the provision of water 
service to the Proposed Project through a development agreement with Yorba Linda Water 
District (YLWD). Preliminary Water Reports prepared by KWC Engineers detailed a water 
distribution system that will utilize two new underground water reservoirs. The distribution 
pipelines, in coordination with YLWD requirements, will provide the maximum velocity and 
pressure required by the Orange County Fire Authority for firefighting scenarios. Because the 
underground water reservoirs will be located at 1,200 and 1,390 feet above mean sea level, 
it is anticipated that water pressure will be adequately maintained and would improve any 
existing deficiencies in the water distribution system due to potential water pressure loss. 
Refer to Topical Response 4 – Water Provision/Capacity (beginning on page 36). 
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L23-4 The commenter acknowledges benefits and risk due to the Proposed Project. Comment 
noted. 
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Comment Letter L24 
Buie, Charles 
January 22, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L24  
Buie, Charles  
January 22, 2014  

L24-1 The commenter noted concern about construction noise due to the Proposed Project in 
conjunction with the proposed Cielo Vista project and noise from increased traffic. As noted 
in Section 5.10 - Noise in the DEIR, construction noise is limited by the County’s Noise 
Ordinance to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. The City of 
Yorba Linda also exempts construction noise during those days and hours. It is unlikely that 
both projects will conduct simultaneous construction activities. In addition, there is a 
substantially greater distance between existing homes and the Proposed Project than the 
proposed Cielo Vista project, which is immediately adjacent to existing residences.  

In addition, the construction of the Proposed Project will occur in phases, using different 
equipment for each phase. Therefore, noise levels and impacts will vary. As noted on page 
5-470 of the DEIR, point sources of noise emissions are attenuated by a factor of 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance. While there are noise-sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of planned 
construction activity, variations in terrain act as additional noise barriers. The DEIR 
recognizes that due to the low baseline levels of ambient noise in the Project area, 
construction noise will be perceptible to adjacent development. Therefore, the Project will 
be required to adhere to the County and City Noise Ordinance limits for days and hours of 
construction activity. The construction noise impacts are temporary and will cease upon 
construction completion. 

With regard to traffic noise, levels at 50 feet from centerline will remain below the County’s 
65 dBA CNEL threshold along Via del Agua, Aspen Way, and Stonehaven Drive. However, 
the DEIR acknowledges that the projected traffic noise increases for Option 2 at Aspen Way 
will result in a significant increase in perceptible noise. As indicated in the DEIR, this impact 
is considered significant; however, mitigation such as sound walls is typically not used in 
residential neighborhoods and is, therefore, infeasible. As a result, although the noise levels 
will remain below the County’s threshold, the increase in noise caused by the Proposed 
Project will be significant and unavoidable. Refer to Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts 
(beginning on page 47) for clarification regarding noise impacts under each access option. 

L24-2 The commenter notes that San Antonio Road is designed for 12,500 trips per day. The DEIR 
states on page 5-613 c) that under Option 2 conditions, San Antonio Road is forecast to 
carry a maximum of 8,838 trips per day. Option 2 considers Project access via an extension 
of the existing terminus of Aspen Way and presents the highest traffic volume on San 
Antonio Road. This maximum is substantially less than the design capacity. The final access 
option to the Proposed Project will be determined during the approval process by the 
County. 

L24-3 Regarding emergency evacuation, commenter is referred to Topical Response 2. 
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Comment Letter L25 
Bartels, Robert G. 
January 20, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L25  
Bartels, Robert G.  
January 20, 2014  

L25-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Robert Bartels dated January 28, 2014 with 
an attached letter from Supervisor Todd Spitzer. An email from Mr. Bartels dated February 1, 
2014, included the same comments. Therefore, responses to both the letter and the email are 
included herein. The commenter identified areas of concern as fire, hazards, and traffic, and 
states that the DEIR failed to adequately propose mitigation that would alleviate or eliminate 
the issues. Contrary to the commenter’s statements, the DEIR analyzed impacts related to fire, 
hazards, and traffic based on technical studies that were prepared for the Proposed Project. 
Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), discusses the results of a Fire Emergency 
Evacuation and Protection Plan, which is included in the DEIR as Appendix J. Section 5-14 
(Transportation and Traffic), discusses the results of a Traffic Impact Analysis, which is 
included as Appendix O to the DEIR. Please also see Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard, 
Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan, and Topical Response 3 - Traffic Ingress/Egress. As 
documented in the DEIR, several potential impacts were identified, including those related to 
fire, hazards, and traffic. In each case, mitigation measures were prescribed in both DEIR 
sections noted above to address identified impacts, which resulted in reducing the potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level. 

L25-2 The commenter notes that “the developer’s plan for evacuation is that the Orange County 
Sheriff’s Department will ‘take control’ of at least 10 key intersections, directing traffic away 
from their proposed development and not allowing traffic in.” As noted in the January 16, 
2014 public information meeting, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department was the author of 
the fire evacuation plan, not the Esperanza Hills Project Applicant. The commenter is again 
referred to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2. The commenter is also directed to 
Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for a description of the proposed evacuation 
plans currently in place (page 5-289) and who is responsible for decisions regarding 
evacuation and firefighting. The Orange County Sheriff’s Department evacuation plan 
proposes to move traffic off Yorba Linda Boulevard and through local neighborhoods. 

L25-3 While it may be accurate, as the commenter stated, that only five to six Sheriff’s deputies are 
on duty at any given time, as noted on page 5-289, the Incident Command System has been 
established that includes OCFA, CAL FIRE, and the Office of Emergency Services, who will 
call for and bring additional law enforcement personnel to the area to assist with evacuation. 
Please refer to Topical Response 1, which provides the results of an evacuation model for the 
Proposed Project and the surrounding residences. If a fire emergency occurs, deputies from 
throughout the area will be directed to the identified locations to assist with traffic control. No 
such evacuation plans existed at the time of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 
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L25-4 Please see response to Comment L25-3 above regarding evacuation modeling. The Fire 
Emergency Evacuation and Protection Plan (Appendix J in the DEIR) and the Project site plan 
as proposed, include features that were not in place during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 
These include dedicated emergency vehicle access roads, firefighting staging areas, and two 
gravity-fed underground water reservoirs providing Fire Department required flows to hydrants 
located throughout the development area. The addition of traffic control measures, also not in 
place during the 2008 fire, will increase the rate of vehicle movement to safe areas. Residents 
will be educated about the evacuation plans. Cooperation will be required to ensure that all 
measures proposed will work in tandem to reduce risks and safely evacuate residents from not 
only Esperanza Hills, but the adjacent neighborhoods. All proposed measures, which far 
exceed what was available in 2008, are expected to not only reduce potential fire hazards and 
improve fire protection in the Project area, but would also reduce potential impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project to a less than significant level. Refer to Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan (beginning on page 27). 

L25-5 Please refer to response to Comment L25-3 above regarding evacuation. No additional 
environmental issue is identified. 

L25-6 Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems, describes the provision of water to the Proposed 
Project through the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD). As noted on page 5-631, the Yorba 
Linda Urban Water Management Plan has stated that water is available to serve YLWD up to 
year 2035. YLWD has the responsibility to manage water supplies. 

L25-7 The environmental issues referred to have been analyzed in detail in the EIR in the sections 
noted herein. The commenter’s environmental impact issues have been addressed in the 
DEIR in the Sections noted herein. 

L25-8 The DEIR includes a comprehensive and thorough analysis of potential project-related 
impacts based on the findings and recommendations presented in more than 15 specialized 
technical studies. Some potential impacts have been avoided through the incorporation of 
project design features (PDFs). Where potential impacts have been identified, each is 
addressed through the imposition of mitigation measures, with the exception of noise, 
greenhouse gas emissions, and, possibly, traffic in the event the City of Yorba Linda does not 
require the installation of a traffic signal at the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua 
intersection. As such, approval of the Proposed Project will necessitate the adoption of a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
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Comment Letter L26 
Tewksbury, Mary 
January 27, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L26  
Tewksbury, Mary  
January 27, 2014  

L26-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Mary Tewksbury dated January 27, 2014. 
The commenter notes the aesthetics impacts due to development on currently undisturbed 
hillsides. Please refer to Section 5.1 of the DEIR for visual simulations of the Proposed 
Project beginning on page 5-27. As indicated in the analysis of aesthetics, although the 
introduction of residential development will change the character of the area, it will not, 
however, result in significant visual impacts to important aesthetics and/or visual resources. 
Also note (page 5-57) that the Proposed Project will be developed according to Design 
Guidelines regulating the design, colors, and landscaping screening that will be 
incorporated into the Proposed Project. In addition, the Proposed Project will provide 13 
acres of landscaped parks, 126 to 135 acres for landscaped and irrigated slopes, and 129 
acres of open space that will provide habitat for wildlife in the portion of the site that is 
contiguous to Chino Hills State Park. 

L26-2 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 –
Evacuation Plan. 
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L26-3 The traffic analysis was based on a Traffic Impact Analysis using computer modeling to 
estimate traffic volumes. The traffic analysis accounted for the existing traffic volumes on the 
affected roadways, including that generated by area schools as well as other vehicular trips, 
and assessed existing and future traffic conditions resulting not only from the Proposed 
Project but also based on future growth and development anticipated to occur within the 
area. Section 5.14 details the results of the traffic modeling and provides mitigation to 
reduce potential impacts. The commenter is also referred to Topical Response 3, which 
provides further clarification of the anticipated impacts due to typical daily project traffic. 

L26-4 Section 5.12 of the DEIR details the existing and proposed conditions for the Placentia- 
Yorba Linda School District (PYLSD). As noted on page 5-505, PYLSD is currently 
experiencing a trend towards declining enrollment overall. It is anticipated that the Proposed 
Project will add approximately 177 children to the schools, which will not result in a 
significant impact. Notwithstanding the fact that no significant impact will occur, the 
developer will be required to pay fees in accordance with Senate Bill 50 to provide for 
additional needs of PYLSD overall. 

L26-5 Typical trip generation factors were used to assess trips per day per residence. These 
generation factors were obtained from the Trip Generation, 8th Edition publication prepared 
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (page 5-557 of the DEIR). This publication is the 
standard used by traffic engineers and consultants to determine trips for various land uses. 
Please refer to Section 5.14 in the DEIR and Topical Response 3. 
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Comment Letter L27 
Macheel, Gary and Jacquelynn 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L27  
Macheel, Gary and Jacquelynn  
February 1, 2014  

L27-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Gary and Jacquelynn Macheel dated 
February 1, 2014 and notes their concerns in the areas of Hazards/Hazardous Materials and 
Transportation/Traffic. 

L27-2 As noted on pages 5-288 and 5-289 of the DEIR, law enforcement agencies do not have the 
authority to force residents to evacuate, but they may restrict residences from entering 
evacuation areas. However, because of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, authorities have 
been working to develop evacuation plans that will ensure ingress for firefighting equipment 
and egress for residents. In addition to emergency fire access roads, firefighting staging areas 
and underground reservoirs designed with OCFA standard water pressure in fire hydrants, 
the Proposed Project’s Homeowners’ Association will provide educational information to 
residents, hold evacuation planning meetings, and create a resident notification system. 
Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Section 5.7 of the DEIR for details. Also refer to 
Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan (beginning on page 27). 
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L27-3 Please refer to Topical Response 2 for information regarding evacuation modeling. Dudek 
Engineers also utilized videos and information from previous fires to assess the methods used 
and their applicability to the Proposed Project’s site-specific conditions. 

L27-4 The Homeowners’ Association will work with OCFA to ensure maintenance of fuel 
modification zones, including an annual inspection by OCFA. See page 5-315, Subsection 
5.7.5.1.g. of the DEIR. 

L27-5 Please refer to Topical Response 2. 

L27-6 Please see response to Comment L27-2 above. 

L27-7 Please see Topical Response 2. 

L27-8 The commenters are correct regarding level of service for the intersection of Yorba Linda 
Boulevard and Via del Agua under “Existing” and “Existing plus Project” conditions. The 
LOS is currently F. However, in the event that a traffic control signal is installed by the City 
as provided in Mitigation Measure T-1, the LOS will be B during the AM peak hour and A 
during the PM peak hour. 
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L27-9 The commenters’ description of the internal circulation patterns for homes on Via Del Cerro 
is noted. Under non-emergency conditions, any queuing on Via del Agua as a result of the 
proposed traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via del Agua should not affect access to Via 
del Puente, but the installation of a “KEEP CLEAR” pavement message on Via del Agua can 
be included with the installation of the traffic signal. The Traffic Impact Analysis conclusions 
and recommendations for improvements included consideration of traffic from existing 
residences as well as Proposed Project traffic under emergency conditions. Please refer to 
Topical Response 2 for additional clarification. 

L27-10 Comment noted. Please refer to response to Comment L27-8 above. 

L27-11 Contrary to the commenters’ statement that there is no assurance mitigation measures will 
be implemented, all mitigation must be complied with or committed to as part of the project 
approval process. However, as noted in several places in Section 5.14 (Transportation and 
Traffic), the County cannot compel the City of Yorba Linda to implement the proposed traffic 
signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua, and the impact would be considered 
significant and unavoidable if the City is unwilling to approve the signal. 

L27-12 The Traffic Impact Analysis considered existing conditions as well as “With-Project” 
conditions at 15 key study intersections in the AM and PM peak hours, which would have 
captured school-related traffic for Travis Ranch School during the AM peak hours. There 
would be no impact during the PM hours when school traffic has ended for the day. The 
proposed mitigation was based on the current and “With Project” conditions. However, 
internal circulation and maneuvers by drivers cannot be mitigated or controlled. 

L27-13 Please refer to Topical Response 2 related to fire evacuation. Also, as noted in Section 5.7 - 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Proposed Project will provide several features 
designed to affect fire behavior (spread rates and intensity) to allow firefighters and residents 
more time. In addition, the Proposed Project has been designed with dedicated firefighting 
equipment access points, which were not in place during past fires. 

 With respect to the Proposed Project having a “very detrimental effect on everyday living,” 
the DEIR has considered all environmental areas and provided analysis and mitigation, 
where necessary, to reduce impacts on existing and future residents. 
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L27-14 Comment noted regarding document formatting. No environmental issue has been raised.. 
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Comment Letter L28 
Paul, Danny and Kim 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L28  
Paul, Danny and Kim  
February 1, 2014  

L28-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Danny and Paul Kim along with a map 
and notebook containing articles and pictures related to the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 
The proposed Cielo Vista project, as well as several other approved and pending projects in 
the area, were considered in the DEIR for cumulative impact analysis. The Proposed Project 
has included an evacuation plan in the event of another wildfire in the area. Please refer to 
Topical Response 2 for a discussion of the evacuation plan, which addresses community 
planning, emergency access, and a fire evacuation analysis. 

L28-2 With regard to ingress and egress, four options were presented in the DEIR. The preferred 
option will be determined during the approval process. As indicated in Section 5.14 - 
Transportation and Traffic, 15 intersections were analyzed for daily traffic impacts. The 
existing condition (including adjacent neighborhoods) was used to assess the expected daily 
traffic volumes with Proposed Project construction. Mitigation has been included to reduce 
the impacts identified. Please refer to Topical Response 2 for evacuation modeling 
information. 

L28-3 Comment noted regarding details about the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, including 
references to pages in the notebook provided by the Commenters. 
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L28-4 Questions pertaining to school evacuation plans should be directed to the Placentia-Yorba 
Linda School District Superintendent. The County has no jurisdiction regarding the specific 
issues raised by the commenters regarding evacuation of schools. 

L28-5 Please refer to response to Comment L28-4 above. 

L28-6 Please refer to response to Comment L28-4 above. Vehicles and people on the road and 
sidewalks will be directed to egress points based on the evacuation plan recommended by 
the Orange County Sheriff’s Department. The plan has been included as Exhibit 5-66 in the 
DEIR. 

L28-7 Regarding how long evacuation will take, please refer to Topical Response 2, which outlines 
the assumptions that are the basis for the evacuation estimate. Evacuation triggers and 
evacuation notice by OCFA and OCSD are included in Topical Response 2. Briefly, the 
triggers are: 1) red flag warnings (wildfire west of SR-71 and/or south of Carbon Canyon 
Road), and 2) non-red flag warnings (wildfire within a 2.5-mile sphere of the community). 
The remaining questions in Comment L28-7 do not raise an environmental issue pertinent to 
the DEIR analysis and should be addressed to the City and the School District. 

L28-8 As with the School District, the operators/management of the apartment complex have 
jurisdiction over evacuation plans. The commenters do not raise an environmental issue. 

L28-9 Regarding how firefighting personnel and equipment are dispatched during multiple fire 
events, OCSD and OCFA have protocols in place to dispatch personnel from outlying areas 
to assist in multiple event emergencies. 
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L28-10 Construction vehicles will remain on-site for the duration of their particular use during the 
construction process. Equipment will be assembled at a designated on-site staging area. 
Traffic generated by construction personnel on a daily basis will be less than significant, as 
construction occurs in phases and not all phases will be in process at the same time. If a 
need for evacuation occurs during the construction process, construction-related vehicles 
and equipment would be left in place while construction personnel depart in cars. As noted, 
additional construction worker private vehicles will not impact existing traffic due to the 
small number of vehicles involved. 

L28-11 The Proposed Project has provided four ingress/egress options, including emergency access. 
Topical Response 2 details the emergency access under each option. In the event a roadway 
is blocked for any reason, the alternate/additional roadways will be used as specified in the 
evacuation plan. 

L28-12 Responses to each bullet point follow: 

• Please refer to Topical Response 4 related to water provision/capacity.  

• Project Design Features (PDFs) have been incorporated to reduce risks from wildfire 
including fuel modification zones, drought resistant landscaping, and fuel breaks to 
reduce fire intensity and spread rates.  

• Underground water reservoirs on the Project site will be used to provide firefighting 
capability from hydrants that will be gravity fed in order to maintain adequate pressure. 
Off-site adjacent residences will also benefit from these measures. The reservoirs will 
be used for operational, fire flow, and emergency storage and were designed 
accordingly (refer to page 5-632 of the DEIR). 

• The Project site currently has no firefighting or prevention capability. As noted, Project 
Design Features and water storage requirements will provide a benefit not available in 
the undeveloped condition. The Yorba Linda Water District determined that adequate 
water supply would be available in wet and dry years through 2035. 

L28-13 Comment noted. 
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Comment Letter L29 
Nelson, Marlene 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L29  
Nelson, Marlene  
February 1, 2014  

L29-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 1, 2014. 
With regard to air quality impacts, Table 5-2-9 (page 5-82 in the DEIR), which is referenced 
by the commenter, shows that NOX emissions will exceed SCAQMD thresholds during 
grading. However, the table also shows that with mitigation the emissions will be reduced 
substantially to below threshold levels. The air quality analysis prepared for the Proposed 
Project includes estimates of pollutant emissions based on a reasonable buildout as currently 
anticipated. At this time, it is speculative to estimate market conditions which might impact 
the duration of grading. 

L29-2 The commenter correctly quotes the DEIR (page 5-80) regarding CO emissions being slightly 
higher when mitigated than the unmitigated condition. However, as shown in Table 5-2-8 
and Table 5-2-9, the highest level of unmitigated CO emissions is 81.9. The SCAQMD 
threshold is 550. Therefore, mitigated or unmitigated, emissions are far below SCAQMD 
thresholds. 

L29-3 Section 5.2 (Air Quality) includes Mitigation Measures (AQ-2 and AQ-3, page 5-89), which 
are designed to address dust impacts through best management practices for dust control 
during project construction. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 specifically calls for preparation of a 
high wind dust control plan. Compliance with the SCAQMD handbook (AQ-2) provides 
additional assurance that all project-related air quality impacts during construction will be 
addressed. As noted in response to Comment L29-2 above, no SCAQMD thresholds will be 
exceeded. 
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L29-4 Grading will occur over a two-year period. As noted on page 5-26, landscaping will be 
installed upon completion of grading, minimizing the exposed surfaces. Water use will 
fluctuate depending on the amount of land graded at any given time. The entire site will not 
be graded at one time. As detailed on page 5-631 of the DEIR, the YLWD determined in its 
Urban Water Management Plan that sufficient water supply to would be available to meet its 
needs through 2035, including the Proposed Project. Availability is speculative but will be 
consistent with current conditions at the time of construction. With regard to payment for 
water, CEQA does not require the analysis of costs, since costs are not considered an 
environmental impact. 

L29-5 The commenter’s narration of personal experiences related development in the area since 
1985 have been noted. As indicated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project has been designed to 
balance grading on-site, and measures to reduce particulate matter, including watering three 
times daily, will be implemented during the grading and construction phase to minimize 
potential impacts resulting from those activities. As noted in Section 5.7 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, page 5-290, the existing oil wells are subject to oversight by the 
California Department of Conservation, Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources. Quarterly 
reports are submitted by the well operators. In addition, a Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment has been prepared, with a Phase II Assessment required to be prepared for 
abandoned well locations. Well operators will be responsible for compliance with state 
regulations if contamination of soil is discovered. Please refer to Topical Response 4 for 
information related to the release of methane gas and potential impacts. 
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L29-6 The DEIR in Chapter 4 - Project Description, Section 4.6 states that the grading will occur in 
two phases. Planning Area 1 is projected to take 6 to 10 months, and Planning Area 2 is 
projected to take 6 to 8 months. The grading will not occur over the entire site at one time. 
In addition to the phased grading plan, as grading moves farther from existing development, 
impacts will be lessened due to not only topographic features but also distance attenuation. 
As noted on page 5-78, Subsection 5.2.4.1, under normal wind conditions, the deposition 
distance of most soiling nuisance particulates is less than 100 feet from the source. 
Section 5.2 - Air Quality, Subsection 5.2.4.2 specifically analyzes sensitive receptors. The 
health risk assessment modeled impacts due to construction emissions and concluded that 
the health risk was minimal to sensitive receptors. 

L29-7 No grading will occur around the existing oil wells. A Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the site identifying the operating and abandoned well 
sites. Oil wells are subject to regulations and oversight of the California Department of 
Conservation, Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DEIR page 5-290). A Phase II ESA will 
also be prepared to identify abandoned well locations, hidden pits or accumulation of 
drilling mud. The Phase II will also verify regulatory compliance with previously abandoned 
wells as noted on page 5-332 of the DEIR. Regulatory compliance for all active and 
abandoned wells will ensure that contaminated soil is remediated and no contaminants will 
be released. If removal is required, it will be accomplished in accordance with all applicable 
regulatory requirements for transport and disposal of such material. The contaminated soil 
would be transported to and disposed of at a certified hazardous waste facility. 

With regard to GHG emissions, in the absence of an adopted Orange County Climate Action 
Plan for the reduction of GHG, analysis was conducted using the California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association GHG reduction programs (page 5-269). Commenter is correct 
that, under operational conditions, using current guidance thresholds and mitigation 
strategies, project impacts will remain above SCAQMD advisory levels. 
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L29-8 The DEIR identifies 78 mitigation measures and conditions of approval to reduce 
environmental impacts. During the approval process, the County will consider if the 
Proposed Project benefits outweigh the identified significant and unavoidable impacts and 
whether additional conditions of approval are required. Commenter’s questions regarding 
payments to existing residents do not raise an environmental issue and are noted. 
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Comment Letter L30 
Nelson, Marlene 
February 1, 2014 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 441 

Response to 
Comment Letter L30  
Nelson, Marlene  
February 1, 2014  

L30-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 1, 2014 
related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Commenter notes the state of emergency in 
California due to drought conditions. 

L30-2 The commenter references a video provided by Mark Schock of the 2008 Freeway Complex 
Fire. Mr. Schock’s comment email is provided herein (Email Comment E9). Responses to the 
email are included. It has been verified that Mr. Schock’s email and video were received by 
the County. and the email was included Appendix B in the DEIR in all print copies of the 
DEIR, on the County website, and in the CDs that were distributed to state and local 
agencies and members of the public. The video has been called to the attention of the 
Dudek representatives who prepared the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan for 
the Proposed Project. As noted in response to Email Comment E9-3, the video was viewed 
by the County and staff of Dudek Engineers. Topical Response 1 states that the video did not 
alter the conclusions of the experts, because the computer model was based on a faster-
moving fire scenario. 

L30-3 The commenter is referred to page 5-115 of the DEIR - Summary of Project Design Features. 
This section itemizes proposed structural and infrastructural fire protection components that 
will comply with the California Building Code and California Fire Code as adopted by the 
Orange County Fire Authority. As noted on page 5-315 of the DEIR, the Fire Code includes 
key features that are required for new development in wildland/urban interface areas. These 
features include minimum one-hour-rated exterior walls and doors, ember resistant vents, 
and interior automatic fire sprinklers. The homes will provide more fire-resistant features 
than existing homes in the adjacent neighborhoods. 
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L30-4 Vegetation management will be implemented and maintained using lower flammability 
landscapes. Fuel modification zones adjacent to homes and along roadsides in addition to 
strategic fuel breaks (Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials) will significantly affect 
fire behavior. Maintenance will include periodic removal of undesirable and combustible 
vegetation and replacement of dead and dying fire-resistant plantings. These measures will 
reduce available fuels on the Project site in the event of wildfire, especially since the wildfire 
threat will continue to exist post-development from Chino Hills State Park where medium to 
heavy fuel loads exist due to the dominance of shrubs. 

L30-5 Partial irrigation of Blue Mud Canyon relates to the revegetation plan for impacted plant 
species. This will provide the added benefit of reducing/eliminating dry fuel during a fire 
event. 

L30-6 The commenter’s narrative of the Nelson family personal experience during the 2008 
Freeway Complex Fire is noted. 
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L30-7 With regard to the commenter’s observations regarding the Orange County Sheriff’s 
Department evacuation plan, please see Topical Response 2. 
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Comment Letter L31 
Nelson, Marlene 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L31  
Nelson, Marlene  
February 1, 2014  

Commenter confirmed that the enclosure noted as “Exhibit 1” at the end of the letter was 
inadvertently included. Therefore, no attachment was included in Mrs. Nelson’s letter. 

L31-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 1, 2014, 
related to transportation and traffic. An increase in traffic volume on a particular roadway 
facility does not directly correlate to an increase in travel speeds or dangerous conditions. 
However, the request regarding the installation of “traffic calming” measures will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 

L31-2 Comment acknowledged. See response to Comment L31-1 above. 

L31-3 The DEIR concluded that project-related traffic will result in some increases in noise levels 
that would exceed the CEQA perceptible increase threshold. Although the noise level would 
not exceed the exterior threshold of 65 dBA, the discernible increase would be significant as 
pointed out in this comment. The approved Traffic Impact Analysis adequately addresses the 
capacity utilization at the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua with the 
recommended mitigation measure to install a traffic signal and add a westbound left-turn 
lane. In addition, the median modification issue is fully addressed in Section 11.5 of the 
approved TIA (Appendix O in the DEIR), and Figure 11-3 shows the concept median 
modification plan. 
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L31-4 Comment acknowledged. See responses to Comments L31-1, L31-2, and L31-3 above. 
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Comment Letter L32 
Nelson, Marlene 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L32  
Nelson, Marlene  
February 1, 2014  

L32-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 3, 2014 
regarding greenhouse gas emissions. As noted in Section 5.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
the SCAQMD governing board adopted interim Quantitative GHG Significance Thresholds. 
The SCAQMD working group recommends a threshold of 3,500 MT CO2e for residential 
projects. However, the more restrictive 3,000 MT CO2e threshold recommended for mixed 
use projects was applied, even though the Proposed Project is entirely residential. Regarding 
commenter’s reference to the Saddle Crest Development EIR, the analysis was based on a 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by at least 16% from what would occur with the 
Proposed Project under “business as usual” year 2020 conditions. As summarized on page 
5-272 of the DEIR for the Proposed Project, state programs will result in a 23.9% reduction 
of the proposed AB 32 28.9% reduction, and the Proposed Project will result in an 
additional 5.8% reduction for operational conditions. The County of Orange is the lead 
agency for purposes of CEQA. 

L32-2 The California Air Resources Board, along with regional AQMDs, have been working since 
the passage of AB 32 to determine baseline emissions and future emission levels to comply 
with the required reductions to meet AB 32 standards. Local agencies are allowed to adopt 
their own standards; however, the County has no formal Climate Action Plan. Therefore, 
thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD working group were applied to the modeling for 
air quality impacts related to the Proposed Project. 
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L32-3 Specific design control measures are shown in Table 5-6-8 (page 5-270) of the DEIR. These 
are currently available measures with estimated reductions based on current technology. 
Technological advances that may be in place at the time of Project construction and are not 
known at this time could further reduce impacts. Therefore, the requirement to reduce GHG 
impacts is included in the DEIR using either CAPCOA strategies or alternative strategies, 
approved by the County, at the time of construction. 

L32-4 Projected timing is established for purposes of CEQA baseline and horizon year analysis. 
However, it is difficult to specify project construction start with certainty due to the 
requirement for coordination with a number of agencies in order to secure permits and 
approvals. Therefore, it is feasible that more effective mitigation could be available in the 
near future that would reduce impacts. Refer to response to Comment L32-3 above. 
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L32-5 Commenter is correct that the GHG analysis in the DEIR found that impacts are significant 
and unavoidable. 

L32-6 Comment noted.  
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Comment Letter L33 
Kanne, Bob 
February 2, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L33  
Kanne, Bob  
February 2, 2014  

L33-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Bob Kanne dated February 2, 2014. The 
January 16, 2014 meeting to which the commenter makes reference was hosted by the 
Project Applicant. Technical consultants were available to answer questions during the 
presentation. 

L33-2 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines do not require more than one traffic count at 
the study locations. However, as detailed in Topical Response 3, an additional count was 
conducted on February 20, 2014 on San Antonio Road north of Yorba Linda Boulevard. The 
additional count shows a nominal increase in existing traffic. The Proposed Project access 
road can adequately accommodate Project traffic, and the roadway design is not required to 
account for vehicles traveling at excessive speeds, regardless of the circumstances. The 
approved TIA adequately addressed the traffic impact to Stonehaven Drive and Via del 
Agua, and the Proposed Project was not required to analyze crash data as part of the TIA 
scoping process. 

L33-3 The PowerPoint presentation was prepared specifically for use at the meeting to provide a 
concise, ease of reference tool for the audience. 

L33-4 All infrastructure such as water and sewer systems will be designed and constructed 
according to approved specifications. The Homeowners’ Association will ultimately be 
responsible for maintenance regarding common areas, including streets and parks. The 
County and City will have no responsibility in these areas in the gated community. 

L33-5 The commenter is referred to Section 5.1 – Aesthetics, for analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
compliance with County, City and Chino Hills State Park goals and policies. The video 
presented at the January 16 meeting was a simulation of what the Proposed Project could 
look like when constructed. It was not intended to be a final site development depiction. 
Rather, it suggests the types of homes, the roads, the landscaping, and the parks that will 
represent the Esperanza Hills community. The commenter is referred to pages 5-29 through 
5-55 for photo simulations of views from 12 locations, including Chino Hills State Park. The 
Proposed Project is not located within a scenic vista corridor, and when viewed from a 
distance appears as an extension of the existing development with development on the 
lower slopes and a natural ridgeline above the developed area. 

The commenter is also referred to the Fuel Modification Plans (Exhibits 5-70 and 5-71 on 
pages 5-301 and 5-302), immediately followed by a description of the types of vegetation 
and structures that will be permitted in each of the four Fuel Modification Zones. The 
Modification Zones are located where residences abut open space areas. Development 
along the interior Proposed Project streets will include trees. 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13 – Recreation, page 5-536 for detailed information 
regarding the proposed trails and trail connections. Pages 5-537 and 5-539 depict the 
conceptual trails plans under Option 1 and Option 2, respectively. See response to 
Comment L33-6 below for additional information. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 462 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 463 

L33-6 Provision has been made for a total of four access options in the DEIR. Trail connections 
have been proposed using various options, and final connections cannot be determined until 
an access option is finalized. As noted on page 5-536 of the DEIR, trails will be included on 
the Project site in any event. However, connections to existing trails will require approval by 
the California Department of Parks and Recreation for Chino Hills State Park trails, the City 
of Yorba Linda for trails across City-owned property and adjacent property owners for trails 
on private property. The Proposed Project’s trails will be consistent with the City’s trails 
since future connections will require City approval. 

L33-7 Because the Proposed Project is providing neighborhood parks and trails in excess of either 
County or City standards, no parkland fees will be required. 

L33-8 Regional and state parks are regional by nature, and serve a wide radius of residents. Internal 
hiking, biking, and equestrian trails connecting to existing city and county trails will provide 
users of those trails an opportunity to take advantage of the Esperanza Hills parks. Contrary 
to the commenter’s statement, the Proposed Project parks will be on private property that is 
within the governmental jurisdiction of the County. The Homeowners’ Association will be 
responsible for the maintenance of parks in the Esperanza Hills community. 
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L33-9 As noted in Section 5.13 (Recreation) in the DEIR, the County requires 2.5 acres of parkland 
per 1,000 persons, while the City requires 4.0 acres, for a difference of 1.7 acres. The 
Proposed Project will provide up to 13 acres of parks. The commenter does not provide 
specific examples to support the comment that the development is more expensive to 
maintain, more hazardous, and substandard compared to a city-guided development. The 
Proposed Project will be maintained by a Homeowners’ Association, not the County. 
However, construction will be governed by state and county building regulations and 
standards. The commenter’s concerns regarding County property adjacent to the City should 
be addressed directly to the County as a separate issue from the Proposed Project. The areas 
noted are not within the Proposed Project boundaries. 

L33-10 The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding landscaping conditions. This concern 
is not within the scope of the Proposed Project DEIR. While the Proposed Project is within 
the County’s jurisdiction for approval, the Proposed Project has shown consistency with the 
City of Yorba Linda goals and policies for residential development, including the provision 
of in excess of the City’s requirement for park acreage. See response to Comment L33-9 
above. In addition, landscaping will be provided along all roads utilizing trees, naturalized 
shrubs, and plant palettes that are drought tolerant and considerate of long-term 
maintenance needs. Plantable Verdura retaining walls will blend with the natural terrain. 
Parks will have fruit tree themes characterizing Orange County’s agricultural heritage. 
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L33-11 Each topical area (e.g., Air Quality, Biology, Traffic) includes a discussion of Cumulative 
Impacts and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts as the last two sections of each section. In 
addition, Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impacts) provides an assessment of the potential cumulative 
impacts of “related” projects that have either been approved or are pending approval that 
contribute to the cumulative environmental conditions. The commenter is referred to that 
analysis in each section. 

L33-12 The Proposed Project will not change the fact that the entire area is within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone. However, the Proposed Project will be developed to higher fire 
resistant standards than existing development in the area. In addition, the provision of a 
dedicated fuel modification zone adjacent to open space area would reduce the fuel loading 
around the Project, which would also provide a degree of benefit to the existing 
development. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2 for 
additional discussion regarding Fire Hazards and Evacuation Plans. 

L33-13 As indicated in the analysis of traffic presented in the DEIR (refer to Table 5-14-4 on 
page 5-554 in Section 5.14), the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua intersection is 
currently operating at an unacceptable level of service (LOS F) during the AM peak hour. 
Because the project-related traffic would exacerbate the deficient level of service at this 
intersection, Mitigation Measure T-1 (page 5-619 in the DEIR) provides for payment towards 
the installation of a traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua. However, the 
County cannot compel the City to implement this improvement, since it is a City-operated 
intersection. 

L33-14 The County notes the commenter’s narrative regarding the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire and 
the photos of conditions at that time. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 for 
information regarding Evacuation Plans. 
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Comment Letter L34 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L34  
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted  
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L35-4 The commenters are referred to the County General Plan consistency matrix and the City of 
Yorba Linda General Plan consistency matrix included in Section 5.9 - Land Use and 
Planning. 
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L35-5 As noted in Section 5.10 - Noise on page 5-482, the “With Project” traffic noise levels will 
not exceed the County noise standard of 65 dB CNEL. However, under CEQA Guidelines, a 
perceptible increase in ambient noise results in an impact. Because the noise increase 
exceeds the threshold, which is considered perceptible, the impact is considered significant. 
As indicated in the DEIR, off-site mitigation measures such as walls are typically not utilized 
in residential areas. Refer to Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47) for 
clarification regarding noise impacts under each access option. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L35-15 As noted, a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be required (Mitigation 
Measure Haz-2, page 5-334) prior to the issuance of grading permits. The ESA will identify 
any hazardous substances in the soils, and remediation will be required if such substances 
are discovered to ensure that no hazardous or potentially hazardous conditions exist either 
during grading and construction or in the long term. Please also see response to Comment 
L35-2 above. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 496 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 497 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L36-16 Comment noted regarding the same issues as related to the proposed Cielo Vista project. 
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Comment Letter L37 
Kuan, David 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L37  
Kuan, David  
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 533 

Response to 
Comment Letter L38  
Hosford, Karen  
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

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

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

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

L38-8 The DEIR analyzed all environmental topics and found that unavoidable adverse impacts 
will occur due to greenhouse gas emissions and noise (DEIR page 10-1). All other impacts 
can be mitigated to less than significant with the application of conditions of approval, 
project design features, and mitigation measures included in the DEIR. 
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Comment Letter L39 
Schlotterbeck, Melanie 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L39  
Schlotterbeck, Melanie  
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L41-17 Comment noted. No environmental issue is identified. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 582 

Comment Letter L42 
Thomas, Steve 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L42  
Thomas, Steve  
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

L42-4 Comment is noted regarding application of standard conditions of approval and concurrent 
processing of four proposed developments. The commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. Although the timing of the decision-making 
process cannot be strictly controlled, each project will be carefully reviewed to ensure that 
all applicable development conditions are imposed consistent with County requirements to 
ensure that each complies with current County policy. 
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Comment Letter L43 
Collinsworth, Van K. 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L43  
Collinsworth, Van K.  
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L43-12 Please refer to responses to Comments L43-1 through L43-11. 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 598 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 599 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

17 http://web.physics.ucsb.edu/~complex/research/hfire/fuels/problems_nffl4.html 
18 Weise, D.R. and J. Regelbrugge. 1997. Recent chaparral fuel modeling efforts. Prescribed Fire and 
Effects Research Unit, Riverside Fire Laboratory, Pacific Southwest Research Station. 5p. 
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L43-20 The pinch points identified were considered in the analysis of the Proposed Project’s fire 
safety. The pinch points include 20 to 170 feet of fuel modification and wide, paved 
roadways between vehicles and off-site fuels. In addition, in the rare event that wildfire 
occurs and the Proposed Project has not been able to evacuate early, if the roadway is 
considered unsafe, residents would be advised to temporarily refuge in their homes. In 
addition, the alignment of the comment’s stated “pinch points” is not such that off-shore 
winds would exasperate fire spread. Extreme fire weather would not promote fire spread in 
the directions indicated on the commenter’s map. Fuel in these areas would likely burn, but 
fuel modification areas would burn with less consistency, lower flame lengths, and slower 
spread, and winds would be moving fire across the slopes and from north/east to south/west 
rather than directly up-slope toward the roadways. With regard to firefighter safety, the 
escape routes and safety zones are numerous on the project site. The interior of the 
community provides safety zones as previously identified. In summary, the project’s FPEP 
has provided analysis and based on the results from that analysis, have customized fire 
protection features that meet or go above and beyond what is considered to result in safe 
projects. The commenter is referred to previous responses regarding preferred early 
evacuation, last resort temporary refuge, safety zones, and cluster burn. 
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L43-21 Comment regarding traffic noted. However, the statement regarding allowing residents to 
remain in their homes versus a late evacuation contradicts standard wildland fire results that 
indicate that people are more likely to die fleeing a fire late than temporarily sheltering in a 
well-defended structure. The key to any evacuation is early evacuation, well before a fire is 
within an area. As indicated in the FPEP, the Proposed Project, due to its design and 
construction materials and methods, will enable a last-resort option, such as if roadways are 
blocked and traffic is not moving, to prepare the community for a temporary refuge, which 
would not add to the traffic issues and would be expected to be safer for the residents. 

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

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

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

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 620 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 621 

Emergency Access Roads for Emergency Vehicles 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 624 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 625 

L43-24 Please see response to Comment L43-23 above. 
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L43-25 Please see responses to Comments L43-18 and L43-19 regarding firefighter safety zones.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L44-17 Commenter’s experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is noted. Please refer to 
Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for details regarding recently approved evacuation 
plans and safety features built into the Esperanza Hills community that were not available at 
the time of the 2008 Fire. 
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L44-18 Please refer to response to Comment L44-17 above. 
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Comment Letter L45 
Johnson, Kevin K. 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L45  
Johnson, Kevin K.  
February 3, 2014  

L45-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin Johnson dated February 3, 2014, 
representing the Protect Our Homes and Hills citizens group. 

L45-2 As stated on page 4-1 of the DEIR, the Friend family owns the property known as and 
referred to herein as Bridal Hills, LLC. The references are not inconsistent. Because Bridal 
Hills was assumed to be developed in the future, and access to the site would likely be 
through Esperanza Hills, Bridal Hills was included in the DEIR for analysis of cumulative 
and growth-inducing impacts. An agreement has been entered into between the Project 
Applicant and Bridal Hill, LLC regarding grading. The Proposed Project has incorporated 
designs to accommodate the potential development of Bridal Hills. The landowners were 
approached and declined to participate in development at this time. As noted, analysis with 
respect to impacts, however speculative it may be at this time, were analyzed in the DEIR. 

The proposed Cielo Vista project has been adequately considered in the topical chapters of 
the DEIR and in Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts and Chapter 8 – Growth-
Inducing Impacts. 

With regard to Yorba Linda Land LLC, given the topographic constraints of the property, 
independent of the Proposed Project development would be difficult. Therefore, there is no 
segmentation or piecemealing with regard to these properties. Refer to Topical Response 5 – 
Segmentation-Piecemealing (beginning on page 38). 
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L45-3 The Murdock Property is subdivided and under the ownership of more than one entity. The 
Proposed Project consists of 469 acres, the proposed Cielo Vista project is 83 acres, Yorba 
Linda Land is 40 acres, and Bridal Hills is 40 acres. Not all owners have expressed interest 
in participating in development at the present time or cooperating to provide a 
comprehensive development and circulation system. Further, the Proposed Project is not 
governed by the Yorba Linda General Plan but to the extent that the General Plan recognizes 
that one or more specific plans might be required, the Proposed Project includes a Specific 
Plan. 

L45-4 As noted above, the Proposed Project is not governed by the Yorba Linda General Plan. 
However, to the extent that the Land Use Element recognizes that permanent open space 
should be provided, the Proposed Project provides substantial open space, as shown on the 
Project site plans (Exhibits 4-9 and 4-10). A Specific Plan has been prepared which includes 
development regulations that protect the designated open space areas. As shown in 
Section 5.1 – Aesthetics, the Proposed Project has been designed to preserve the upper 
ridgelines and topography of the site and be compatible with surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. The Proposed Project has met the policies identified in the Yorba Linda 
General Plan Policy 7.5. 

L45-5 Commenter provides no specific information regarding what mitigation, alternatives, or 
impacts are the basis for the comment. Water supply has been addressed in Section 5.15 - 
Utilities and Service Systems. The Project Applicant will enter into a development agreement 
with the Yorba Linda Water District for provision of water facilities and service. The 
Proposed Project does not meet the requirements of Senate Bill 610 for development size. 
Even with the development of the proposed Cielo Vista project (112 units) and Bridal Hills 
(38 units), the projected number of homes does not exceed the 500 minimum threshold for 
preparation of a Water Supply Assessment per SB 610. Regardless, the Northeast Area 
Planning Study prepared by the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) and the YLWD Water 
Master Plan estimate adequate water supply availability up to year 2035. Refer to Topical 
Response 4 – Water Provision/Capacity (beginning on page 36). 
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L45-6 Commenter is referred to page 2-3 for a list of discretionary actions anticipated with 
implementation of the Proposed Project. Anticipated future annexation to the City of Yorba 
Linda is included. Page 3-1, paragraph 5, recognizes that LAFCO is the responsible agency 
for annexations within the County of Orange. The City of Yorba Linda and LAFCO are again 
referenced on page 4-28: 

• LAFCO for potential annexation 
• City of Yorba Linda for encroachment permits, access through City open space and 

potential annexation 

Therefore, all approving agencies and required approvals have been identified. Additional 
potential annexation information has been included in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning). 
However, in order to respond to commenter’s concern, the approvals shown on page 4-26 
and the approvals listed on page 4-28 are hereby consolidated. 

L45-7 Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, contains a discussion regarding LAFCO and 
annexation beginning on page 5-452. The discussion includes details regarding the 
application and what information is required. With regard to existing services (infrastructure, 
utilities) please refer to Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems). The section details the 
coordination efforts between the Project Applicant and the service providers. With regard to 
public services (police/fire) please refer to Section 5.12 (Public Services). See response to 
Comment L45-6 above. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 724 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 725 

L45-8 Please refer to responses to Comments L45-3 and L45-6 and above. Also refer to Topical 
Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. 

L45-9 Please refer to response to Comment L45-6 above. The commenter does not provide specific 
information regarding “all discretionary actions” to be undertaken by the City of Yorba 
Linda. As noted, the DEIR has identified the approvals potentially required, including the 
potential annexation, and agencies having jurisdiction over the project. 

L45-10 Final approval of plans by various agencies cannot occur until after the Proposed Project is 
entitled and formal applications are submitted to the agencies. Plans that include 
performance standards are included herein in the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program (HMMP) (Appendix C herein). The HMMP establishes clear, enforceable 
performance standards. Therefore, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the mitigation 
measures are not deferred mitigation. 
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L45-11 Please refer to response to Comment L45-10 above. 

L45-12 A cumulative impacts section is included in the DEIR under each topical analysis. In 
addition, Chapter 7 of the DEIR - Summary of Cumulative Impacts - provides a table 
(Table 7-1-2) that discusses the project specific impact and conclusion regarding cumulative 
impacts for each environmental topic. The related projects (Table 7-1-1) were considered in 
the traffic analysis (Section 5.14). Section 5.11 - Population and Housing also considers 
related projects (Table 5-11-8) with regard to cumulative impacts. As shown on the Related 
Projects map (Exhibit 7-1), other than the proposed Cielo Vista project, the remaining 
projects listed are significantly distant from the Project site. Any cumulative impacts with 
regard to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, noise, recreation and utilities 
are discussed in the DEIR in Subsections 5.1.8 (Aesthetics), 5.2.7 (Air Quality), 5.3.8 
(Biological Resources), 5.4.7 (Cultural Resources, 5.5.6 (Geology and Soils), 5.6.7 
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions), 5.7.9 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), 5.8.9 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality), 5.9.6 (Land Uses), 5.10.7 (Noise), 5.11.7 (Population and Housing), 
5.12.6 (Public Services), 5.13.7 (Recreation), 5.14.6 (Transportation and Traffic), and 
5.15.16 (Utilities and Service Systems), as well as Chapter 7, Summary of Cumulative 
Impacts. Public services (police/fire) are provided through contracts with the County and 
such contracts are in place with the City of Yorba Linda. The Proposed Project is required to 
secure agreements with emergency service providers independently since it is in an 
unincorporated area. The DEIR has identified significant unavoidable impacts with respect to 
greenhouse gas emissions and noise which condition exists regardless of related projects. 
Contrary to commenter’s statement, discussion of cumulative impacts in the DEIR represents 
significantly more than a “minimum degree of detail.” 

As a point of clarification, the Friend family owns the property known as and referred to 
herein as Bridal Hills, LLC as stated on page 4-1 of the DEIR. 
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L45-13 Table 7-1-1 in Chapter 7 provides a list of related projects and the projected occupancy in 
year 2020. As shown, all projects with the exception of Mountain Park in Anaheim (1,675 
single-family units, 825 condos/townhomes) are projected to be 100% occupied. As noted 
by commenter, interested parties can obtain information through the cities where the 
projects are located. Adequate identification of the related projects is provided for that 
purpose. 

L45-14 As noted on page 5-557 of the DEIR, areas considered were Yorba Linda, Anaheim, Brea, 
Placentia and Orange as well as unincorporated Orange County. The list was compiled with 
input from planning staff at the cities of Yorba Linda, Anaheim, Brea, Placentia, Orange, and 
the County (see footnote for Table 5-14-6). CEQA provides that lead agencies should define 
the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect (§15130(b)(3)). 
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L45-15 Commenter opines that analysis of growth-inducing impacts is inconsistent and inaccurate 
without providing a factual basis and by simply restating the findings in the DEIR. It is 
unclear why commenter believes that the assumptions are incorrect. 

L45-16 As stated in the Northeast Area Planning Study (NEAPS), the purpose of the study is to 
evaluate the capacity of existing distribution system facilities and size new infrastructure 
required to provide water under anticipated operations conditions for future demands. The 
study scope was the northeast area of the District service area and focused on the two 
developments currently planned for the area - Esperanza Hills and Sage. Infrastructure on 
the Project site will be constructed by Project Applicant and includes two underground 
reservoirs. An individual Development Agreement between the Project Applicant and the 
Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) will be required to ensure provision of water and sewer 
service (page 5-630 of the DEIR). It is not incorrect to state that the improvements designed, 
constructed and paid for by Project Applicant will serve the Esperanza Hills Project. As 
stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, storage capacity in the Proposed Project reservoirs will be 
available to adjacent property owners if agreements are reached and development 
agreements between adjoining property owners and YLWD are entered into. 

There is little potential for additional growth beyond that already identified for the Proposed 
Project and surrounding parcels due to Chino Hills State Park and the existing residential 
development, all of which have been considered in the County and City General Plans. 
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L45-17 As noted in response to Comment L45-16 above, the unincorporated area of which the 
Proposed Project is part is land locked by Chino Hills State Park and existing development. 
The potential projects already identified, if developed, have been considered in the County 
and City General Plans. The DEIR analyzes potential access to the Bridal Hills site (see 
Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic) and discusses connections to sewer and water 
infrastructure through development agreements. 
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L45-18 Commenter confuses “facilities” with “infrastructure” and, therefore, makes inaccurate 
assumptions about inconsistencies. The cited reference on page 5-650 clearly refers to 
wastewater treatment facilities, which have adequate capacity to accommodate the 
Proposed Project. The reference to page 5-650 clearly refers to infrastructure meaning pipes 
for water and sewer services. Infrastructure improvements include the recommended off-site 
upgrades required by YLWD for the provision of water.  

Regarding water system improvements meeting the demands of future developments, please 
refer to response to Comment L45-16 above. Potential development of the adjacent parcels 
(already considered in the County and City General Plans) will be accommodated by 
connections to the Proposed Project infrastructure based on Development Agreements. 

L45-19 The DEIR provides Mitigation for the requirement of a Development Agreement prior to the 
issuance of building permits. This has been clearly stated in the DEIR as cited by commenter 
(page 5-649). No such agreement currently exists. The Project site is within the YLWD 
service district. Therefore, provision of services is not a discretionary action. 

L45-20 Commenter is referred to Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) for an analysis of the 
Proposed Project’s consistency with the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. Analysis begins on page 
5-447 of the DEIR. 
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L45-21 CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 - Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation Measures 
Proposed to Minimize Significant Effects, subsection (c) Mitigation Measures related to 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions states: Measures to mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse 
gas emissions may include, among others: 

1. Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions 
that are required as part of the lead agency’s decision; 

2. Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of 
project features, project design, or other measures such as those described in 
Appendix F. [Appendix F of CEQA Guidelines] 

As noted on page 5-271, the Proposed Project has incorporated all design features feasible 
to reduce impacts. Table 5-6-9 shows the reductions attainable with implementation of 
reasonable control measures. Mitigation measure (GHG-2) requires compliance with the 
mitigation strategies from the CAPCOA report. The local mitigation responsibility is a 5% 
reduction in GHG emissions and, coupled with statewide programs to reduce emissions by 
23.9% to 28.9%, the AB 32 to goal of 29.9% reduction will be met. As shown on 
Table 5-6-9, the Proposed Project can feasibly achieve a 10% reduction, 5% more than the 
local mitigation responsibility goal. Regardless, the DEIR recognizes that the Proposed 
Project could exceed the more stringent SCAQMD adopted interim threshold and the impact 
is, therefore, significant and unavoidable. 
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L45-22 Commenter is correct that the reference to long term operational impact Mitigation 
Measures omitted showing the mitigation. The text is hereby corrected to direct the reader to 
Section 5.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which incorporates the Mitigation Measure 
referenced. The omission was a clerical error. 

L45-23 Please refer to response to Comment L45-21 above. 
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L45-24 Please refer to response to Comment L45-21 above. As stated in the DEIR, page 5-272, local 
reductions to be implemented on the site would be determined prior to construction based 
on then-current strategies and technologies. This should not be construed as deferred 
mitigation any more than a mitigation measure requiring adherence to state and local codes 
and regulations in effect at the time of project construction. Rather, in light of anticipated 
advances and strategies in reducing GHG impacts, committing to methods in place at this 
time would be irresponsible if better methods are available in the near future. 
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L45-25 The Proposed Project includes a General Plan Amendment to redesignate the site. As noted 
in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, page 5-398, the County applied a land use 
designation of Open Space to the Project area. The Open Space category indicates the 
current and near-term use of the land, but is not necessarily an indication of a long-term 
commitment to permanent open space uses. Due to market pressures to serve a growing 
County population, the areas in the Open Space category may ultimately be developed in 
other ways. Commenter does not provide a factual basis for stating that the existing 
designation must be used as the baseline in the DEIR. As noted earlier in this response, the 
County recognizes that the Open Space category can be amended to allow for other uses. 

L45-26 The Proposed Project is located in unincorporated Orange County and under County 
jurisdiction. The City’s Right to Vote Amendment and the General Plan have been 
considered to the extent that they are applicable to the Proposed Project which is within the 
City’s Sphere of Influence. The DEIR acknowledges that the Murdock Property, of which the 
Proposed Project is a part, was considered in the City’s General Plan for development of a 
residential community with a density of one dwelling unit per acre. To that extent, the 
Proposed Project is consistent with the City’s vision for the site. The Proposed Project is not 
seeking to amend any City planning policy and therefore is not subject to the Right to Vote 
Amendment. 

With regard to the City’s vision for one or more specific plans composed of all eight 
properties, only two property owners have submitted applications for development at this 
time. The County cannot compel that individual property owners combine development 
timelines, or require development where it is not contemplated. 
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L45-27 As previously noted, the City General Plan anticipated a dwelling unit per acre density in 
excess of what the Proposed Project will provide. Alternative 5 - Yorba Linda General Plan 
(DEIR Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis) provides analysis using the City’s General Plan and 
zoning designations. It is unclear why commenter is suggesting the analysis is inconsistent. 
This alternative has not been identified as a preferred alternative in the DEIR. 

L45-28 The Proposed Project provides a low density residential community and preserves a 
substantial amount of open space, hillsides, and ridgelines. It is unclear on what basis 
commenter is suggesting the analysis is inconsistent with the General Plan goals. 

L45-29 Project Applicant does not own or control an off-site property to include as an alternative. A 
reasonable range of five alternatives is presented in the DEIR. As noted in CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(f) the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason.” 
Section (f)(1) states that among the factors that may be taken into account are . . . whether 
the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative 
site. The suggestion by commenter that an infill site in the City of Santa Ana with a density of 
up to 90 units per acre should be considered is totally incongruous with the Proposed 
Project objectives and must be dismissed as infeasible and totally without merit as an 
alternative. 

L45-30 The DEIR adequately analyzes all environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project and recirculation is unnecessary. 
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Comment Letter L46 
Johnson, Kevin K. 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L46  
Johnson, Kevin K. 
February 3, 2014  

The three exhibits referenced in Mr. Johnson’s letter were not included in his transmittal and are 
therefore not included herein. 

L46-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin Johnson dated February 3, 2014 on 
behalf of the Protect Our Homes and Hills citizens’ group related to DEIR Section 5.11 
(Population and Housing).  

 Comment is noted regarding Mr. Johnson’s statement that above moderate income housing 
is not needed in the region. Commenter is correct that for the 2010-2014 planning period 
above moderate housing allocations have been met or exceeded. 
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L46-2 As noted above, the above moderate category has been exceeded in the 2008-2014 RHNA 
allocation for unincorporated Orange County. However, commenter is referred to page 
5-490, Table 5-11-6, which depicts the RHNA allocation for years 2014-2021. The RHNA 
provides the number of units projected to be required and distributes the number into four 
income categories. RHNA acts as a tool for local governments to plan for anticipated 
growth. As shown on page 5-490, the above moderate allocation is 2,174 units. 
Commenter’s assumption that the approved Ranch Plan community will provide and exceed 
the above moderate housing units for the planning period may give the impression that no 
other above moderate housing is required in unincorporated Orange County. In addition, 
commenter fails to note that the Ranch Plan also could provide 1,800 lower income units 
(Orange County Housing Element, December 10, 2013, page X-82), thus reducing the 
amount of RHNA allocated units in the remainder of the unincorporated area.  

Because the County, as well as the City of Yorba Linda, anticipated a density of one 
dwelling unit per acre on the Murdock Property, of which the Proposed Project is a part, it is 
assumed that residential development would consist of above moderate housing due to the 
cost of housing generally in the area. As commenter notes, the County’s Housing Element 
shows adequate capacity to meet the RHNA projections for the unincorporated area. The 
provision of above-moderate category housing in the Proposed Project will not negatively 
impact RHNA projections. 

L46-3 Regarding the City of Yorba Linda, it is speculative on the part of commenter to assume 
income category designations for the identified related projects (Table 5-11-8). The DEIR 
analysis was based on the fact that the Proposed Project will provide Above Moderate 
housing units and could, therefore, fulfill the 2014-2021 projections as well as positively 
contribute to the 757-unit deficit for the City. Since total projected development in City far 
exceeds the total RHNA allocation, development during the 2014-2021 RHNA period could 
feasibly exceed each income category. However, because the Proposed Project is within the 
jurisdiction of the County, County allocations have been used for purposes of analysis. 

L46-4 Refer to responses to Comments L46-2 and L46-3 above. 
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L46-5 Refer to response to Comment L46-3 above. 

L46-6 Development of the Proposed Project site was considered in the County General Plan and 
anticipated in the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. Therefore, projected growth assuming 
one dwelling unit per acre for the entire Murdock Property was included in the General Plan 
Environmental Impact Reports for both County and City. The Proposed Project will not 
induce substantial population growth that was not previously analyzed.  

The DEIR fully analyzed and considered the Proposed Project’s contribution to the RHNA 
allocations for 2014-2021. There is no adverse environmental impact identified in the 
County General Plan or the City General Plan if market demand results in additional housing 
being built beyond the RHNA projections for any income category. Recirculation of the 
DEIR is not required. 

 
The three exhibits referenced in Mr. Johnson’s letter were not included in his transmittal and are 
therefore not included herein. 
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Comment Letter L47 
Johnson, Kevin K. 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L47  
Johnson, Kevin K.  
February 3, 2014  

L47-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin K. Johnson dated February 3, 2014 
on behalf of Protect our Homes and Hills citizens’ group related to Section 5.13 - Recreation 
of the Esperanza Hills DEIR. As noted on page 5-542, there are a number of regional parks 
(5 listed) in the area that are intended for use by the general public. The Proposed Project 
provides hiking, biking, pedestrian and equestrian trails through the site, complementing the 
existing County and City of Yorba Linda trails. The Proposed Project also provides on-site 
play lots for children (2 to 12 years of age), fitness stations, BBQ and picnic areas, and open 
play lawn areas.  

There is no basis or requirement to support commenter’s suggestion that the parks and open 
spaces should be evaluated and designed for use as buffer zones to provide protection from 
wildfires. Design of the Proposed Project includes the incorporation of wider than normal 
fuel modification zones, strategically placed fuel breaks, and other features internal to the 
structures (e.g., sprinklers, one-hour doors and walls) that are effective in preventing the 
rapid spread of wildland fires, both within the project site and into adjacent areas.  

L47-2 Commenter provides no statistics to support the contention that at least 10 additional lighted 
multipurpose sports fields to meet current demands of youth and adult sports leagues. The 
City’s General Plan park acreage requirement for new development is 4.0 acres of parkland 
per 1,000 persons. The Proposed Project provides in excess of the requirement. The 
Proposed Project also meets and exceeds the County’s requirement for the provision of 
parkland.  

 The DEIR acknowledges on page 5-542 that local parks may experience additional usage 
due to implementation of the Proposed Project. While the Draft Report cited in commenter’s 
letter proposes acquisition of additional parkland due to existing and projected needs, the 
Proposed Project is currently in compliance with existing adopted requirements. Given the 
amount of regional and local parkland in the area, in addition to the parks and trails 
provided by the Proposed Project, it is not anticipated that substantial deterioration to 
existing facilities will occur. 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 758 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 759 

L47-3 Please refer to responses to Comments L47-1 and L47-2 above. In any case, the draft plan 
has not been adopted and is not applicable, as the Project site is not located in the City. 

L47-4 Section 5.12 (Public Services) states the estimated the number of students generated by the 
Proposed Project is 177. This age group (elementary through high school) would be the 
likely participants in youth sports. It is speculative to assume that all will participate in 
sports. Because commenter’s focus is related to sports fields and use by youth teams, it 
should be noted that the Proposed Project is projected to take one to two years for grading 
and three to seven years for phased construction of homes. Therefore, additional park use 
would be spread over several years until maximum occupancy of the Proposed Project is 
reached and impacts would be incremental over that time span. 
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L47-5 The County population factor of 3.2 is the appropriate number for purposes of analysis 
because the Proposed Project is within the County’s jurisdiction and this factor is used by 
the County. In addition, according to the City of Yorba Linda’s Housing Element, the average 
household size is 3.05 persons with an average family size of 3.35 persons, which is only 
marginally greater than the County population factor used in the DEIR. Commenter 
speculates on population using a comparison with nearby projects based on the difference 
in lot sizes. The assumption that larger lot size results in larger houses and increased 
occupancy is not supported by facts. CEQA does not require the speculative analysis of a 
project but rather relies on accepted methods, such as established population factors, to 
determine impacts. 

L47-6 For recreational purposes, the Proposed Project parks provide play lots for children 
2 through 12 years of age, fitness stations, picnic areas and open plan lawn areas similar to 
other area neighborhood parks. Recreational areas also include multi-use trails for people 
who prefer hiking, biking and horseback riding for recreation. Commenter does not provide 
any specifics regarding “serious concerns about whether they in any way mitigate the use of 
area parks . . .” As noted, in excess of 12 acres of parks and approximately seven miles of 
multi-use trails far exceed parkland and recreation requirements. 
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L47-7 As indicated in DEIR Section 5.13, page 5-536, in addition to trails within the Proposed 
Project boundaries, which are available to the general public, an off-site trail leading to the 
Old Edison Trail in Chino Hills State Park will be constructed. On-site parks will also be 
open to the public and provide recreation opportunities to residents of Esperanza Hills, thus 
reducing use of City parks providing the same amenities. 

L47-8 Parks are not required to provide buffers in the event of a wildfire. The Proposed Project will 
provide fuel modification zones for areas adjacent to open space. Commenter is referred to 
Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Exhibits 5-7 and 5-8, Conceptual Fuel 
Modification Plan (Option 1 and Option 2) and Topical Response 1 for additional 
information related to fuel modification. Commenter provides no factual information 
regarding why the location of firefighting staging areas would jeopardize residents and 
firefighters. 

L47-9 Commenter is referred to responses to Comments L47-1, L47-2, L47-4, L47-6, and L47-7 
above. 
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Comment Letter L48 
Johnson, Kevin K. 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L48  
Johnson, Kevin K.  
February 3, 2014  

L48-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin Johnson dated February 3, 2014, on 
behalf of Protect Our Homes and Hills regarding Geology and Soils and Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. The Proposed Project’s geology and soil impacts were evaluated 
consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Geology and Soils (Section 5.5) beginning on 
page 5-203 of the DEIR. As described therein, the project would not result in any significant 
impacts under project and cumulative conditions (refer to page 5-254 and 5-255). The 
thresholds of significance listed on page 5-296, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
(Section 5.7) do not apply to exposure of people or structures to earthquake related adverse 
effects. On page 5-254 (Section 5.5 - Geology and Soils), the DEIR states that although 
development of the Proposed Project will place housing (people) in an area that is subject to 
earthquakes and seismic ground shaking, strong seismic ground shaking is endemic in 
southern California, and future residents of Esperanza Hills will not be exempt from this risk, 
if it occurs. The DEIR concludes that all feasible mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 
Geo-1 through Geo-19) have been incorporated into the Proposed Project and, along with 
adherence to state and local building and construction standards, will reduce potential 
impacts to the extent feasible. 

L48-2 The fault study was completed and approved by the County of Orange on March 31, 2013. 
An adequate disclosure of findings of the fault study was presented and discussed in 
Section 5.5 – Geology and Soils. 
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L48-3 The commenter presents information from National Geographic News, dated April 14, 2008 
concerning southern California in general that is not Project specific. There is no correlation 
presented that would link a 99.7% chance of a magnitude 6.7 quake on the Whittier Fault in 
the area of the Proposed Project to statements by Alicia Chang of the Associated Press. The 
DEIR presents comprehensive discussion of the Fault Hazard Assessment Report 
(Appendix H in the DEIR) on page 5-238 through 5-240 that provides project-specific 
analysis. 

L48-4 The commenter concludes that a meaningful risk and impact analysis is required in the DEIR 
because of the potential for injuries or fatality, directly or indirectly related to ground 
shaking during earthquakes and the cascade of events stemming therefrom based on the 
information from the 2000 Elsevier Science Inc. article: GIS Mapping of Earthquake-Related 
Deaths and Hospital Admissions form the 1994 Northridge, California Earthquake; 
concerning the 1999 Corinne Peek-ASA, et al. research (Elsevier Article). The Elsevier article 
identifies fatalities and injuries caused by the 1994 Northridge Earthquake that are directly 
and indirectly related to ground shaking and ground acceleration. Of the 30 deaths 
identified in the Elsevier article, 16 deaths (53%) alone were the result of one apartment 
building collapsing. The Proposed Project is a low-density single-family home development 
that will not include apartments. Residential structures will be limited to two stories. Other 
deaths were caused by being struck or entrapped by objects. Indirect injury from earthquake 
was due to fires, traffic control failures, and injuries during cleanup activities. 

The California Building Code Title 14 has been revised since the 1994 Northridge 
Earthquake to strengthen building construction to prevent building damage and collapse due 
to earthquake. The Proposed Project will be constructed in conformance with the California 
Building Code. The 1999 Corinne Peek-ASA study recognizes the need for community 
earthquake preparedness beyond building structure. The Orange County Office of 
Emergency Management Division provides community disaster preparedness information at 
ReadyOC.org with a link to Earthquakecountry.org. These websites provide the community 
with information on disaster and earthquake emergency preparedness. Since earthquakes in 
southern California can happen anywhere and injuries can occur far from the epicenter, 
community preparedness is important to prevent death and injury.  

Project Design Feature PDF 26 will be revised to include annual distribution of earthquake 
preparedness information from Orange County Emergency Management Division along with 
wildfire education as follows: 

PDF 26 The Proposed Project includes earthquake preparedness and wildfire 
education materials will be distributed annually to each resident and annual 
evacuation planning meeting will be held by the HOA.  
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L48-5 The summary of the Elsevier Article presented in the comment does not accurately represent 
the Elsevier article. Table 1, “Distance from epicenter and average peak ground acceleration 
(PGA) by fatal/non-fatal outcome and injury severity; Northridge Earthquake, California 
1994,” in the Elsevier Article provides a summary of the 133 studied fatal (30) and non-fatal 
(103) outcomes. Table 1 indicates that 98 of the 133 were minor to moderate, 10 were 
severe and 25 non-survivable. Table 1 indicates of the 133, 65 were from fall, 31 caused by 
hit/caught by building parts and 15 hit/caught by objects, 8 by burn, 6 by other, 5 by 
cutting/piercing and 3 by motor vehicle. Of the 133, 37 were caused by structural damage 
and 88 were not caused by structural damage with the remaining 8 unknown cause. Of the 
133, 119 were a direct result of structural failure, or being struck or trapped by objects and 
14 were an indirect result from fires, traffic control failure, and injury from cleanup 
activities. Table 1 indicates that of the total fatalities and injuries (133) only 28% to 34% (37 
to 45) is caused by structural failure; however, the Elsevier Article does not identify the total 
number of fatalities caused by structural failure/damage. The Elsevier Article identifies 16 
fatalities from one collapsed apartment building and that alone would result in over half 
(53%) of the fatalities caused by structural damage. The DEIR analysis recognizes the 
importance of project design features and mitigation measures to reduce to the extent 
feasible Project structural impacts from earthquake. Refer to response to Comment L48-4 for 
revision to Project Design Feature PDF 26. The Proposed Project is a low-density 
development that will not include apartment buildings. 
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L48-6 Refer to responses to Comments L48-1, L48-3, - and L48-5. 
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Comment Letter L49 
Netherton, Laurence, North County BRS Project, LLC 
January 30, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L49  
Netherton, Laurence  
January 30, 2014  

L49-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Laurence Netherton on behalf of North 
County BRS Project, LLC dated January 30, 2014. North County is the proponent of the 
proposed Cielo Vista project. 

L49-2 The commenter objects to the inclusion of off-site property within the analysis of the DEIR. 
Specifically, the DEIR analyzes several portions of off-site property within the DEIR because 
the County is required to analyze all reasonably foreseeable potential options or 
consequences of the Proposed Project. The off-site property includes the “Potential Access 
Corridor” as designated on pages 31 and 33 of the Cielo Vista Area Plan, and analyzes the 
off-site property affected by Option 2 connecting to Aspen Drive, and also the off-site area 
affected by Options 2A and 2B, which North County BRS requested in a letter from Mr. 
Netherton dated January 30, 2013 that the County require to be analyzed in the DEIR. The 
off-site area also includes an area within the PacAm Easement, as further described below. 
All four options analyzed in the DEIR depict off-site grading on the Cielo Vista property. 
None of the off-site grading is necessary for the construction of lots, as Option 2B shows a 
lot configuration where there is 100 feet between the western border of the Esperanza Hills 
project and the location of the nearest house. This lot configuration can be used with any of 
the four options. All of the proposed off-site grading is for road or utility purposes.    

Because of the potential access issues, a letter from the County dated September 21, 2012 
was sent to the Project Applicant, which states: “We need appropriate documentation that 
depicted off-site grading will be permitted by the affected property owner.” In discussions 
following receipt of the letter, the County explained that its position was that CEQA required 
that all potential access options should be analyzed in the Draft EIR, including the Potential 
Access Corridor proposed in the Cielo Vista Area Plan and any potential access to 
Stonehaven Drive. Access for Option 1 occurs through existing easements. Access for 
Options 2, 2A, and 2B would require agreement of the Cielo Vista developers or owners, or 
access may occur through other governmental actions, such as conditions placed on the 
Cielo Vista project as part of its entitlements, conditions placed on Esperanza Hills as part of 
its entitlement, or through eminent domain from a governmental agency. As any of these 
events may occur, it is a reasonable and feasible project component to analyze. 

A clarification letter from the County dated October 4, 2012 confirmed discussions with the 
County on the access issues. It explained: “As we have discussed, we need you to respond 
to your plans and actions to date regarding off-site aspects of the project, however, actual 
‘documentation’ will not be required until the actual grading or improvement. We note that 
such timing has adequate precedent in the processing and approval of subdivision maps, 
where off-site easements must be acquired prior to implementation.” Therefore, the DEIR 
included information regarding the agreements and easement clarification that would be 
required for each option. The options and easements are identified as follows. 
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Option 1 provides for primary access to Stonehaven Drive consistent with the PacAm 
Easement and the ADI agreement, with emergency access via a 50-foot easement over the 
western portion of the Virginia Richards Trust property (“Richards Easement”). The Richards 
Easement was created through an Orange County Partition Judgment that divided the former 
Carrillo Ranch property (“Partition Judgment”), which also created the Virginia Richards 
Trust parcel and the Yorba Trail parcel that is part of Esperanza Hills. The partition judgment 
was dated May 20, 1958 and recorded May 28, 1958, in Book 4297, Page 93, in the records 
of the Orange County Recorder’s office.  

Option 2 was the Proposed Project’s original design providing for main access to Aspen 
Drive, which currently dead ends into the Cielo Vista property with secondary emergency 
access to Stonehaven Drive along the existing unimproved road. The Option 2 access lies 
north of the alignment of the “Potential Access Corridor” proposed by Sage Community 
Development on page 31 of the Cielo Vista project Area Plan, across the middle of the Amos 
Travis Trust property. The Potential Access Corridor was based on a prior conceptual access 
design to San Antonio Road designed by KTGY and submitted to the County and the City for 
discussion several years ago when Gary Lamb first became involved in the design of the 
Esperanza Hills project. The lead designer for the KTGY conceptual access was Ken Ryan, 
former Mayor of Yorba Linda. 

The Project Applicant researched legal entitlements for access to Stonehaven Drive, and 
discovered three additional easement agreements that provided access to Stonehaven Drive 
or Via del Agua – an agreement between Ahmanson Development and David Murdock 
recorded December 12, 1988 providing access directly south to Stonehaven Drive (ADI 
Agreement), an easement to Pacific American Properties recorded August 17, 1978 that 
provided historical access prior to the recordation of any of the recorded subdivision tracts 
directly south of the project (PacAm Easement), and an easement granted by Brighton-
Bannon to the City for right of way over Lot 3 of Tract 13800, which granted a 54-foot right 
of way access from the southern border of the Virginia Richards land to Via del Agua. 
(Brighton Easement). Litigation related to the Richards Easement was settled in favor of Yorba 
Linda Estates, affirming the existence of a 50-foot easement for roadway and public utilities 
along the western border of the Cielo Vista property.  

On January 30, 2013, the commenter sent a letter to the County requesting that another 
option be considered, which was fully analyzed in the DEIR as Alternative Option 2A. 
Options 2A and 2B utilize the “Potential Access Corridor” contained on pages 31 and 33 of 
the Cielo Vista Area Plan. Site plans and grading plans for all options have been included in 
the DEIR. In addition to Options 1, 2, and 2A, Option 2B was included as an Alternative in 
the DEIR. Option 2B pulls back residential pads, thereby eliminating the need for off-site 
grading at the Proposed Project’s western boundary adjacent to the proposed Cielo Vista 
project for lot construction purposes, and also reduces the need for retaining walls and the 
height of retaining walls on the western border of the site. The DEIR has comprehensively 
analyzed the impacts related to each access option and is adequate and complete. As noted, 
at the request of County staff, all potential options were included in the DEIR, and measures 
were identified to resolve any outstanding issues relating to each access option, such as 
obtaining easements and agreements between the Project Applicant and adjacent property 
owners, resolving disputes through litigation, or resolution of disputes through other 
governmental action. Analysis of all access options is a requirement of CEQA, and that 
requirement has been satisfied here. No recirculation of the DEIR is necessary. 
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L49-3 Commenter contends that the Proposed Project as described is not feasible due to the 
absence of the adjacent property owners’ approval to grade, conduct fuel modification, or 
provide access. Please refer to response to Comment L49-2 above. Under CEQA, “feasible” 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors 
(CEQA Guidelines §15364). The DEIR analyzes the various avenues through which disputes 
over off-site access and grading can be resolved.  

An EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that could feasibly 
attain the project’s basic objectives while reducing or avoiding any of its significant impacts 
and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (California Public Resources Code 
§21100(b)(4); CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)-(e)). While an EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives that are infeasible, selection of alternatives is governed by the rule of reason 
(CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). If a project will result in significant environmental impacts 
that will not be avoided or substantially lessened by mitigation measures, the agency must 
consider environmentally superior alternatives identified in the EIR and find that they are 
infeasible before approving a project (Public Resources Code §21081(a)(3); CEQA 
Guidelines §15091(a)(3)). Such a finding must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record (Public Resources Code §21081.5; CEQA Guidelines §15091(b)). Therefore, given the 
range of alternatives provided in the DEIR, commenter’s statement that that Proposed Project 
as described and analyzed in the DEIR is not feasible is inaccurate. 
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L49-4 Commenter is referred to responses to Comments L49-2 and L49-3 above. As noted above in 
the response to Comment L49-2, ongoing litigation regarding the easement in question has 
been decided in favor of Yorba Linda Estates. The provision of four Options for 
ingress/egress and emergency access is adequate and complete and provides the decision 
makers with the required information on which to make an informed decision. 

The Subdivision Map Act, at California Government Code §66475 states in pertinent part 
that: “There may be imposed by local ordinance a requirement of dedication or irrevocable 
offer of dedication of real property within the subdivision for streets, alleys, including access 
rights and abutter’s rights…” In turn, Orange County Code Section 7-9-295.a. provides that 
the County Subdivision Committee may, as a condition to the approval of subdivision maps, 
“require the dedication …(of) all real property (or interest therein) both on or off site required 
for public use or benefit, including but not limited to…[l]ocal streets, arterial highways and 
transportation corridors.” 

Accordingly, under these provisions the County Subdivision Committee has the right, and in 
fact would be expected, to condition development of the Proposed Project on the 
acquisition of road rights of way for the Esperanza Hills project as it is ultimately approved 
by the County’s elected officials. The County Subdivision Committee also has the right, and 
would be expected, to condition development of the proposed Cielo Vista project on the 
requirement that it provide easements for access to the Esperanza Hills project, which would 
in turn provide access to the land owned by Yorba Linda Land, LLC and Bridal Hills, LLC, 
which adjoin the Esperanza Hills property to the northwest. Based on these reasonable 
expectations and discussions with the County Planning Department, Esperanza Hills has 
designed such access in each of its Options. 

L49-5 Please refer to response to Comment L49-4 above. 

L49-6 As shown in the DEIR, fuel modification could extend onto the Cielo Vista property 
depending on the option selected. However, lots located at the Project’s western edge can 
be pulled back as shown in Option 2B (Exhibit 6-19 in the DEIR) eliminating the need for 
fuel modification beyond the Project boundaries on its western border. 
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L49-7 See response to Comment L49-6 above. Option 1 has been redesigned to provide for off-site 
grading as follows.  

First, there is off-site grading onto the Bridal Trail, LLC property to the north of the Yorba 
Linda Estates LLC property and the west of the Nicholas/Long property, both of which are 
part of Esperanza Hills. There is a Cut/Fill Agreement between Yorba Linda Estates and 
Bridal Trail that permits the off-site grading and benefits both properties. To be developable 
in the future, the Bridal Trail property needs approximately 1.3 million cubic yards of fill and 
access from the Esperanza Hills project. To create access, the main road was redesigned to 
run closer to the Bridal Trail property, and the owners of the Bridal Trail property have 
approved that design.    

Second, there is off-site grading that will occur in the 50-foot easement area on the Virginia 
Richards Trust property, which will then extend south to Via del Agua. There are three 
easements or road dedications that allow for this off-site grading as detailed above in 
response to Comment L49-2.  

Finally, there is off-site grading that would occur from the southern portion of the Virginia 
Richards Trust property to Via del Agua. Existing easements allow this, including the 50-foot 
easement created by the Partition Judgment that extends south beyond Via del Agua. An 
easement was created over the same area by the developers of Lot 3 of Tract 13800 and 
Tracts 13800 and 10455 a road dedication, which provides an offset road down to Via del 
Agua that uses part of the easement created by the Partition Judgment. 

As noted in response to Comment L49-2 above, the County recognizes that “. . . actual 
‘documentation’ will not be required until the actual grading or improvement. We note that 
such timing has adequate precedent in the processing and approval of subdivision maps, 
where off-site easements must be acquired prior to implementation.” Therefore, subsequent 
to Project approval and prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant will seek 
the legal authorizations required based on the option approved. The Project construction 
cannot commence without the Fuel Modification Easement if an off-site Fuel Modification 
Easement is necessary at that time, so the Mitigation Measure will be satisfied. The lot design 
created as part of Option 2B moves the lots approximately 100 feet to the east, avoiding the 
necessity for off-site fuel modification, as shown on Exhibit 6-19 in the DEIR, and can be 
incorporated for Options 1, 2, 2A, or 2B. 
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L49-8 American Geotechnical, Inc. conducted the geological testing and authored the 
Geotechnical Report included as Appendix G in the DEIR and the Fault Hazard Assessment 
Report included as Appendix H in the DEIR, approved by the County. American 
Geotechnical has prepared a Summary of Geotechnical Exploration and Engineering 
Analysis (Summary) dated March 12, 2014 (Appendix D herein), which shows the additional 
site work, trenching, boring, and other exploration activities that have occurred since 
approval of the Fault Study. None of the data discovered as a result of the extensive testing 
changed any of the original conclusions of American Geotechnical, which authored the 
Geotechnical Report. Once the Project is approved, American Geotechnical will finalize the 
geotechnical cross sections and perform engineering analyses to determine slope stability 
and formulate conclusive remedial grading recommendations that will ensure “geological 
safety” as noted by commenter. 

With regard to commenter’s assertion that additional future geological studies are deferred 
mitigation, Mitigation Measure Geo-8 ensures compliance with County regulations and 
coordination with staff. Geo-1, as well as Mitigation Measures Geo-1 through Geo-19) 
establish clear, enforceable performance standards and specify one or more actions that can 
meet the standard. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been 
prepared as part of the County approval process. The project will be conditioned to comply 
with the MMRP, with oversight by appropriate County departments. Therefore, pursuant to 
the requirements of CEQA, the mitigation measures are not “deferred” mitigation. With 
respect to retaining walls, moving the lot design back 100 feet, as discussed previously 
herein, will reduce the requirement for retaining walls and their height. Exhibit 6-19 in the 
DEIR depicts the heights of the proposed walls, all of which will be constructed within the 
Project boundaries. The proposed retaining wall designs are shown on Exhibit 5-9 – Wall 
Examples in the DEIR. 
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L49-9 Please refer to responses to Comments L49-2, L49-3, and L49-4 above. 
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Comment Letter L50 
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L50  
Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 
February 3, 2014  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L50-25 Refer to responses to Comments L50-1 and L50-2. Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) provides 
an extensive discussion of the seismic hazards, including ground surface rupture related to 
the Whittier Fault. This discussion not only characterizes the site’s geologic and seismic 
characteristics but also evaluates the “… serious potential for hazard for the Project” 
resulting from seismic ground shaking and fault rupture. Extensive and detailed geotechnical 
and seismic analyses have been conducted (Appendix G, Geotechnical Report, and 
Appendix H, Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan, in the DEIR), which have been 
summarized and presented in the DEIR. Potential impacts (i.e., hazards to the Project) are 
discussed in Section 5.5.3 beginning on page 5-223 and ending on page 5-251 of the DEIR. 
The Fault Hazard Assessment Report, which assessed the portion of the fault extending 
through the project site, thoroughly assessed the potential for ground rupture. The site has 
been designed and will be subject to mitigation (refer to page 5-251 through page 5-254 of 
the DEIR) and regulatory requirements in a manner that are intended to reduce potential 
seismic and geologic impacts to a less than significant level. As indicated in Section 5.5.5 
(page 5-254 in the DEIR), implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce the 
potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
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L50-26 Please refer to the American Geotechnical, Inc. “Summary of Geotechnical Exploration and 
Engineering Analysis” dated March 12, 2014. The report summarizes the explorations 
performed by American Geotechnical, as well as other geotechnical professionals, and 
supports the conclusions found in the DEIR Section 5.5 - Geology and Soils. Conclusions 
were based on studies that were completed and approved by the County of Orange. 
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L50-27 The Fault Study prepared for the Proposed Project has been reviewed by County and State 
Geologists. The report findings were also reviewed by geologists on staff with the California 
Geologic Survey. The County approved the study in March 2013, including the mitigation 
recommended therein. The active fault study prepared by American Geotechnical included 
excavation and detailed logging of approximately 2,500 lineal feet of exploratory trenches 
within the southern portions of the Project site. As noted, the proposed Project construction 
will comply with the setback zones required by state law. The conclusions in the DEIR are 
adequate and complete. 
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L50-28 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, and L50-27 above. The commenter provides 
no factual evidence to support the contention that the County has not convincingly mapped 
the active secondary faults in the Project area. The commenter is referred to the Fault 
Hazard Assessment Report (Appendix H in the DEIR), which contains the results of more 
than 2,500 feet of continuous fault trenching on the Project site. 
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L50-29 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, L50-27, and L50-28 above. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L50-40 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 840 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 841 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Esperanza Hills Specific Plan (page 5-429) 

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

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

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

• Yorba Linda Zoning Ordinance (page 5-445) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 876 

 
 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 877 

L50-69 Based on the development constraints for both Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Lands, it is not 
anticipated that substantial growth will occur. The DEIR included analysis for a potential of 
38 units for Bridal Hills. Development potential for Yorba Linda Lands is very limited due to 
topographic constraints. However, the Proposed Project includes access points to both 
properties in order to avoid illegally “land-locking” the parcels. There is no significant 
growth-inducing potential created by the Proposed Project beyond what has been analyzed 
in the DEIR. Cumulative impacts for 18 related projects are fully analyzed in Chapter 7 of 
the DEIR. 

L50-70 Environmental impacts due to the development of Esperanza Hills have been fully analyzed 
in the DEIR and mitigation has been included to reduce identified impacts. The analysis 
provided in the DEIR remains adequate and recirculation is not required. 
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Comment Letter L51 
Department of Conservation 
February 11, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L51  
Department of Conservation  
February 11, 2014 

L51-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the California Department of Conservation 
(DOGGR) dated February 11, 2014. The letter was received after the close of the public 
comment period but responses are provided herein. A detailed summary of DOGGR 
Database well lease names is found on page 13 in the Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment Report (Appendix I of the DEIR) consistent with the information presented in in 
the first row of the table on page 1 of the DOGGR comment letter. 

L51-2 Mitigation Measure Haz-2 requires the preparation of a Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) to be reviewed and approved by the Manager of OC Planning to identify 
the abandoned well locations prior to issuance of grading permits. All DOGGR available 
records will be researched in the preparation of the Phase II ESA. 
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L51-3 As noted on page 14 of the Phase I ESA, representatives from American Geotechnical, Inc. 
visited the site and conducted field observations of three active wells, four previously 
abandoned wells, five storage tanks, and numerous runs of active and abandoned oil 
conveyance piping. 

L51-4 Pursuant to the comment and to clarify the regulations that DOGGR implements concerning 
well operation and abandonment, refer to California Public Resources Code, Division 3, 
Chapter 1, Article 4, §3208 and §3208.1. Section 3208 establishes regulations and criteria 
for properly abandoning wells by requiring that steps be taken to isolate all oil-bearing or 
gas-bearing strata encountered in the well and to prevent subsequent damage to life, health, 
property, and other resources to the satisfaction of final inspection by the DOGGR. 
Section 3208.1 establishes criteria and regulations concerning well re-abandonment. Well 
re-abandonment can occur when the property owner on which a previously abandoned well 
is located proposes construction on the property that would impact the abandoned well. 
DOGGR consultation and final inspection concerning well re-abandonment is required prior 
to disturbance due to construction in the area of wells. Mitigation Measure Haz-4 requires 
the preparation and Remedial Action Plan (RAP) consistent with State law. 

L51-5 Refer to response to Comment L51-4. 

L51-6 Refer to response to Comment L51-4. 

L51-7 The Orange County Oil Code, Sections 7-8-1 through 7-8-53, requires the written evidence 
of DOGGR approval and compliance with state law of any well abandonment pursuant to 
Section 7-8-40 prior to Orange County approval. Since written approval by DOGGR is a 
requirement of Orange County Oil Code consistent with state law, the intent of the comment 
is incorporated into the Mitigation Measure Haz-1. 

L51-8 Page 5-412 Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) is revised pursuant to the comment to add 
a reference to the applicable California Public Resources Code that specifies the role of 
DOGGR in supervising the drilling, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of tanks and 
facilities associated to oil and gas production. The intent of the DEIR remains the same. 

The operation and closure of the oil facilities is subject to California Public Resources 
Code, Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 3106 and the Orange County Code, Oil 
Code, Section 7-8-1 through 7-8-53 of the Orange County Code of Ordinances. 

L51-9 Refer to responses to Comments L51-4 and L51-7. 
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L51-10 Information regarding DOGGR mandates and its role in the supervision of wells is noted. 
The information presented in the comment is consistent with the Mitigation Measures Haz-1, 
Haz-3, and Haz-4. 

L51-11 Information on previously plugged and abandoned wells and applicable State law is noted. 
The information presented in the comment is consistent with the Mitigation Measures Haz-1, 
Haz-3, and Haz-4. 

L51-12 The County of Orange Oil Code requires bonds pursuant to section 7-8-32 consistent with 
State law. The County of Orange Oil Code, section 7-8-30 and 7-8-40 requires evidence of 
written approval by DOGGR prior to any change to physical condition of any well. 

L51-13 State requirements for notice to witness all operations specified in the permit to change the 
physical condition of any well is required in Mitigation Measure Haz-4, which requires the 
preparation of a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) prior to the closure of any existing well. 

L51-14 State requirements for adequate safety measures to prevent unauthorized access to oilfield 
equipment specified in the permit to change the physical condition of any well is required in 
Mitigation Measure Haz-4, which requires the preparation of a RAP prior to the closure of 
any existing well. 
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L51-15 State requirements for plugged and abandoned wells that are damaged during excavation as 
specified in the permit to change the physical condition of any well is required in Mitigation 
Measure Haz-4 which requires the preparation of a RAP prior to the closure of any existing 
well. 
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Comment Letter L52 
Constance Spenger 
April 2, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Letter L52 
Constance Spenger 
April 2, 2014 

L51-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Constance Spenger dated April 2, 2014, 
which is past the February 5, 2014 close of the public review period. Therefore, this letter is 
considered late. However, the County has included the following as its response to Ms. 
Spenger. 

The commenter provides historical and mitigation information specifically related to 
Braunton’s milk-vetch, a special status designated species plant. No specific comments were 
provided regarding the Proposed Project or environmental issues or concerns related to 
Braunton’s milk-vetch. Section 5.3- Biological Resources in the DEIR provides a complete 
analysis of Braunton’s milk-vetch, along with other special status species that occur on the 
Project site. The commenter is further referred to the following letters and responses: L3-3, 
L3-5, L3-15, L3-21, L4-2, L4-7, L5-, L11-15, and L11-16. 
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C. Responses to Comment Emails 

Emails  Date     Page  

Comment Email E1 Monroe, Bill and Diana ....................................................... December 12, 2013 1010 
Comment Email E2 Murphy, Carla and Mark ..................................................... December 13, 2013 1014 
Comment Email E3 Dayles, Mary Ann and Paul ................................................. December 27, 2013 1016 
Comment Email E4 Mahony, Michael A. ............................................................ January 3, 2014 1028 
Comment Email E5 Ruge, Debra ........................................................................ January 6, 2014 1030 
Comment Email E6 Sparkman, David ................................................................. January 7, 2014 1032 
Comment Email E7 Brown, Charles .................................................................... January 14, 2014 1034 
Comment Email E8 Sparkman, David ................................................................. January 17, 2014 1036 
Comment Email E9 Schock, Mark ....................................................................... January 21, 2014 1040 
Comment Email E10 Nelson, Marlene .................................................................. January 22, 2014 1048 
Comment Email E11 Viva, Conrad ....................................................................... January 22, 2014 1050 
Comment Email E12 Shepard, Jeff ........................................................................ January 22, 2014 1053 
Comment Email E13 Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted .................................................. January 21, 2014 1058 
Comment Email E14 Schumann, Edward L. .......................................................... January 22, 2014 1060 
Comment Email E14A Schumann, Edward .............................................................. February 3, 2014 1062 
Comment Email E15 Spellman, David and Lizette ................................................ January 23, 2014 1066 
Comment Email E16 Johnson, Kevin K. ................................................................ January 31, 2014 1068 
Comment Email E17 Slonkosky, Douglas ............................................................. January 31, 2014 1072 
Comment Email E18 Bartels, Robert ..................................................................... February 1, 2014 1074 
Comment Email E19 Carboni, Ron ....................................................................... February 3, 2014 1078 
Comment Email E20 Ebinger, Kent ....................................................................... February 3, 2014 1080 
Comment Email E21 Ramocinski, David .............................................................. February 3, 2014 1082 
Comment Email E22 Challacombe, Renee ........................................................... February 3, 2014 1084 
Comment Email E23 Gass, Brian .......................................................................... February 3, 2014 1086 
Comment Email E24 Lopez, Venessa and Wayne Martin ...................................... February 3, 2014 1092 
Comment Email E25 Spellman, David and Lizette ................................................ February 3, 2014 1096 
Comment Email E26 Francke, W. Bradford .......................................................... February 3, 2014 1100 
Comment Email E27 Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted .................................................. February 3, 2014 1102 
Comment Email E28 Byrne, Joe and Paulette ........................................................ February 3, 2014 1104 
Comment Email E29 Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted .................................................. January 29, 2014 1108 
Comment Email E30 Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted .................................................. January 30, 2014 1110 
Comment Email E31 Nelson, Marlene .................................................................. January 31, 2014 1112 
Comment Email E32 Richards, Kathleen ............................................................... January 31, 2014 1114 
Comment Email E33 Slonkosky, Douglas ............................................................. February 1, 2014 1116 
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Comment Email E1 
Monroe, Bill and Diana 
December 12, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Email E1 
Monroe, Bill and Diana 
December 12, 2013 

E1-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Bill and Diana Monroe and the 
information related to the traffic conditions during the 2008 fire. 

E1-2 The DEIR addresses topics that are related to environmental issues. CEQA does not require 
consideration of economic issues related to the cost of or income from a proposed project. 
Therefore, no additional response is provided. 

E1-3 As outlined in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section of the DEIR (Section 5.7), 
extensive analysis was conducted regarding the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The Fire 
Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP), included as Appendix J in the DEIR, 
provided historical data, assessed potential fire hazards, and modeled the risk assessment for 
the Project site. Based on this analysis, as well as current Fire Codes, the DEIR includes the 
requirement for fuel modification zones, evacuation plans, upgraded facilities for the 
provision of water for firefighting, and residential design features that will make residences 
more fire resistant. The DEIR also identified joint efforts between OCFA, OCSD, and the 
Project proponents to evacuate residents out of harm’s way in the event of a fire. Evacuation 
plans will be in place and new residents will be provided with details for evacuation and be 
available to the general public. 

 Extensive geotechnical analysis, including trenching and boring to more accurately identify 
faults in the Project area, resulted in the establishment of setback zones to minimize 
potential earthquake impacts to residences. The homes will be built to the most current 
codes and standards for earthquake-safe structures. The DEIR concludes that impacts to fire 
hazard and evacuation and earthquakes will be less than significant. 

E1-4 The DEIR analyzed four ingress/egress options (Section 5.14 - Traffic and Transportation and 
Alternatives Analyses Sections 6.6 and 6.7). Traffic volumes will vary based on which 
alternative is selected. However, the Traffic Analysis prepared for the Project concluded that, 
with Mitigation Measures included in the DEIR, impacts from Traffic would be less than 
significant under normal conditions with the exception of the intersection of Yorba Linda 
Boulevard and Via del Agua. The analysis proposes the installation of a traffic signal at that 
intersection to reduce impacts. However, the County cannot compel the City of Yorba Linda 
to implement the suggested traffic signal, for which the Project would pay a fair share 
contribution. In that case, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

E1-5 Please refer to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 
The Project in and of itself will not create an increased risk due to wildfire danger. 
Adherence to evacuation plans that have been formulated by the OCFA, the OCSD, and the 
Project proponent will provide for a managed evacuation and will allow emergency vehicles 
access to the area for fire-fighting purposes. 
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Comment Email E2 
Murphy, Carla and Mark 
December 13, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Email E2 
Murphy, Carla and Mark 
December 13, 2013 

E2-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Carla Murphy on December 13, 2013. 
Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan 
information. 
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Comment Email E3 
Dayles, Mary Ann and Paul 
December 27, 2013 
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Response to 
Comment Email E3 
Dayles, Mary Ann and Paul 
December 27, 2013 

E3-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Paul and Mary Ann Dayles dated 
December 27, 2013 detailing their opposition to the Proposed Project. 

E3-2 Contrary to the commenters’ statement, the DEIR analyzed all environmental impacts as 
required in the CEQA Guidelines checklist and found that unavoidable adverse impacts will 
occur in the areas of greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic only if the traffic mitigation 
measures are not implemented, because the County cannot compel the installation of traffic 
improvements within the City of Yorba Linda. Please refer to Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and Section 5.10, Noise for the complete analysis. Also refer to Topical Response 
8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47) for clarification regarding noise impacts under 
each access option. 
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E3-3 The commenters’ opinion regarding development of the Project site and its approval are 
noted. The comments do not raise specific environmental issues. 

E3-4 The commenters are referred to Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, for the complete 
analysis of projected traffic related to the Proposed Project. The analysis used standard trip 
generation rates assumed within the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Rates for 
the Project’s residential units. The existing condition at the intersection of Yorba Linda 
Boulevard and Stonehaven is Level of Service A (LOS A) during AM and PM peak periods 
(page 5-554). As the analysis shows, there is no change to the LOS under Option 1 (page 
5-580) or Option 2 (page 5-602) under “With Project” conditions. 
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E3-5 Please refer to response to Comment Email E3-4 above. The Project includes mitigation for a 
traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua, for which the Project would pay a 
fair share contribution, assuming the City of Yorba Linda approves the traffic signal 
installation. The commenters’ statements regarding the political composition of the City 
Council are not within the scope of the DEIR. 

E3-6 The commenters are referred to Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for analysis 
regarding potential fire hazards and proposed evacuation plans. Topical Response 1 and 
Topical Response 2 also provide additional information related to evacuation plans and 
traffic management. 
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E3-7 With regard to the provision of public services (schools, fire protection, police protection) 
the commenters are referred to Section 5.12, Public Services, for details about existing and 
future conditions. Beginning on page 5-508 in the DEIR, mitigation measures and impacts 
after mitigation are discussed. Page 5-509 presents cumulative impact information and 
concludes that operational and cumulative impacts can be mitigated with implementation of 
the proposed mitigation measures. 

E3-8 The commenters present no factual support for the contention that existing residents will 
face increased costs for utilities and taxes or that property values will decline. No 
environmental issue is identified. 

E3-9 Comment noted. No new environmental issues have been raised. 
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E3-10 Commenters’ concerns are noted. The DEIR for the Proposed Project includes conditions of 
approval, mitigation measures, and project design features to minimize environmental 
impacts. Please see responses to Comment Email E3-1 through -9 above. 
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Comment Email E4 
Mahony, Michael A. 
January 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E4 
Mahony, Michael A.  
January 3, 2014 

E4-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Michael Mahony dated January 3, 2014. 
To clarify, a CEQA determination of environmental impacts is based on the assumption that 
the project will be implemented. Therefore, any identified impacts could be considered less 
than significant, less than significant with mitigation incorporated, or potentially significant. 
Potentially significant impacts are considered unavoidable if there is no mitigation that could 
feasibly reduce the impact to lesser significance with project implementation. An EIR must 
always include analysis of a “No Project” alternative. Please refer to Chapter 6, Section 6.5 
for an analysis of the No Project Alternative and Section 6.8 for an analysis of the 
Lower/Reduced Density Alternative. The Lower/Reduced Density Alternative analyzes 
development of Planning Area 1 of the Project site, leaving Planning Area 2 in its current 
condition. This Alternative would result in the construction of 218 residential units, a 
reduction of 122 units. 

E4-2 Please see Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for a discussion of the evacuation plans 
that will be implemented in the event of an emergency evacuation situation. 

E4-3 The commenter’s remarks have been included in the Responses to Comments document and 
will be considered as part of the Project approval process. 
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Comment Email E5 
Ruge, Debra 
January 6, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E5  
Ruge, Debra  
January 6, 2014 

E5-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Debra Ruge dated January 6, 2014. The 
commenter identifies the evacuation challenges during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire from 
her home to Stonehaven Drive or Via del Agua. Please refer to Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan. As indicated, evacuation plans will be in place, including plans formulated 
in conjunction with OCFA, and plans designed by OCSD, to facilitate traffic movement out 
of the Project and adjacent neighborhoods. Emergency fire access roads are incorporated 
into the Project in addition to staging areas for fire-fighting equipment. Evacuation and safety 
measures are further discussed in Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials in the 
DEIR. 

E5-2 As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, the Project will add 
approximately 3,617 daily trips. The intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua 
is currently operating at an unacceptable Level of Service F (LOS). The Project includes a 
mitigation measure for payment of a fair share contribution to the installation of a traffic 
signal at that intersection. With installation of the signal, operations are anticipated to return 
to an acceptable LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS A during the PM peak hour. Both 
the County and City of Yorba Linda have established LOS D as an acceptable condition 
during peak commute hours.  

 The traffic analysis regarding impacts to the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and 
Stonehaven show that under Option 1, the LOS will change from LOS A to LOS C, which is 
an acceptable level of service as set forth in the City of Yorba Linda General Plan and the 
County of Orange General Plan. The traffic analysis regarding impacts to the intersection of 
Yorba Linda Boulevard and Stonehaven show that under Options 2, 2A, and 2B, the LOS for 
the intersection will remain at LOS A, which is an acceptable level of service as set forth in 
the City of Yorba Linda General Plan and the County of Orange General Plan. Please also 
refer to Topical Response 3 - Traffic/Ingress-Egress. 
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Comment Email E6 
Sparkman, David 
January 7, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E6  
Sparkman, David  
January 7, 2014 

E6-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David Sparkman dated January 7, 2014 
and appreciates the commenter’s explanation of evacuation conditions during the 2008 
Freeway Complex Fire. It is noted that the commenter provided an attachment containing 
the same information as the email and, therefore, the attachment is not addressed separately. 

E6-2 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – 
Evacuation Plan. As stated in the DEIR Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
extensive analysis has been performed related to the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire and the 
Project site’s fire risk assessment. The OCSD has developed an evacuation plan that will 
disperse traffic through adjacent neighborhoods south of Yorba Linda Boulevard.  

 The Project includes emergency access roads that were not available during the 2008 fire. 
Each of the four access options included in the DEIR provides specific emergency routes as 
shown below: 

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

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

• Option 2A - emergency access off Stonehaven Drive connecting to the 
southernmost internal street system with the project site via an existing emergency 
access roadway. 

• Option 2B - emergency access provided under Option 2A would be converted to a 
secondary access point. The access road from Stonehaven Drive would be 
expanded to accommodate both daily ingress/egress and emergency ingress/egress. 

 The Project will enhance options for vehicular movement south and east in an evacuation 
which is an improved condition over the existing single exit to Yorba Linda Boulevard. 
Therefore, options and alternatives will be in place to assist in emergency evacuation and 
allow better access for emergency vehicles. 
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Comment Email E7 
Brown, Charles 
January 14, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E7 
Brown, Charles  
January 14, 2014 

E7-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Charles Brown on January 14, 2014. The 
commenter is concerned with the additional vehicles on Stonehaven Drive that would result 
if the Proposed Project is developed. The commenter’s attention is called to Section 5.14 – 
Transportation and Traffic, in the DEIR. A Traffic Analysis was prepared to assess the 
Project’s impacts on streets in the Project vicinity. Four access options were presented and 
analyzed. The Traffic Impact Analysis can be found in Appendix O of the DEIR. 

 The Traffic Impact Analysis determined that the existing traffic volume for Stonehaven 
through two separate days of traffic counts was 1,966 vehicles per day, which is LOS A, the 
highest level of service. Under Option 1, the LOS for Stonehaven will be LOS C and under 
Options 2, 2A, and 2B the LOS will remain an A (refer to Topical Response 3, Table 1). 

 Commenter’s residence is within the Project study area for traffic analysis. Traffic volumes 
were analyzed for the study area using major intersections to determine Level of Service 
(LOS). The intersection of Stonehaven and Aviemore was not specifically identified. 
However, the commenter is again referred to Topical Response 3, Table 1, which identifies 
the street capacities and the anticipated vehicles per day for the street segments. As shown, 
traffic will be dispersed throughout the street segments depending on the Option approved. 
Under any option, the LOS will remain at acceptable levels.  

 The Traffic Impact Analysis included recommendations, which were included as Mitigation 
Measures in the DEIR, to reduce Project traffic impacts. Depending on the access option 
selected, the Project will contribute a fair share payment to the installation of a 
recommended traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua, plus payments 
towards lane widening, striping, and lengthening of left turn pockets at select locations to 
improve overall traffic flow. 
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Comment Email E8 
Sparkman, David 
January 17, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E8  
Sparkman, David  
January 17, 2014 

E8-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David Sparkman dated January 17, 
2014. The commenter disagrees with the evacuation plan presented in the DEIR and 
discussed at the January 16, 2014 public information meeting for Esperanza Hills. It must be 
noted that since the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, significant advances have been made with 
regard to fuel modification, residential construction, and analysis of fire behavior. The same 
level of planning and preparedness was not in place in 2008 as will exist when the Proposed 
Project is implemented. The OCSD has developed an evacuation plan that includes traffic 
control points where traffic will be disbursed through neighborhoods to relieve congestion 
on major arterials. While the commenter has provided narrative of his personal experience 
during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, OCFA and OCSD will implement evacuation plans 
that were not in place in 2008. Please refer to Topical Response 2, which provides an 
evacuation model for the Project site as well as the adjacent residences. The proposed 
evacuation plans were based on models and reports from the Freeway Complex Fire and are 
designed to avoid the traffic control problems experienced during that event. 

E8-2 Commenter is incorrect. Controlled intersections are included in the evacuation plans, but 
there is no plan to close the south side of Yorba Linda Boulevard. In addition, as noted on 
page 5-288 of the DEIR, while law enforcement agencies do not have the authority to force 
residents to evacuate, they may restrict residents from entering evacuation areas. Respecting 
and maintaining designated lanes for emergency vehicles will be critical, as will use of 
designated lanes for traffic flow away from the evacuation area. Traffic control points that 
are manned by law enforcement officers will provide direction for vehicles to implement a 
more controlled, faster flow of traffic. Critical to the success of the evacuation plan is the 
education and cooperation of all area residents. 

E8-3 It is the intent of all proposed evacuation plans to prevent bottlenecks as identified by the 
commenter. The plans, working in concert during an emergency condition, are anticipated 
to provide a controlled traffic flow on major arterials and the freeway through the use of 
traffic control points with law enforcement providing direction. There are no current plans 
that we are aware of that will automatically close either the westbound or eastbound lanes 
of the SR-91 Freeway, and any effect on the traffic flow on the SR-91 Freeway would be 
wholly dependent upon the circumstances at the time. The comment concerns traffic 
evacuation from Anaheim Hills, which is located on the south side of the SR-91 Freeway in 
the City of Anaheim. Traffic evacuation from Anaheim Hills would likely use either the 
SR-91 Freeway, as the author points out, or alternative evacuation routes such as Santa Ana 
Canyon Road or other routes as determined by the City of Anaheim. The traffic evacuation 
control plan for the subject property and the surrounding area would not involve the 
intersection of Weir Canyon and the SR-91 Freeway, which is approximately two miles 
away; Santa Ana Canyon Road, which is on the south side of the SR-91 Freeway; or the 
intersection of the SR-91 Freeway and Yorba Linda Boulevard, as traffic from the Project site 
and the surrounding area would be directed west along Yorba Linda Boulevard, west via 
Fairmount, or south down Yorba Linda Boulevard and then west on La Palma or other major 
streets, thereby bypassing the SR-91 Freeway in the event that it were required for 
evacuation of areas such as Anaheim Hills. The Anaheim Hills subdivisions lie 
approximately 3 to 4 miles from the subject property, across the SR-91 Freeway in the City 
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of Anaheim, and not within the area expected to be affected by development of the Project. 
In addition, phased evacuations are included in the plans. As indicated, the evacuation plan 
would not take project trips to the on-ramps noted by the commenter, and there would be 
no contribution to traffic on the SR-91 Freeway.  

E8-4 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) included traffic counts that were taken during peak AM and 
peak PM hours. Peak hour count summaries and computer model printouts are included as 
Appendix B-1 to the TIA (Appendix O in the DEIR Technical Appendices). AM peak counts 
began at 7:30 a.m. PM peak counts began at 4:00 p.m. As noted on page 6 of the TIA, 
existing AM peak hour and PM peak hour traffic volumes for the 15 key study intersections 
were obtained from manual turning movement counts. This information was the basis for the 
computer model analysis of “With Project” conditions. 

E8-5 Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. 
In addition, the Fire Protection and Emergency Plan (Appendix J of the DEIR) notes on 
page 42 that Blue Mud Canyon will be significantly improved from a fire and habitat 
perspective, based on the expert opinion of the Dudek study, through restoration activities to 
remove non-native, flammable vegetation and provide native, riparian vegetation and to 
create large fuel modification areas and two fire breaks. These areas were strategically 
located to reduce the fire intensity and spread rates along the southern project boundary in 
Blue Mud Canyon. Emergency vehicle staging areas for firefighting will be located on both 
sides of the canyon. In addition, the access options provide various emergency access 
options. Option 1 places primary and secondary emergency access across Blue Mud 
Canyon. Options 2, 2A, and 2B provide access across Blue Mud Canyon but also through 
Aspen or directly to San Antonio. Based on expert opinion, exit paths will remain open 
regardless of the Option approved. 

E8-6 The Proposed Project provides four options for ingress/egress to the site, in addition to 
dedicated emergency vehicle roads and staging areas. The suggestion for an evacuation road 
to the north is not feasible, as Chino Hills State Park lies to the east and north and would not 
allow construction of such a road. There is no current legal entitlement to construct such a 
road. In addition, wildfires historically occur starting from the east in Chino Hills State Park. 
The suggested emergency road will provide for evacuation into the wildfire area, onto 
Carbon Canyon, which is an area that historically has had issues due to its proximity to the 
Wildland Urban Interface. 
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Comment Email E9 
Schock, Mark 
January 21, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E9  
Schock, Mark  
January 21, 2014 

E9-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Mark Schock dated January 21, 2014. 
The County appreciates information provided by commenter regarding a video of the 2008 
Freeway Complex Fire, which is available to the public for viewing. This video was 
reviewed and analyzed by Dudek Engineering. No changes result to the fire modeling used 
to determine the effect of the construction of the Proposed Project on the Project site and the 
surrounding neighborhood, as the model assumed a more rapid burn rate than the burn rate 
time as determined by the video. 

E9-2 The County also acknowledges receipt of an email from the commenter during the IS/NOP 
review period, which was included in the DEIR as Appendix B, along with all comment 
letters received. 

E9-3 Contrary to commenter’s assertion, the email from the commenter dated February 1, 2013, 
was included in the print copies of the DEIR Technical Appendices available for review at 
the January 16, 2014 public information meeting. Unfortunately, the email was not located 
until a more thorough search was subsequently done. The email was included in the DEIR 
Appendices posted on the County’s website for review. It appears on page 216 of the PDF 
version on the County website. Research verified that the email was also included in all five 
CD sets of the DEIR and Appendices that were sent to state and local agencies for review. 
The video was reviewed by the County and staff of Dudek Engineers who prepared the Fire 
Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP). Commenter is referred to Topical 
Response 1 - Fire Hazard. As noted above and in Topical Response 1, the video did not alter 
the conclusions of the experts who prepared the FPEP or the modeling for the evacuation 
plan. The computer model was based on a faster moving, more aggressive fire than actually 
occurred in 2008. No new information was provided in the video that was previously 
unknown to the preparers of the FPEP. Commenter is also referred to Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan for details regarding the emergency evacuation plan prepared for the 
Project and adjacent residences. 
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E9-4 Mr. Michael Huff of Dudek has acknowledged his conversation with the commenter and has 
since been provided with a copy of the video identified by commenter. As noted in 
responses to Comment Email E9-1 and -3, the video did not change the analysis or the 
results of that analysis. 

E9-5 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-3 above confirming that commenter’s emails 
were received and included in the DEIR. 

E9-6 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-4 above. Commenter is directed to the Fire 
Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) (Appendix J). Specifically, the FPEP 
describes the conditions that were considered in the preparation of the model, which was 
the basis for the FPEP analysis. On page 27, climate conditions are discussed including the 
effects of the Santa Ana winds and how the winds converge in canyons resulting in 
accelerated velocity. Historical fire data was also used to prepare the FPEP, including the 
2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 

E9-7 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-3 above. 

E9-8 The commenter has requested an extension of the deadline for the public review period for 
the DEIR. The County provided a 62-day review period (December 4, 2013 to February 3, 
2014), which is 17 days longer than the 45-day review period required per §15105 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. Section 15105(a) states: “The public review period for a draft EIR should 
not be less than 30 days nor longer than 60 days except in unusual circumstances. When a 
draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the public 
review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is 
approved by the State Clearinghouse.” There have been significant efforts to provide public 
noticing and conduct public meetings that far exceed what is required, and no additional 
review time is warranted. Please note that the general public will have additional 
opportunities to comment during County public hearings for Project approval. The video 
itself provided additional information on the fire showing the burn time from the eastern 
edge of the property along Blue Mud Canyon to the western boundary of the southern 
portion of the property to the extent that the video camera was able to capture the fire. 
However, this video did not result in information that was determined to be new or different, 
as the video showed a slower burn rate than anticipated by the fire modeling used by 
Dudek. In addition, it was determined that the email comment was in the record at the time 
that the public outreach meeting occurred on January 16, 2014. The video did not provide 
new significant information which resulted in a significant impact identified in the DEIR. 

 In addition, CEQA Guidelines §15103(c) states that the review period must be at least as 
long as the review period established by the State Clearinghouse. In a letter dated January 
21, 2014, the State Clearinghouse noted that their review period began on December 4, 
2013 and closed on January 17, 2014, a total of 45 days. Therefore, from a CEQA 
standpoint, all review period requirements have been met. 

E9-9 With regard to posting the video on the County website, the video is available at: 
https://cms.ocgov.com/gov/pw/cd/planning/land/projects/esperanza_hills.asp. The County 
appreciates provision of the video by the commenter. The commenter’s email has been 
included in this Responses to Comments document as part of the public review process. See 
response to Comment Email E9-8 above. 
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Comment Email E10 
Nelson, Marlene 
January 22, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E10  
Nelson, Marlene  
January 22, 2014 

E10-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Marlene Nelson dated January 22, 2014. 
The commenter requests an extension of the public review period for the DEIR from 
February 3 for an additional 15 days. The commenter has requested an extension of the 
public review period from February 3, 2014 to February 18, 2014.  

 Please see response to Comment Email E9-8. 
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Comment Email E11 
Viva, Conrad 
January 22, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E11  
Viva, Conrad  
January 22, 2014 

E11-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Conrad Viva dated January 22, 2014. 
The commenter states that development of the Project is an extreme fire risk to people who 
live in the area. The development of the Esperanza Hills project is not, in and of itself, a fire 
risk, as the entire area has been subjected to wildfires in the past. Please refer to Topical 
Response 1 and Topical Response 2 for further discussion regarding fire hazards and 
evacuation plans. 

E11-2 The Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR (Section 5.14) discusses the results of a 
Traffic Impact Analysis prepared specifically for the Project. Please refer to Topical 
Response 3 for further discussion about estimated daily trips, proposed roads, and traffic 
congestion. 

E11-3 As detailed in the Public Services section of the DEIR (Section 5.12), the Placentia-Yorba 
Linda Unified School District has experienced a trend towards declining enrollment. It is 
estimated that the Proposed Project’s 340 residences will contribute approximately 177 new 
students to the District. These additional students will not negatively impact District facilities 
when considered with the declining enrollment. In addition, Mitigation Measure PS-2 
requires the payment of developer fees in accordance with Senate Bill 50 and per California 
Education Code §17620.  

E11-4 Devaluation of property is a speculative issue and not considered an environmental impact 
related to residential housing development.  

E11-5 As noted in the Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR (Section 5.14), based on the 
Traffic Impact Analysis, the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua has 
been identified as benefiting from the installation of a three-phase traffic signal. Mitigation 
Measure T-1 provides for the payment of a fair share contribution towards such installation. 
However, as noted in the DEIR, the County cannot compel the City of Yorba Linda to 
approve the installation of a traffic signal; therefore, if no signal is installed, the traffic impact 
has been identified as significant and unavoidable. 

E11-6 Chapter 4 - Project Description of the DEIR (page 4-25), Section 4.6 states that construction 
will occur in several phases, so it is accurate that construction of the entire Project could 
extend over several years. However, grading for Planning Areas 1 and 2 is projected to last 
from 6 months to a maximum of 10 months per Planning Area. The grading phase will 
balance on-site, thus reducing truck transport of graded materials. The construction phase 
will result in temporary increases in dust and noise. Mitigation has been provided to reduce 
impacts as discussed in Section 5.2 (Air Quality) and Section 5-10 (Noise). Construction 
activity will comply with the County Noise Ordinance for hours of operation. These 
temporary short-term impacts will cease upon construction completion.  

E11-7 It is unclear what the commenter refers to as “oversaturation.” The addition of houses and 
people to the Project site was envisioned in the County and City of Yorba Linda General 
Plans and is consistent with the densities identified therein. The commenter is referred to 
Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) for additional information regarding the Project’s 
consistency with local planning goals and policies. The commenter is also referred to 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 1052 

Chapter 8, Growth-Inducing Impacts, for a discussion of the Project’s potential to induce 
additional housing in the area in light of the limited availability of additional developable 
land. As identified on page 8-1, there is little potential for development of new projects of 
the size and scope proposed for Esperanza Hills and no additional opportunity to expand; 
therefore, there is no inducement for growth in the Project vicinity. 

E11-8 The commenter’s environmental concerns have been addressed in responses to Comment 
Email E11-1 through -7 above. 
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Comment Email E12 
Shepard, Jeffrey G. 
January 22, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E12  
Shepard, Jeffrey G. 
January 22, 2014 

E12-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Jeffrey Shepard on January 22, 2014. Mr. 
Shepard is a member of Yorba Linda Land, LLC, the owner of property east of the Proposed 
Project. There is no intent to eliminate existing access for adjacent property owners through 
implementation of the Esperanza Hills Project. The Specific Plan, if approved, will provide 
physical and legal access to the Yorba Linda Land, LLC property. The property is currently 
undeveloped and is not a part of the Esperanza Hills proposed project. 

E12-2 The commenter notes that the Project applicant has accommodated request for access and 
utilities to the eastern boundaries of Yorba Linda Land, LLC. The County encourages 
agreements between adjacent landowners for continuing access. Utilities will be secured 
through agreements with water, sewer, electric, and gas providers. No additional 
environmental issues have been identified related to the commenter’s request for access. 

E12-3 The commenter is correct that the Yorba Linda General Plan envisioned development and 
access to the Esperanza Hills project site and the adjacent properties. Comments are noted 
regarding access and utility easements through the proposed Cielo Vista project and the 
Esperanza Hills Project. The Yorba Linda Water District, provider of water and sewer 
service, will require agreements between project proponents for the provision of those 
services. 
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E12-4 The commenter correctly notes the elevations of the two underground water reservoirs 
proposed on the Project site. The commenter correctly notes that provision of water for 
adjacent properties will require agreements with the Yorba Linda Water District and/or the 
applicant. 

E12-5 Access and utilities to adjacent properties via existing and/or proposed facilities will be 
required as part of the approval process to ensure development rights for such properties. 

E12-6 See response to Comment Email E12-5 above. 

E12-7 The County appreciates the support of Yorba Linda Land LLC related to fire staging areas, 
fuel modification, emergency ingress/egress, and trails. These project features have been 
designed in consultation with appropriate agencies to ensure that requirements are met with 
regard to providing safety for existing and future residents in the immediate area. 
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Comment Email E13 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
January 21, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E13 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted  
January 21, 2014 

E13-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated 
January 21, 2014. The commenter has requested an extension of the public review period 
from February 3, 2014 to February 18, 2014. Please see response to Comment Email E9-8. 
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Comment Email E14 
Schumann, Edward L. 
January 22, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E14  
Schumann, Edward L. 
January 22, 2014 

E14-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Edward Schumann dated January 22, 
2014. Commenter is referred to response to Comment Email E9-8, regarding an extension of 
the public review period. 
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Comment Email E14A 
Schumann, Edward 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E14A  
Schumann, Edward  
February 3, 2014 

E14A-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an additional email dated February 3, 2014, which 
included an article by Gloria Sefton. Water availability is discussed in Section 5.15 (Utilities 
and Service Systems) in the DEIR. Greenhouse Gas emissions are analyzed in the DEIR in 
Section 5.6. 

 As a general response to the article, the Esperanza Hills Project has worked closely with 
governmental agencies and service providers to ensure adequate protection of the 
environment while providing the services required to support the proposed development. 
For example, Topical Response 4 - Water Provision/Capacity, summarizes the Project’s 
coordination with Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) to ensure adequate water supplies 
and infrastructure to deliver water for daily and emergency uses. The applicant has partially 
funded the Northeast Area Planning Study prepared for YLWD, which analyzes 
infrastructure requirements. Biological studies have been prepared identifying impacts to 
plant and animal species and providing mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant. 
The clustered design for the residences results in significant areas of natural open space, 
trails, parks and managed fuel modification areas to provide habitat protection and 
recreational opportunities.  

 With respect to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and climate change, the DEIR 
acknowledges that the Project will result in increased GHG emissions due to operational 
conditions. However, the DEIR also outlines strategies that will be implemented to reduce 
impacts through GHG reduction measures designed by the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association. The Project has incorporated all design features feasible to reduce 
impacts. Nevertheless, the Project will exceed the thresholds adopted by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District. 
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Comment Email E15 
Spellman, David and Lizette 
January 23, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E15  
Spellman, David and Lizette  
January 23, 2014 

E15-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David and Lizette Spellman dated 
January 22, 2014. The commenter is referred to response to Comment Email E9-8, regarding 
an extension of the public review period. 
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Comment Email E16 
Johnson, Kevin K. 
January 31, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E16  
Johnson, Kevin K.  
January 31, 2014 

E16-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Kevin Johnson dated January 31, 2014. 
An attachment included the same comments as the email and, therefore, is not addressed 
separately. The commenter requests an extension of the public comment period of 62 days 
for an unspecified amount of time. Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8 
regarding such extension. 

E16-2 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. The Cielo Vista 
and Esperanza Hills properties are owned by separate, unrelated entities. Utility 
infrastructure will be based on agreements with the providers of such services, who will 
have the responsibility to ensure that adjacent developments are consistent with the 
providers’ specifications for connectivity. The Esperanza Hills Project includes mitigation 
requiring coordination with service providers prior to any construction activity.  

 With regard to disputed access, the Esperanza Hills DEIR analyzed four access options. If 
agreement cannot be reached with the adjacent Cielo Vista project proponents, another 
option can be selected, thereby eliminating the dispute to which the commenter refers. 

 The County has discretion to approve or not approve projects independent of each other. 
The project sites are owned by different parties and are proposed to be developed by 
different developers who are completely unrelated. The scope of the governmental 
entitlements sought by Esperanza Hills (e.g., General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, zone 
change, VTTM) does not include any governmental entitlements or permits for or applicable 
to the proposed Cielo Vista project. However, the cumulative and growth-inducing impacts 
of both projects were evaluated in the DEIR in each topical section where both projects 
apply, as well as in Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts and Chapter 8 – Growth-
Inducing Impacts. 

E16-3 The commenter notes that there are “multiple instances of deferred assessment and 
mitigation identification in the DEIR because impact assessment work is on-going.” The 
County cannot respond, as no information is provided about specific mitigation to which the 
commenter alludes. The DEIR contains 69 mitigation measures in addition to conditions of 
approval. 
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E16-4 Commenter does not cite anything or identify issues that raise unusual circumstances. The 
DEIR has addressed safety concerns (Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and air 
quality (Section 5.2, Air Quality and Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Earthquakes, 
earthquake fault locations, and compliance with the Building Code requirements for 
construction are also discussed in Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The 
commenter raises no unusual circumstances or specific concerns and provides no new 
information that would warrant further review time or an extension of the comment period. 
Public comment has not been suppressed as numerous opportunities have been available for 
providing comments since the Notice of Preparation was distributed on December 21, 2012. 
Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8. 

E16-5 The commenter’s email has been incorporated as part of the DEIR Responses to Comments, 
which will be included for review by the County Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors during the public hearing process. 
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Comment Email E17 
Slonkosky, Douglas 
January 31, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E17  
Slonkosky, Douglas  
January 31, 2014 

E17-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Douglas Slonkosky dated February 2, 
2014. The commenter is referred to response to Comment Email E9-8 regarding a request to 
extend the public comment period. The January 16, 2014 informational meeting was not 
required by CEQA but was hosted by the developer. The meeting was designed to provide 
additional information to the public and to allow the public to make comments at the 
meeting that would be transcribed by a court reporter and recorded via video. These 
comments were then incorporated into the comments received on the Project, and responses 
have been provided herein. The general public will have additional opportunity to comment 
at the public hearings conducted by the County during the Project approval process. 
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Comment Email E18 
Bartels, Robert 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E18  
Bartels, Robert  
February 1, 2014 

The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Robert Bartels dated February 1, 2014. Mr. Bartels 
also submitted a letter to the County dated January 20, 2014 containing identical comments as those 
contained in the email. The letter is included herein as Comment Letter L25. Comments in the email 
and letter are addressed in responses to Comment Letter L25. 
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Comment Email E19 
Carboni, Ron 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E19  
Carboni, Ron  
February 3, 2014 

E19-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Robert Carboni dated February 2, 2014. 
Section 5.2, Air Quality and Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions both provide an 
analysis of existing air quality conditions and conditions during construction and operation 
of the Proposed Project. Beginning on page 5-78 the DEIR discusses construction emissions 
generally and describes the computer model used to assess emissions on a daily basis. 

 Beginning on page 5-82, the DEIR includes a discussion of sensitive receptors, defined as 
“persons with asthma, the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by other 
disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise.” While air quality 
impacts during the construction phase of the Project were shown to be potentially 
significant, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 has been included in the DEIR to reduce exhaust 
emissions (page 5-88). In addition, best management practices have been included in 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (page 5-89) to ensure that dust control measures are implemented 
during the grading/ construction phase of the Project. These measures include use of soil 
stabilizers, watering of exposed surfaces to avoid dust migrating from the site, covers on 
trucks hauling dirt, and a high wind dust control plan. It is anticipated that these measures 
will reduce impacts to sensitive receptors to a level of insignificance as well as those in the 
general area who are not subject to impacts due to existing health issues. 
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Comment Email E20 
Ebinger, Kent 
February 3, 2014 

 

November 2014 Esperanza Hills 



Responses to Comments  
Final Environmental Impact Report  page 1081 

Response to 
Comment Email E20  
Ebinger, Kent  
February 3, 2014 

E20-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Kent Ebinger dated February 2, 2014. As 
noted in the commenter’s email, technical analyses and reports were prepared for the 
Esperanza Hills DEIR. The reports were prepared by experts in their respective fields in order 
to bring credence to the findings and recommendations that were used as the basis for 
determining environmental impacts. 

E20-2 The traffic analysis conducted for the Project relates to the amount and movement of traffic 
to determine impacts to the identified study intersections under “Existing” and “Future With 
Project” conditions. A separate study was also conducted using the estimated number of 
vehicles from the Project and the surrounding neighborhoods using the same streets for 
evacuation. The results of that analysis are included in Topical Response 2 – Evacuation 
Plan. 

E20-3 The commenter does not raise an environmental issue. 

E20-4 The commenter does not raise an environmental issue. 

E20-5 The commenter does not raise an environmental issue. 
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Comment Email E21 
Ramocinski, David 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E21  
Ramocinski, David  
February 3, 2014 

E21-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David Ramocinski dated February 3, 
2014. Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, page 5-204, describes the existing condition related to 
regional faulting and seismicity. Page 5-206 specifically identifies the Whittier Fault Zone in 
relation to the Project. The section also notes that the Fault Hazard Report provided an 
assessment regarding potential surface fault rupture. In excess of 2,500 feet of fault trenching 
provided conclusive documentation of fault locations on the Project site. As noted on page 
5-232:  

No change in the state-mandated 50-foot-wide seismic setback zone to the south was 
recommended, as there are no habitable structures designed to occur south of the main 
trace of the Whittier Fault. 

E21-2 It is unclear whether the comment related to “moving tens of thousands of cubic yards of 
dirt” refers to geologic impacts or air quality impacts. Geologic-related impacts are analyzed 
in Subsection 5.5.3 of Section 5.5, including the consideration of 15 to 16 million cubic 
yards of earthwork cut, which will be substantially balanced on site. 

E21-3 As noted on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Project will provide a minimum fire flow storage of 
1,500 gallons per minute for a 2-hour duration with a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi 
to meet OCFA and Yorba Linda Water District fire flow requirements. OCFA also requires 
that all standard conditions be met, including water supply. Water will be provided via two 
underground storage tanks with a combined 1.3 million gallon capacity. Please refer to 
Topical Response 4 - Water Provision/Capacity for additional information. 

E21-4 The commenter fails to provide specific information regarding his statement about “faulty 
analysis” in the DEIR. The Project is conditioned to comply with all building and safety 
codes in place at the time of construction. Expert analysis has been provided in the DEIR 
and findings and conclusions have been based on such analysis by State, County, and City 
agencies responsible for review and approval. Every effort has been made to provide the 
public and decision-makers with full disclosure of all the information related to the Project. 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Email E22 
Challacombe, Renee 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E22  
Challacombe, Renee  
February 3, 2014 

E22-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Renee Challacombe dated February 3, 
2014 detailing the Challacombe family experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. 
Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for information regarding the Project’s 
emergency evacuation plan. 

R22-2 The commenter’s statements related to a trail “around the bend toward Via del Agua” are 
assumed to refer to any trail that is located in Blue Mud Canyon, as there are no trails 
designed directly north of Via del Corral. The trails that will be designed for the Blue Mud 
Canyon area are designed in a fuel modification zone that will consist of irrigated areas, low 
water use, and fire resistant plants, which should result in reduced fire hazard to the 
neighborhoods along Dorinda and Via del Corral. With regard to the plants in the canyon, 
revegetation will consist of plants approved by the OCFA (page 5-300, last paragraph), 
avoiding plants that have increased flammability potential. As noted on page 5-310, two fuel 
breaks are provided within Blue Mud Canyon. This will significantly affect fire behavior 
spread rates and intensity. Please also refer to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard for 
additional information. Commenter is also referred to Section 5.13 -Recreation - for 
additional information and exhibits showing the existing and proposed trail locations.  
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Comment Email E23 
Gass, Brian 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E23  
Gass, Brian  
February 3, 2014 

E23-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Brian Gass dated February 3, 2014 with 
additional comments attached in a letter. All comments are addressed herein. 

 The applicant has coordinated with Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) to assess the 
Proposed Project needs and adequacy of the water supply. The YLWD Urban Water 
Management Plan indicates that water supply will be sufficient to meet demand, including 
the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project, through 2035 (DEIR page 5-631, 
Subsection 5.15.3 1.). 

E23-2 Comments noted. Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan.  
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E23-3 Comment noted. 

E23-4 Section 5.1 - Aesthetics, page 5-57, provides discussion regarding the light and glare that 
could potentially result from the Proposed Project. As noted, no lighting currently exists on 
the site, because it is substantially vacant with the exception of existing oil well operations. 
There will be an incremental increase in light from the Proposed Project. Mitigation 
measures are included to require that light impacts are reduced through use of shielded light 
fixtures. Lighting will be an extension of and consistent with lighting in the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. The clustering of homes will result in significant amounts of open 
space that will remain in its natural state with no artificial lighting. The Specific Plan for 
Esperanza Hills contains design guidelines that will include night sky lighting policies as 
well as low intensity landscape lighting. Impacts with mitigation and project design features 
would be less than significant. 

E23-5 See response to Comment Email E23-4 above. 
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E23-6 The Project has developed PDF 13 to limit the potential impacts of lighting on areas of 
adjacent open space, which would in turn limit the effects of lighting on wildlife species. 
Regarding potential adverse effects on coyotes, owls, bobcats, and mountain lions, a number 
of factors need to be considered when determining when a potential impact would be 
significant. First, coyotes and bobcats are widespread and common and have no special 
status, and as such, potential effects from lighting would not be considered significant. 
Additionally, coyotes and bobcats are active both during the day and at night and will shift 
movement and foraging patterns as needed to avoid any potential impacts. Given these 
factors, there would be no potential impact on coyotes or bobcats associated with the low 
levels of lighting generated by the Project at the urban-wildlife interface.  

 Owls were not documented on the site; however, it is likely that barn owls and/or great 
horned owls forage at least occasionally on the site. As noted for the coyote, neither the barn 
owl nor the great-horned owl has any special status, and as such, any minor impacts such as 
shift in foraging patterns associated with project lighting would not be significant. It is also 
noteworthy that both of these species are highly urban-adapted, occurring in parks, golf 
courses, and residential neighborhoods, and as such, would not be adversely affected by the 
minimal lighting from the Proposed Project.  

 Mountain lions would be at best uncommon visitors to the site (see Shute Mihaly Weinberg 
response to Comment Letter L50-52) and according to Paul Beier (see Shute Mihaly 
Weinberg response to Comment Letter L50-52), the Chino Hills are not important habitat for 
the mountain lion and as such, the project would not result in significant impacts on the 
mountain lion, if an occasional mountain lion reaches this area.  

 Relative to potential effects on the commenter’s residence, including pets due to increased 
predation, such impacts are beyond the scope of the CEQA analysis relative to the 
significance of potential biological impacts. The commenter has chosen to live near that 
urban-wildland interface with the associated potential for predation by coyotes along the 
urban interface. Construction of the project would most likely reduce the likelihood of 
coyote incursions into these neighborhoods because the project would provide a buffering 
effect to the east of the site, which is one of many potential areas where coyotes occur in the 
area. There are no potentially significant impacts associated with the commenter’s 
speculation of changes in foraging patterns of common species such as the coyote. 

E23-7 Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials - pages 5-305 through 5-110, contain 
descriptions of the fuel modification zone vegetation. As noted, in each zone there is a 
requirement for: maintenance including ongoing removal and/or thinning of undesirable 
combustible vegetation, replacement of dead/dying plantings, maintenance of the 
programming and functionality of the irrigation system, regular trimming to prevent ladder 
fuels. Annual inspections of the fuel modification zones will be required and paid for by the 
Homeowners’ Association. Vegetation landscaping will use plants on the OCFA-approved 
Fuel Modification plant list.  

E23-8 Comment noted. Commenter is referred to Section 5.1, Aesthetics, Section 5.3, Biological 
Resources, and Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials for analysis regarding the 
environmental issues raised in the commenter’s email and letter. 
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Comment Email E24 
Lopez, Venessa and Wayne Martin 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E24  
Lopez, Venessa and Wayne Martin  
February 3, 2014 

E24-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email form Venessa Lopez and Wayne Martin dated 
February 3, 2014. 

E24-2 The commenter is referred to Section 5.3, Biological Resources, in the DEIR, which provides 
an analysis of impacts to plant and animal species in the Project area. Page 5-116 of the 
DEIR, Subsection-2, details the special status wildlife that was observed within the study 
area. Page 5-121, Subsection 8.a. notes:  

Although the Study Area provides habitat for small wildlife and may support movement 
on a local scale, it does not function as a regional wildlife movement corridor because 
it does not connect two or more habitat patches due to the surround development.  

 The major wildlife corridors in the vicinity of the biological resources study area are all in 
preserved lands within Chino Hills State Park. The Biological Technical Report (Appendix D 
to the DEIR) determined that, with mitigation, there would be no impact to special status or 
protected species. 

E24-3 The Applicant has coordinated with the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) to assess the 
Project needs and adequacy of the water supply. The YLWD Urban Water Management Plan 
indicates that water supply will be sufficient to meet demand, including the Proposed 
Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project, through 2035 (DEIR page 5-631, Subsection 
5.15.3 1.). 
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E24-4 The Murdock property, of which the Proposed Project is a part, was anticipated to be 
developed as a residential housing development of one unit per acre under the City of Yorba 
Linda General Plan adopted in 1993. Refer to Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning), page 5-
431 for analysis of consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan. The density of the 
adjacent developments is generally 1.25 to 2+ units per acre as shown in the DEIR on page 
5-433, Table 5-9-10. The proposed Project anticipates 340 units on 469 acres, or .73 
dwelling units per acre, which is substantially less than any adjacent approved and 
constructed subdivision, with the except of Casino Ridge, which was developed at the rate 
of .74 units per acre. The adjacent streets (San Antonio Drive and Stonehaven) were 
designed to accommodate the traffic flow and, as pointed out in the Traffic Impact Analysis, 
currently experience LOS A levels and will continue to experience LOS A levels under 
Options 2, 2A and 2B and LOS C under Option 1.  

E24-5 As discussed in Section 5.12, Public Services, page 5-505, the Placentia-Yorba Linda School 
District is experiencing a trend towards declining enrollment. The Proposed Project is 
expected to add approximately 177 K-12 students, which will not negatively impact the 
existing facilities or the ability of the school district to serve existing students. The Project 
includes Mitigation Measure PS-2, which requires, prior to issuance of building permits, 
payment of applicable school fees per Senate Bill 50 consistent with California Education 
Code §17620. 

E24-6 Please see Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. 
Regarding impacts to local traffic, please refer to Topical Response 3 - Traffic/Ingress-Egress. 

E24-7 Comment noted related to the commenter’s 2008 Freeway Complex Fire experience. 

E24-8 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8. 
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Comment Email E25 
Spellman, David and Lizette 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E25  
Spellman, David and Lizette  
February 3, 2014 

E25-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email with attached comments from David and 
Lizette Spellman dated February 3, 2014. Comments noted regarding previously requested 
extension of time for public review of the DEIR. 
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E25-2 Because it is unknown exactly what is going to be approved, it is impossible to design 
structures or roads. The Geotechnical Report that has been prepared and approved by the 
County contains the appropriate level of detail. More precise analysis will be provided in the 
future once lot configurations and roads have been approved. Please refer to American 
Geotechnical, Inc. Summary of Geotechnical Exploration and Engineering Analysis dated 
March 12, 2014 included herein which provides a summary of completed field investigation 
and engineering analysis.  

E25-3 The existing Fault Hazard Assessment Report (Appendix H in the DEIR) was required to be 
prepared and required to be approved by the County. The report was reviewed and 
approved by the County and State geologists. Once approvals are received, additional 
analysis may be required in advance of building permit issuance. There is no legal 
requirement to provide this analysis in advance. 

E25-4 See responses to Comment Email E25-2 and -3 above. 

E25-5 Option 2A is fully discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives, in the DEIR. The Option 2A 
Alternative is substantially the same as Option 2 with the exception that access to the site 
will be provided via a main access roadway connected to San Antonio Road approximately 
1,850 feet south of Aspen Way. 

E25-6 As noted on page 4-19 of the DEIR, Project Entry, the emergency road for Option 1 would 
occur along an existing 50-foot-wide roadway and utility easement. Final Project access will 
be determined by the County during the approval process. Regardless of which access 
option is selected, emergency access will be required and provided per existing law and 
regulation. 

E25-7 The 70-foot roadway will taper appropriately to meet the existing roadway widths at Aspen 
Way and San Antonio. Regardless of which Option is approved, emergency access will be 
required and provided per existing law and regulation. Emergency access with Option 2 is 
proposed via the extension of Aspen Way and the existing emergency access roadway 
located off Stonehaven which will connect to the southernmost internal road. The four-lane 
section of the Aspen Way extension has been designed to provide emergency vehicle access 
on one side of the median and resident egress on the other side. The emergency vehicles 
will have two points of access under this Option. Please refer to Topical Response 2 for 
additional detail regarding the emergency evacuation plan. 
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Comment Email E26 
Francke, W. Bradford 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E26  
Francke, W. Bradford  
February 3, 2014 

E26-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Brad Francke dated February 3, 2014 
objecting to the use of Stonehaven Drive for Project-generated traffic. Please refer to Topical 
Response 3 – Traffic/Ingress-Egress. As shown in the table on page 1 of the Topical 
Response, Stonehaven has a vehicle per day (vpd) capacity of 12,500. Under Option 1, the 
projected vpd in year 2020 “With Project” is 3,389. Option 2B, which also uses Stonehaven 
as one of two access roadways, shows a total projected vpd of 2,521. All numbers are well 
below the street capacity. 
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Comment Email E27 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E27  
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
February 3, 2014 

E27-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated 
February 3, 2014 submitting a comment letter and attachments. The comment letter, 
attachments, and responses are included herein as Comment Letter L34. 
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Comment Email E28 
Byrne, Joe and Paulette 
February 3, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E28  
Byrne, Joe and Paulette  
February 3, 2014 

E28-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Paulette Byrne dated February 3, 2014. 
Commenter notes that the 300-foot radius minimum for notification about the Project is 
inadequate. The County notice regarding the Esperanza Hills Project was a 2,000-foot radius 
from Project boundaries, all state, county and local agencies involved with Project review 
and approval, and all additional interested parties requesting notice, including email 
notification of persons who attended the original Project open house information meeting in 
August 2012. The notification included in excess of 800 mailed notices and 50+ email 
notices. 

E28-2 Please refer to Topical Response 4 – Water Provision/Capacity. 

E28-3 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared consistent with the appropriate Guidelines 
and did include analysis of Yorba Linda Boulevard and the SR-91 Freeway. Roadways as 
proposed were analyzed for capacity, safety, and design adequacy and will meet all State 
and County and safety requirements. The roadways within the residential areas within the 
study that will carry Project traffic were analyzed in the TIA. Please also refer to Topical 
Response 1 - Fire Hazard, Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan, and Topical Response 3 - 
Traffic/Ingress-Egress. 

E28-4 The commenter is referred to Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) in the DEIR 
beginning on page 5-625. As stated on page 5-643, Section 2. Sanitary Sewer Service, 
Preliminary Sewer Reports were prepared for the Proposed Project. The reports identify the 
alignments and pipe sizes for the proposed sewer facilities. The Yorba Linda Water District 
(YLWD) provides local sewer service, and the reports prepared for the Project included 
pipeline designs in accordance with the YLWD design guidelines. As noted on page 5-643, 
the Project will be served in accordance with the terms and conditions of a Development 
Agreement between the applicant and the YLWD for sewer service. The Project will install 
approximately 32,100 feet of 8-inch vitrified clay pipe gravity sewer. The flows will drain to 
the existing Wastewater Treatment Plant #1 in Fountain Valley for treatment as detailed in 
Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) page 5-647. An average of 207 mg of 
wastewater is treated each day by Plants #1 and #2. Adequate capacity exists for the 
proposed Project and no significant impacts will occur. 

 With regard to solid waste management, page 5-647 of the DEIR, Subsection 3. Solid Waste, 
notes that the Operations Manager of Yorba Linda Disposal has confirmed that the Olinda 
Alpha landfill can accommodate the Project solid waste. The landfill is scheduled to close in 
December 2021, at which time the Project area will be served by the Frank R. Bowerman 
landfill in Irvine and/or the Prima Deschecha landfill in San Juan Capistrano (DEIR page 
5-630). The Bowerman landfill opened in 1990 and had an original close date of 2014. Final 
EIR 604, approved in August 2006, extended the life of the Bowerman Landfill to 2053. The 
Prima Deschecha landfill opened in 1976 and is scheduled for service until 2067. Therefore, 
no significant impacts will occur regarding provision of adequate sewer services/capacity or 
solid waste disposal. 
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E28-5 Comment noted. As noted on page 5-121 of the DEIR, although the Project area provides 
habitat for small wildlife and may support movement on a local scale, it does not function as 
a regional wildlife movement corridor, because it does not connect two or more habitat 
patches due to surrounding development. The Project is adjacent to Chino Hills State Park 
which provides large open space areas that support habitat for wildlife. As noted on page 
5-169 of the DEIR, residents will be provided with educational materials regarding 
unintended impacts to biological resources and domestic pets. 

E28-6 DEIR Section 5.10 (Noise) on page 5-482 identifies an unavoidable adverse impact as a 
result of increased traffic noise. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. As 
identified in Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on page 47), this impact would 
occur if access Option 2 is selected. Option 2 would result in a perceptible increase in 
ambient noise levels under CEQA, an increase greater than 10 dB, even though the 65 dB 
CNEL would not be exceeded. There would be no significant impact with Options 1, 2A, or 
2B.  

 With regard to light pollution, design features have been included to minimize light and 
glare. Please refer to Section 5.1, Aesthetics. As noted on page 5-57, the Project will 
incrementally increase the amount of light because the Project site does not currently 
generate any night time light source. The proposed street lighting for the Project will be an 
extension of the existing lighting in surrounding neighborhoods and consistent with 
surrounding low-density developed areas. On-site lighting will be required to be directed 
downward. Landscaping is proposed to mitigate potential headlight glare from automobiles. 
Therefore, impacts from lighting will be less than significant. 

E28-7 The commenter is referred to Section 5.9, Land use and Planning, beginning on page 5-395. 
As noted on page 5-398, the Orange County Zoning Code provides for a maximum of 
1 dwelling unit per acre. The Yorba Linda General Plan states the potential for an overall 
density of 1 dwelling unit per acre. The Project site consists of 340 residential units with a 
density of .73 dwelling unit per acre. The residential units will be clustered to allow for the 
provision of more open space. 
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Comment Email E29 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
January 29, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E29  
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted  
January 29, 2014 

E29-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated 
January 29, 2014, requesting an extension for the DEIR review period to February 18, 2014. 
Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8. 
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Comment Email E30 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted 
January 30, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E30 
Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted  
January 30, 2014 

E30-1 The County acknowledges an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated January 30, 2014 
as a follow-up to an earlier email requesting an extension of the DEIR public review period. 
Comment noted. 
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Comment Email E31 
Nelson, Marlene 
January 31, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E31  
Nelson, Marlene  
January 31, 2014 

E31-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Marlene Nelson dated January 31, 2014 
following up on a request for an extension of the DEIR public review period. Comment 
noted. 
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Comment Email E32 
Richards, Kathleen 
January 31, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E32  
Richards, Kathleen 
January 31, 2014 

E32-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Kathleen Richards dated January 31, 
2014 forwarding an email to Supervisor Todd Spitzer. The commenter is requesting an 
extension of the DEIR public review period. Please refer to response to Comment Email 
E9-8. 
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Comment Email E33 
Slonkosky, Douglas 
February 1, 2014 
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Response to 
Comment Email E33  
Slonkosky, Douglas 
February 1, 2014 

E33-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Douglas Slonkosky dated February 1, 
2014 requesting an extension of the DEIR public review period. Please refer to response to 
Comment Email E9-8. 
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D. Public Meeting Comments 

Public Meeting 
Travis Ranch School 

Thursday, January 16, 2014 

The comments contained in this matrix are summarized. Most of the comments were responded to at 
the meeting and the verbal responses are included in the transcript. Commenters will be directed to 
the transcript, Topical Responses in the Response to Comment document or referred to areas of the 
DEIR for additional information. Where the commenter also submitted comments in writing, the 
email or letter number is included parenthetically under the commenter’s name for reference. The 
entire transcript is provided as Appendix G to this Response to Comments document. 

Commenter Name Comments Response 
Ralph Mundia • If there is a fire, you won’t be able to get people out 

• No need for more houses 
Please refer to Topical 
Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

Kim Paul 
(Letter L28) 

• Presented recap of evacuation during 2008 Freeway Fire 
• Provided flash drive with pictures of fire 
• Described pictures and timing of fire progress 
• Related personal evacuation experience 
• Existing streets cannot handle 500 additional homes 
• There are no new streets - no proposed streets 
• Don’t know what trails are for because rest of community can’t get into 

development 
• Parents will enter evacuation area if family members are there (at 

schools, in homes) 
• No fire trucks present on her street  
• Firemen using garden hoses 
• City did not build reservoirs that residents paid for 

Please refer to Topical 
Response 1 - Fire Hazard and 
Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan 

Kent Ebinger 
(Email E20) 

• Project is going through a rezoning through the County 
• No mention that applicant has approached Friends and Texaco 

regarding ownership 
• Because of the reverse 911 during the 2008 Fire, the 210 freeway 

became a parking lot 

Responses provided in 
transcript. 

Rob Bartels 
(Email E18 and 
letter L25) 

• Quoted Todd Spitzer letter as saying the 2008 Fire evacuation was 
“virtually impossible” 

• Adding 1,000 vehicles to a virtually impossible evacuation with no new 
roads is insanity 

• Only four sheriff’s deputies are on a shift 
• All of the intersections cannot be manned by a deputy 
• Accidents on evacuation routes compound the problem 
• Emergency vehicles will not get to the project 
• OCFA cannot provide same information that residents can provide 
• Where will water for 350 homes come from during the drought 

Responses provided in 
transcript and in Letter L25. 
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Commenter Name Comments Response 
Kenneth Peterson • Objects to scope of project 

• Concurs with other speakers’ concerns for evacuation  
• Noted that Lt. Wren wanted more emergency exits and that should be 

first priority for development 
• Focus on putting all projects together - not piecemealing 
• Project is larger than what the area will allow 

Commenter is referred to 
Topical Responses l - Fire 
Hazard, 2 - Evacuation Plan, 3 
- Traffic Ingress/Egress, 4 - 
Water Provision/ Capacity and 
5 - Segmentation/ 
Piecemealing 

Brian Gass 
(Email E23) 

• Entrance depicted is larger than San Antonio - wider than the street 
that needs to get people off the mountain 

• Concerned about light intrusion into Chino Hills State Park - how it 
affects the predator-prey balance 

• How do project plus Cielo Vista affect dark skies 
• Disagrees with statement that San Antonio could handle 12,000 cars a 

day 
• Can San Antonio be widened?  

Responses provided in 
transcript. 

Steven Pollack • Possibly twice as many cars on San Antonio as currently 
• Consider the noise if Aspen Way is used - noise through the canyon 
• Sound walls would reduce noise but have aesthetic impact 
• When/how was traffic study conducted - what day 
• Evacuation plan - what about people who need to get back to their 

homes/families - there will be problems if people aren’t allowed to go 
in 

• Will there be disclosure about a fault 120 feet from homes? 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Please also refer to 
Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan. 

James Kloman • Evacuation plan - four or five cops won’t make a difference 
• Concern about 24,000 cars on Stonehaven in a day 
• A traffic signal at Via del Agua will not change anything because there 

are more cars 
• Evacuation plan - not enough cops to move traffic 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Topical Response 3 
- Traffic Ingress/Egress and 
Chapter 5.14 in the DEIR. 

Ken Ryan • During 2008 fire - no fire personnel - residents put out fires 
• All projects should be coordinated from a process and design 

perspective 
• Primary access should be at the base of San Antonio - it minimizes 

impacts to people on San Antonio, Stonehaven and Via del Agua 
• Look at a less intensive alternative reducing the number of units 
• Hillside grading - plan is over engineered - City has policy that higher 

topography gets less dense 
• Where is passive open space and trails that connect neighborhoods - 

one that creates value and aesthetics and beauty 
• Oppose widening of existing streets 
• Plans have minimal landscaping  - concern about beauty 
• What is the public benefit for clustering 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Topical Response 1 
- Fire Hazard, Chapter 5.13 
(Recreation), Chapter 5.14 
(Transportation and Traffic) 
and Chapter 6 (Alternatives). 

Marlene Nelson 
(Letters L29, L30, 
L31, L32) 

• Who will be the builder 
• Have you relied on recent County GP amendments that were a result 

of the Saddlecrest Development that were struck down by the court 
• Primary access off Stonehaven - what measures have been taken for 

emergency access with an earthquake - if earthquake disrupts 
ingress/egress 

• Sheriff’s office will not get to intersections fast enough 
• Regarding proposed left-hand turn extension (south on Yorba Linda 

Boulevard turning left on Via del Agua) - would almost reach Yorba 
Ranch Road  - cars will be sitting in traffic lanes 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Topical Response 2 
- Evacuation Plan. 
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Commenter Name Comments Response 
Jan Horton • Water district never denies a project - do not believe there is enough 

water 
• Evacuation plan - how will traffic load from 91 Freeway be handled 
• Evacuation not only about controlling the intersections - people drove 

all their cars 
• Traffic analysis good for normal days but what about disasters 
• Not enough police to cover evacuation 
• Will people be trained about sheltering in place in hardened homes 
• How will project help existing homeowners 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Topical Response 1 
- Fire Hazard and Topical 
Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

Ed Ehrman 
(Letter L23) 

• Fire history missing a 1978 fire across from Kellogg 
• Traffic signal at Via del Agua and Yorba Linda Boulevard - assume it 

would be coordinated based on time of day. If an evacuation occurs it 
would be worse than it is today 

• Where were traffic counts on Via del Agua done and when 
• Cannot get out of Via del Cerro when traffic is backed up during 

evacuation - signal will not help 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Topical Response 2 
- Evacuation Plan and Topical 
Response 3 - Traffic 
Ingress/Egress. 

Scott Kirby • How much dirt will be moved and how long is it going to take 
• Questions about fill in Blue Mud Canyon due to emergency exit 
• 1200 trips a day currently on Via del Agua, modified capacity is 6250 - 

was evacuation scenario part of the traffic study? 
• What will the houses look like - no guarantee they will look like the 

video 
• Orange County Fire Authority is not a credible source - did not 

accurately report the 2008 fire 
• Hard to believe houses will not burn 
• Who will unchain gates at emergency roads 
• Need a road that connects to Esperanza and one that connects to 

Bastanchury 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Chapter 5.14 - 
Transportation and Traffic and 
Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan. 

Ken Newman 
(Letter L40) 

• What wind speeds were calculated coming down San Antonio - did 
you plan on 70 mile and hour winds with fire in them? 

• Oil well was like a blowtorch during the fire. What about the oil 
gathering lines in Blue Mud Canyon? 

• Rainwater fills Blue Mud Canyon 
• Sizes of transmission lines - danger if lines are nicked 
• No digging around pipelines that could rupture several years later 
• MWD eight-foot diameter line across San Antonio 
• Fire hydrant design - on wrong side of street on San Antonio 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Topical Response 1 
- Fire Hazard and Topical 
Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. 

Rob Carrillo • Traffic study on San Antonio - how man days/when 
• Difference between Option 2 and 2B? Option 2 more traffic 
• Did traffic study take into account left-turn lane off San Antonio - off 

Yorba Linda Boulevard turning into San Antonio - turn lane can’t be 
extended because of the other left turn lane that turns into the other 
street off Yorba Linda Boulevard 

• Problem with construction vehicles getting through on San Antonio 
• Traffic counts should be done for several days 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Commenter is also 
referred to Chapter 5.14 - 
Transportation and Traffic, 
Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan and Topical 
Response 3 - Traffic 
Ingress/Egress. 
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Commenter Name Comments Response 
Bob Kanne 
(Letter L39) 

• Two hairpin turns in Option 1 - recommended speed 
• Show a similar right curve somewhere nearby and the warnings for 

the turn 
• Requested copy of power point presentation 
• Where is public parking for access to trails 
• How can you guarantee that the HOA will fulfill promises regarding 

fuel modification, flood control, park maintenance, landslides, 
pressurized water pipes 

Responses provided in 
transcript. 

Linda Miller • Who will provide homeowners insurance - most companies refuse 
coverage 

Responses provided in 
transcript. 

Jim Wohlt • How will fire-fighting teams get up there? Where’s the helipad? 
• What are my resources? Bulldozers, engines? Fire station? 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Please also refer to 
Chapter 5.7 - Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials and 
Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan. 

Danny Paul 
(Letter L28) 

• City and County are culpable in helping solve problem of traffic 
congestion going into Stonehaven or Yorba Linda Boulevard 

• Need plan to move people out in 45 minutes 
• Roads are still the problem for getting people in and out 

Responses provided in 
transcript. Please also refer to 
Topical Response 2 - 
Evacuation Plan. 

Beth Stollen • Putting a road behind my house and having a road in front is not fair Comment noted. 
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	1. Introduction
	This Responses to Comments document has been prepared to respond to public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Esperanza Hills project. The DEIR was available for a 62-day public review period commencing ...
	Distribution of the DEIR and the Notice of Availability for review and comment included the following agencies and organizations:
	Orange County -
	County Clerk
	OC Public Works/OC Planning
	Orange County Fire Authority
	Sheriff’s Department
	Integrated Waste Management
	Orange County Transportation Authority
	Orange County Water District
	Public Libraries (East Anaheim, Yorba Linda)
	Board of Supervisors (Third District Office)
	Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
	Southern California Association of Governments
	State Department of Conservation
	Caltrans District 12
	Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
	California Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Department of Toxic Substances Control
	South Coast Air Quality Management District
	State Clearinghouse
	State Water Resources Control Board
	California Department of Parks & Recreation
	U. S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers
	U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service
	Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority
	Native American Heritage Commission
	In addition, the Public Notice of Availability (NOA, Appendix A herein) and the Notice of Completion and Environmental Document Transmittal of a Draft Environmental Impact Report was posted on the County’s website. Copies of the Draft EIR were made av...
	In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15088, the County, as Lead Agency for the Proposed Project, has reviewed and evaluated written comments submitted during the public review period regarding the Esperanza Hills project.
	The CEQA Guidelines, §15088, “Evaluation of Response to Comments,” states:
	a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any exte...
	b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report.
	c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g. revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lea...
	d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments makes important changes in the information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the lead agen...
	1) Revise the text in the body of the EIR, or
	2) Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to comments.
	No significant changes to the data and analysis contained in the Draft EIR have been required as a result of the comments received during this response process. The responses provided herein clarify, amplify, elaborate, and make minor modifications to...
	The County has elected, as appropriate, to revise the Draft EIR text where necessary to address errata or direct the reader’s attention to information in the Responses to Comments document.
	CEQA Guidelines §15088 addresses a Lead Agency’s responsibilities in responding to comments. The Guidelines require, among other things, that the Lead Agency provide a good faith, reasoned analysis in response to significant environmental issues raise...
	The County believes that the provision of “Topical Responses” to certain comments in this case would best provide an informative and complete response to issues that were raised by multiple parties. The County has also provided individual responses to...
	Public Resources Code §21091(d)(1) requires that the County, as Lead Agency, consider any comments on the proposed DEIR that are received within the public review period. In addition, a public meeting was held on January 16, 2014 where public comments...
	CEQA Guidelines §15204(a) provides that:
	In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or miti...
	CEQA Guidelines §15204(c) further advises:
	Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to §15064, an effect shall not ...
	CEQA Guidelines §15204(d) states:
	Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.
	CEQA Guidelines §15024(e) states:
	This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.
	Each comment received on the DEIR is included in its entirety in this document. Each letter or email containing comments on the DEIR is followed by responses corresponding to comments submitted in the letter or email. Comments have been arranged herei...

	2. Acronyms
	ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
	ADT average daily traffic
	AGR Agricultural Supply
	BAU Business as Usual
	BMP Best Management Practice
	Cal-PIC California Invasiv Plant Council
	CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
	CC&Rs Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions
	CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
	CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
	CESA California Endangered Species Act
	CHSP Chino Hills State Park
	CNPS California Native Plant Society
	CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database
	COA Condition of Approval
	CRPR California Rare Plant Rank
	CWQMP Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan
	DAMP Drainage Area Management Plan
	DBH diameter at breast height
	DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report
	EB eastbound
	EH Esperanza Hills
	EIR Environmental Impact Report
	ESCP Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
	FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report
	FESA Federal Endangered Species Act
	FHBP Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks
	FMZ Fuel Modification Zone
	FPEP Fire Prevention and Protection Plan
	GHG greenhouse gas
	GIS Geographic Information System
	GLA Glenn Lukos Associates
	GMZ Groundwater Management Zone
	GP General Plan
	GWR Groundwater Recharge
	HCM Highway Capacity Manual
	HCOCR Hydrological Conditions of Concern Report
	HCP Habitat Conservation Plan
	HMMP Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program
	HOA Homeowners’ Association
	ICU Intersection Capacity Utilization
	JD jurisdictional delineation
	LAFCO Local Agency Formation Commission
	LID Low Impact Development
	LIDAR Light Detection and Ranging
	LLG Linscott, Law & Greenspan
	LOS Level of Service
	LSA lake and streambed alterations
	mph miles per hour
	MWD Metropolitan Water District
	NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
	NCCP Natural Community Conservation Planning
	NEAPS Northeast Area Planning Study
	NOA Notice of Availability
	NOI Notice of Intent
	NOP Notice of Preparation
	NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
	OC Orange County
	OCFA Orange County Fire Authority
	OCGP Orange County General Plan
	OCSD Orange County Sheriff’s Department
	OCPW Orange County Public Works
	OCTA Orange County Transportation Authority
	PC Planned Community
	PCE Primary Constituent Elements
	PDF Project Design Feature
	psi pounds per square inch
	PYLSD Placentia-Yorba Linda School District
	PRD Planned Residential Development
	RARE Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species
	REC1 Water Contact Recreation
	REC2 Non-Contact Water Recreation
	RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
	s/v seconds per vehicle
	SARWQCB Santa Ana Regional Water Control Board
	SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
	SCAQMD Southern California Air Quality Management District
	SCE Southern California Ediwon
	SSC Species of Special Concern
	SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
	TIA Traffic Impact Analysis
	TRA Tax Rate Area
	USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
	VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Safety Zone
	WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat
	WB westbound
	WDR water damage remediation
	WILD Wildlife Habitat
	WQMP Water Quality Management Plan
	WUI wildland-urban interface
	VPD vehicles per day
	vphpl vehicles per hour per lane
	YLGP Yorba Linda General Plan
	YLWD Yorba Linda Water District

	3. DEIR Errata
	The following is a list of clarifications to the Esperanza Hills Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report. Text modifications are shown in underline/strike-thru format.
	Global Document Revisions
	All references to Chino Hills State Park acreage are revised from 11,770 acres to 14,100 acres.
	Page iv – Contents – Under Section 5.7 – The numbering of the subsections within this section starts at 5.7.2. The subsection numbers should be renumbered consecutively from 5.7.1 thru 5.7.9.
	Page 2-15 – The first sentence of Mitigation Measure Haz-5 shall read:
	Haz-5 Prior to the issuance of any grading permit that results in the disturbance of any vegetation, the Project Applicant shall submit a Fire Master Plan for review and approval by the OCFA and OCSD.
	Page 3-1 – Paragraph 1 – The following text is added:
	Bridal Hills, a reasonably foreseeable development, which is adjacent to the Project site to the north and west, will gain access through the Proposed Project when Bridal Hills is developed.
	Page 4-20 – Section 4.3 – Project Design Features included in topical chapters in the DEIR are presented in the Project Description as requested in the City of Yorba Linda comment letter.
	Aesthetics
	Biological Resources
	1. Provide homeowner education to limit outdoor lighting by using energy efficient low-voltage systems, photo sensors, solar and light emitting diode.
	2. Lighting will be hooded, shielded, and pointed away from the sensitive habitat areas, and ambient light levels will be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.
	1. During all excavation and grading on-site, the construction contractors will equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ standards to reduce construction equipme...
	2. The construction contractor will stage equipment in areas that will create the greatest distance between construction-related noise sources and noise sensitive receptors (the preserved habitat areas) during all project construction.
	3. All construction work will occur during the daylight hours. Construction shall not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. AM on weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a federal holiday. All construction operation...
	4. The construction contractor will limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified for construction equipment. To the extent feasible, haul routes will not pass through sensitive habitats and land uses or residential dwellings.
	Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	Hydrology and Water Quality – PDFs/Conditions of Approval
	1. A final drainage study of the project incorporating the Preliminary Drainage Report for Esperanza Hills Property drainage features pursuant to the approved development option; and
	2. Detailed drainage studies indicating how the project grading, in conjunction with the drainage conveyance systems including applicable swales, channels, street flows, catch basins, storm drains, and flood water retarding, will allow building pads t...
	a) The CC&Rs (that must include the approved Water Quality Management Plan and Operations and Maintenance Plan) for the project’s HOA;
	b) A water quality implementation agreement that has the approved Water Quality Management Plan and Operations and Maintenance Plan attached; or
	c) The approved final Water Quality Management Plan and Operations and Maintenance Plan
	Page 5-61, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – PDF 11 is added as follows:
	Page 5-88, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – Mitigation Measure AQ-1, the third bullet is herein revised as follows:
	AQ-1 ( During grading, require that contractors employ oxidation catalysts that shall achieve 40% reduction during grading for excavation graders and scrapers exceeding 100 HP rated power if the entire project is graded at one time, unless use of such...
	Page 5-89, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics), Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – b. Long Term (Operational Impacts) – The text is revised as follows:
	With incorporation of the following mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 included in Chapter 5.6 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions, operational emissions would not exceed respective SCAQMD significance thresholds.
	Page 5-90, Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) – 5.2.7 – Cumulative Impacts – The last sentence of text is revised for clarification and consistency with Cumulative Impacts Chapter 7, page 7-4 as follows:
	The Proposed Project, when combined with the proposed adjacent Cielo Vista project, is not anticipated to result in cumulative impacts to air quality unless both projects are constructed simultaneously, in which case it would be considered a cumulativ...
	Page 5-150, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – #5 – Discussion regarding the northern harrier is revised as follows:
	The northern harrier is CDFW SSC when nesting, but is a common, often abundant, winter visitor throughout California from September through April. Characteristically, this hawk inhabits marshlands, both coastal salt and freshwater, but often forages o...
	As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding on site based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during the various surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternat...
	As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding on site based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during the various surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternat...
	As northern harrier does not breed on the site exhibits a low likelihood for breeding on site based on the absence of past records and failure to observe breeding during the various surveys on the site, impacts to this species associated with Alternat...
	Page 5-164, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – PDF 16 – is clarified as indicated below.
	Page 5-164 and 5-166, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – Mitigation Measures – Mitigation Measures Bio-2 and Bio-3 have been revised as indicated below:
	Bio-2  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a Special Status Planting and Monitoring Plan detailed restoration program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist in consultation with the CDFW and the USFWS for approval by the Orange County Manage...
	Bio-3 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a Special Status Planting and Monitoring Plan detailed restoration program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist in consultation with the CDFW and the USFWS for approval by the Orange County Manager...
	Pages 5-164 and 5-167, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) –- Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-6, and Bio-7 have been revised to include a timeframe for monitoring success as follows:
	Bio-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a re-vegetation plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, and blue elderberry woodland located within Blue Mud Canyon. The plan will also incorporate Calif...
	Bio-6 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Restoration Plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, coast live oak riparian woodland, and other appropriate wetland/riparian habitats at an acreage rat...
	1. Impacts to living coast live oak trees within CDFW jurisdiction will be mitigated through planting liners or locally collected acorns within Blue Mud Canyon at the following ratios:
	2. The sizes, condition, and total number of impacted trees will be determined after verification of the limits of CDFW jurisdiction and prior to issuance of any permit that results in ground disturbance.
	Bio-7 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP). The HMMP shall be prepared by a qualified biologist for review and approval by the Manager of OC Planning. The HMMP...
	Page 5-168, Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) – Mitigation Measure Bio-9 has been revised to extend the possible distance for nesting raptors as follows:
	Bio-9 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall include the following condition on the grading plan for implementation during vegetation removal operations:
	Thirty days prior to the initiation of project activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct weekly bird surveys, with the last survey no more than 10 days prior to initiation of project activities, to detect protected native birds occurring in suit...
	Page 5-211, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – 5. Geologic Setting – Paragraph 1, line 7 is amended as follows:
	“. . . approximately ±0.6 ±0.06 mm per year . . .”
	Paragraph 2, line 5 is amended as follows:
	“. . . interpreted from the mature nature pattern of surface. . .”
	Page 5-214, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – 7. Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone – Line 6 is amended as follows:
	“. . . prominent active actively seismic hazards. . .”
	Page 5-219, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – 18. Previous Site Studies – Line 3 is amended as follows:
	“. . . maps were published encompassing compassing . . .”
	Page 5-220, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – Line 2 is amended as follows:
	“. . . major landslide conditions (Seward, 2004).”
	Page 5-238, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – h. Retaining Wall Stability – Line 9 is amended as follows:
	“Some slopes may also be underlain by. . . “
	Page 5-253, Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) – Geo-14, line 5 is amended to read:
	“. . . the limits of grading and into areas to remain natural.”
	Page 5-288, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – 8. Water Supply and Capacity – The following sentences in the first paragraph are amended as follows:
	OCFA and the District recommend a gravity storage supply system for all scenarios. A hydro pneumatic/pump system does not meet YLWD standards and will not be permitted in lieu of a gravity storage system. It was later determined that the fire hydrants...
	Page 5-305, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – Zone A – Irrigated Structure Setback
	Bullet 5 is corrected to read:
	Page 5-316, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – Subsection h – The last sentence in the second paragraph is modified as follows:
	The addition of a gravity-fed reservoir potable water system will enhance potential fire flow availability firefighting water supply will directly address issues concerning the loss of water to hydrants during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire.
	Page 5-33, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) – Subsection 5.7.6, Project Design Features is amended as follows due to the unique and significant fire protection requirements for Estate Lot 1:
	Page 5-409, Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) – 10. Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) and Yorba Linda Sphere of Influence (SOI) – Sentence 3 is amended as follows:
	Annexation involves the addition of unincorporated territory to an existing city’s boundary. Annexation of undeveloped property to a city can be initiated by the landowner or the city and is subject to review and approval by the Orange County Local Ag...
	Page 5-412, Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) – 1. On-Site and Surrounding Land Uses – The fourth sentence in the last paragraph on the page is amended to read:
	The operation and closure of the oil facilities is subject to California Pubic Resources Code Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 3106 and the Orange County Code, Oil Code, Section 7-8-1 through 7-8-53 of the Orange County Code of Ordinances.
	Page 5-480, Section 5.10 (Noise) – 5.10.3 – Mitigation Measures – Mitigation Measure N-6 is modified as follows:
	N-6  During the construction phase, Project Applicant shall ensure that construction hours, allowable work days and the telephone number of the job superintendent are clearly posted at all construction entrances to allow residents to contact the job s...
	Page 5-490, Section 5.10 (Noise) – Section 5.11.4 – The second full paragraph will provide clarification with the addition of the following text:
	While there are no above moderate allocations remaining in the 2010-2014 income category in unincorporated Orange County, 2,174 units have been allocated in the unincorporated County for the 2014-2021 period during which Project construction is expect...
	Page 5-499, Section 5.12 (Public Services) – The first sentence in the third paragraph is modified to read:
	As noted, the FPEP contains conceptual detailed fuel modification requirements that are discussed further in Section 5.7 …
	Page 5-500, Section 5.12 (Public Services) – The following is added to the fifth paragraph after the first sentence:
	Per OCFA, Estate Lot 1 will be reviewed separately based on unique and significant fire protection requirements.
	Page 5-508, Section 5.12 (Public Services) – Mitigation Measure PS-1 is modified as follows:
	PS-1 Prior to issuance of the grading permit, if deemed necessary by the Orange County Fire Authority, the Project Applicant shall enter into a Secured Fire Protection Agreement with the Orange County Fire Authority providing for payment of fair share...
	Page 5-546, Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic) – 2. Existing Street System – The last sentence under Imperial Highway is modified as follows:
	South of Yorba Linda Boulevard, the posted speed limit is 60 65 mph.
	Page 5-555, Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic) – 6. Existing Public Transit Service is hereby amended to include OCTA Route 38, which provides bus service to the City of Yorba Linda in the Savi Ranch Center.
	Page 5-619, Section 5.14.4 1 (Transportation and Traffic) – Mitigation Measure T-1, first paragraph, is modified as follows:
	T-1 For Option 1 and Option 2B, prior to issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall contribute to the installation of a three-phase traffic signal at the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via del Agua intersection in the event the Cielo Vista proje...
	Page 5-633, Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems – Subsection 5.15.3.b – The third sentence in the second paragraph is modified as follows:
	The system shall be designed to yield minimum static pressures of 60 psi at reservoirs’ high mid-water level, residual pressures of 40 psi during non-fire demands. . .
	Page 5-650
	The last sentence in the fourth paragraph is corrected to read:
	All regulations and statutes statues will be complied with . . .
	Page 6-5, Table 6-4-1 is modified as follows:
	The biological resources under Option 2B are greater than the Proposed Project.
	Table 3.A-1 Summary Matrix of Impacts of Alternatives in Relation to Proposed Project as Mitigated

	Page 6-80, Section 6.8 (Project Alternative 4) – Section 6.8.1, 2. Air Quality – The following statement is removed from the section because it relates to greenhouse gas emissions, which are discussed separately:
	However, impacts due to air quality would remain significant and unavoidable.
	Page 10-1 – The following unavoidable adverse impact is included for clarification as follows:
	Traffic
	Mitigation Measures T-1 through T-3 provide for traffic improvements at three separate intersections. These improvements are located within the jurisdiction of the City of Yorba Linda, and the County cannot compel the City to implement the proposed mi...
	Appendix J – Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan, page 78, is modified as follows:
	2.  All on-site fire hydrants will flow at 20 psi minimum.
	3.  As such, fire flow for residences will provide a minimum 1,500 1,000 gallons per minute for a duration of one hour . . .
	4.  Spacing distance between on-site hydrants will be 300 500 feet in residential areas.
	Appendix K – Preliminary Drainage Reports – Page 6 is hereby modified to remove the following statement:
	The existing condition results were adjusted by interpolation to make the area match the proposed condition area.
	Appendix L – Conceptual Water Quality Management Plan – Summary Table Option 1 is hereby modified to correct the Basin 4 area to 107.1 acres.
	Appendix O – Traffic Impact Analysis –
	Section 3.1 – Existing Street System is hereby modified to show the speed limit on Stonehaven Drive as 25 mph and on Via del Agua as 30 mph.
	Section 5.2 – Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment – Option 1, page 14. The first bullet is hereby modified as follows:
	Table 11-1 – page 37 – the title is hereby changed to read Southbound rather than Eastbound.

	4. Responses to Comments
	A. Topical Responses
	Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard
	This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in response individual comment letters on this topic.
	Seven fires have burned within one mile of the Project site over the historic fire data record as shown on Exhibit 5-65 - Fire History Map on page 5-284 of the DEIR. The average interval between wildfires in the area was calculated to be 5.5 years wit...
	Historical records show that three wildfires have burned within the Project site since the beginning of the historical fire data record:
	The Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) prepared by Dudek (June 2013) was used to assess the existing condition and the historical fire data, and to provide recommendations for minimizing the risks associated with potential future fir...
	Dudek has also reviewed the Metropolitan Water District’s video footage from the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, which was submitted as an attachment to a comment letter on the DEIR. The video indicates that it took roughly four hours for the fire to burn ...
	The referenced video is available for review on the County’s website at https://cms.ocgov.com/gov/pw/cd/planning/land/projects/esperanza_hills.asp.
	The video does not change the analysis in the DEIR, because the Project model assumed a more rapid burn rate and provides recommendations based on a more aggressive fire scenario.
	The Project area’s proximity to off-site wildland areas that are prone to fire, such as Chino Hills State Park, heightens the risk of wildfire. Left in their natural state, the burned areas recover over time and produce both native and non-native vege...
	Based on evaluation conducted in the FPEP and the identified fire risk, a redundant layering of fire protection features has been included in the Project. Some of these measures are required by the Fire Code and/or the Building Code and will result in...
	The Project will not increase the risk of wildfires off-site and would greatly reduce the risk of any wildfires originating on site due to the construction of hardened homes, installation of fuel modification zones, and reduction of non-native vegetat...
	The Project’s construction would not add to the existing vegetation, which is an ignition source, but would replace existing ignition sources with vegetation approved by OCFA. The Project will consist of fire-resistant designed homes and a fuel modifi...
	The measures proposed have been successfully used in other similar communities that have been built at the wildland urban interface. These communities, including Stevenson’s Ranch in Los Angeles County, 4S Ranch in San Diego County, and Foothill Ranch...
	As described on page 5-295 of the DEIR, a fuel modification zone is a strip of land where combustible vegetation has been removed and/or modified and partially or totally replaced with more adequately spaced, drought-tolerant, fire-resistant plants. T...
	Two strategic fuel breaks, one 300 feet wide and one 150 feet wide, will be included within Blue Mud Canyon. The fuel breaks are depicted in the DEIR on the Conceptual Fuel Modification Plans (Exhibit 5-7 and Exhibit 5-8). The fuel breaks are designed...
	Conceptual Fuel Modification Plans are included in the DEIR as Exhibit 5-70 (page 5-301), Exhibit 5-71 (page 5-302), and Exhibit 6-4 (page 6-25).
	No water distribution system currently exists on the Project site. As noted in the OCFA’s December 2008 “Freeway Complex Fire Preliminary Report,” during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, firefighters experienced low or no water pressure from existing hy...
	For firefighting, the Proposed Project is designed consistent with OCFA and YLWD standards for fire hydrant locations and spacing. Two underground water reservoirs will provide required water capacity through a gravity-fed system as recommended by OCF...
	The hazards related to fire (Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials) are fully addressed in the DEIR, and Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures are provided where impacts have been identified. Based on the whole record, the analysis a...
	Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan
	This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in appropriate individual comment letters on this topic.
	As noted on pages 5-288 and 5-289 of the DEIR, law enforcement agencies do not have the legal authority to force residents to evacuate. However, they may impose restrictions on people entering evacuation areas. It is incumbent upon the residents in th...
	The Esperanza Hills HOA will have its own notification system and will conduct annual evacuation meetings with its residents, as described on pages 5-318 and 5-500 of the DEIR. The key to all of the plans and programs is participation by area residents.
	In addition to evaluating the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, local agencies have evaluated other fire response and evacuation plans enacted for wildfires throughout southern California. As a result, more coordinated efforts have been developed between age...
	Emergency access for emergency vehicles is provided under all four access options analyzed in the DEIR as follows:
	The Project will enhance options for vehicular movement south and east in an evacuation which is an improved condition over the existing single exit to Yorba Linda Boulevard.
	In conjunction with the Evacuation Plan designed by OCSD and the City for the immediate surrounding area, and the County’s Evacuation Plan adopted by the Orange County Office of Emergency Services, a Community Evacuation Plan has been designed specifi...
	However, the recommended triggers will ultimately be determined by fire and law officials.
	In response to several comments received from agencies and the general public during the DEIR review period, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) prepared a Fire Evacuation Analysis (Analysis) addressing the theoretical duration it would take to...
	An updated LLG Fire Evacuation Analysis (Analysis) dated May 9, 2014 is included as Appendix F herein. The analysis was based on existing, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable homes in the Study Area as follows:
	Figure 1 in the Analysis presents the existing evacuation routes and the number of existing homes in the vicinity of the Project site. Figure 2 in the Analysis presents the existing/proposed evacuation routes and the number of existing homes in the vi...
	The following general assumptions were used in the evacuation analysis.
	In addition to the general assumptions above, the following assumptions related to Option 1:
	In addition to the general assumptions above, the following assumptions are related to Option 2, 2A and 2B:
	Figure 5 in the Analysis presents the fire evacuation traffic volumes and the estimated evacuation time to clear every vehicle to Yorba Linda Boulevard for existing conditions. As presented in Figure 5, based on an effective roadway capacity of 1,200 ...
	Figure 6 in the Analysis presents the fire evacuation traffic volumes and the estimated evacuation time to clear every vehicle to Yorba Linda Boulevard for the proposed Option 1 development access scenario, which directs Project traffic to Via del Agu...
	Figure 7 in the Analysis presents the fire evacuation traffic volumes and the estimated evacuation time to clear every vehicle to Yorba Linda Boulevard for the proposed Option 2, Option 2A, and Option 2B scenarios, which directs Project traffic to San...
	The Analysis concludes that depending on the development access approved, it should optimally take no longer than 1 hour, and practically no longer than 2.5 hours, to fully evacuate the approximately 1,272 existing and proposed homes (including Cielo ...
	Topical Response 1 (page 23) provides information regarding the redundant layer of fire protection features that have been incorporated into the Project, which will, at a minimum, slow the progression of a wildfire, and, at a maximum, halt the progres...
	Notification of residents will be via the HOA, Alert OC, radio, and television news sources, or through direct notification by OCSD on-site through site patrols. Once aware of a fire, the community’s pre-planned and practiced emergency response would ...
	The Proposed Project includes mitigation measures, design features, and recommendations based on OCFA and OCSD emergency plans that will ensure all feasible steps will be taken to provide a safety factor to area residents, which does not currently exi...
	Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress
	This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in responses to individual comment letters on this topic.
	Several commenters expressed concern about the addition of traffic to the existing residential streets adjacent to the proposed Esperanza Hills development. The amount of traffic on each street will vary depending upon the option for access that is ul...
	The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers and dated March 2013 included 15 key intersections, as identified in consultation with the City of Yorba Linda staff. The intersections are noted on page 5-554 of the DE...
	Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive are designated as Local Roadways in the City of Yorba Linda Circulation Element, and no capacities are identified for Local Roadways. However, based on the City’s General Plan EIR, Local Roadways function similar to C...
	With regard to San Antonio Road, which functions very similarly to a Commuter Roadway based on its characteristics, Table 1 shows that the capacity remains at 12,500 vpd rather than the modified capacity for Via del Agua and Stonehaven.
	As shown in Table 1, the projected volume of traffic is less than the street capacity for each of the identified street segments. The roadway segments included in Table 1, and their corresponding vpd, are depicted in the DEIR as Exhibits 5-138 (Option...
	Table 5-14-4 on page 5-554 of the DEIR shows the existing intersection peak hour levels of service (LOS). The intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua is currently operating at an unacceptable level of service (LOS) – i.e., LOS F. This i...
	Cumulative traffic conditions at horizon year 2035 show that the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard at Savi Ranch Parkway will operate at an unacceptable LOS. The horizon year conditions reflect existing conditions, plus the Proposed Project and pr...
	For Option 1, a third mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure T-3, page 5-620 of the DEIR) has been provided to reduce impacts at the eastbound left-turn lane along Yorba Linda Boulevard at Via del Agua. The Option 1 Project traffic is expected to incr...
	For Option 2 and 2A, Mitigation Measure T-3 has been provided to reduce impacts at the eastbound left-turn lane along Yorba Linda Boulevard at San Antonio Road. The Project traffic is expected to increase the queue length beyond the existing storage l...
	Regarding the SR-91 Freeway, the TIA concluded that the Weir Canyon eastbound and westbound ramps will continue to operate at acceptable service levels with the addition of the Proposed Project-related traffic at year 2020 and year 2035 during AM and ...
	Analysis in the DEIR shows that Option 2B, which provides two access roads, directs approximately 65% of the Project traffic to San Antonio Road via the main entrance and approximately 35% of the traffic to Stonehaven Drive via the secondary entrance....
	With the installation of the three-phase traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua, or the fair share payment described in Mitigation Measure T-1, and the payment of fair share fees to accomplish the mitigation outlined in Mitigation Me...
	The Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines do not require more than one traffic count at the study locations based on industry standard practice. The City’s Guidelines require multiple count days. Therefore, in response to several comments, an additional ...
	The Weir Canyon Road/SR-91 interchange analyses in the TIA have been updated using the latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), which is 2010, for the Existing, Year 2020, and Buildout Year 2035 traffic conditions “Without Project” and “Wi...
	The updates provided herein respond to comments from agencies and individuals. Worksheets and calculations are included as part of this Topical Response (Appendix F herein).
	Traffic ingress/egress (Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic) is fully addressed in the DEIR and mitigation is provided where impacts have been identified. Based on the whole record, the analysis and conclusions contained in the DEIR remain adequ...
	Topical Response 4 – Water Provision/Capacity
	This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in appropriate individual comment letters on this topic.
	Several commenters expressed concern for the availability of water to serve the Project area. Additional comments included questions regarding water adequacy and maintaining water pressure under wildfire-fighting conditions.
	YLWD will be the potable water purveyor for the proposed Project. The NEAPS projected that the proposed Project, along with the proposed Cielo Vista project, will add 542 acre-feet per year to the annual YLWD demand. This equates to a 2% demand increa...
	The Project does not meet the adopted development size thresholds to require a water supply assessment and water supply verification under the provisions of Senate Bills (SB) 610 and SB 221, respectively. Even if combined with the development of Cielo...
	The Project Applicant is required to enter into a development agreement with YLWD for the provision of water service. Adequacy of water supply was confirmed in the Yorba Linda Water District Urban Water Management Plan, which states that water is avai...
	The NEAPS recommended that storage tanks be provided at the 1,200-foot and 1,390-foot pressure zones. Accordingly, two reservoirs will be built on the Project site, one at the 1,200-foot elevation and one at the 1,390-foot elevation. The Zone 1200 res...
	As stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Project is proposing to provide the minimum fire flow storage of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 2-hour duration with a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi to meet OCFA and YLWD fire flow requirements for ...
	The water provision and capacity (Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems) are fully addressed in the DEIR and mitigation is provided where impacts have been identified. Based on the whole record, the analysis and conclusions contained in the DEI...
	Topical Response 5 – Segmentation-Piecemealing
	This response is provided to address topical issues that were identified several times within the comment letters on the DEIR. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in appropriate individual comment letters on this topic.
	The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines define a “project” as the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environmental or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change i...
	The DEIR Project Description provides a complete description of the Proposed Project and includes every reasonable foreseeable component of the Proposed Project. The FEIR adequately addresses environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts, and gr...
	The term “discretionary project” is defined as a project that requires the exercise of judgment or deliberation when the public agency or body decides to approve or disapprove a particular activity, as distinguished from situations where the public ag...
	Nine of the 72 commenters stated that the Esperanza Hills Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project  and some also included Bridal Hills, LLC and Yorba Linda Land sites – should have been combined into a single analysis (DEIR). As noted o...
	The County of Orange General Plan (Orange County GP) designates the entire unincorporated area as Open Space (5). The Proposed Project is within the unincorporated area jurisdiction of the County of Orange and is therefore governed by County regulatio...
	The Esperanza Hills, Cielo Vista, Bridal Hills LLC and Yorba Linda Land properties are owned by different parties and are proposed to be developed by different developers who are completely unrelated. The development of any of the properties will not ...
	In April 2010, the landowners of the Cielo Vista property, which is adjacent to and immediately west of the Esperanza Hills site, submitted an application to the County of Orange for the proposed development of the site. At that time, there were no de...
	To date, no applications have been submitted to the County for the development of the Bridal Hills, LLC or Yorba Linda Lands sites. The Esperanza Hills DEIR has assumed the reasonably foreseeable future development of the Cielo Vista and Bridal Hills ...
	An application for development of the Esperanza Hills site was submitted to the County in August 2012. The Notice of Preparation/Initial Study for the Project was released for public review on August 23, 2013, and the DEIR was released for review on D...
	Growth-inducing impacts are thoroughly analyzed in Section 8 of the DEIR. The growth-inducing impacts of the proposed Cielo Vista project’s 112 residential units and the anticipated 38-unit Bridal Hills project would add 150 residential units, for a t...
	The County of Orange has the discretion to approve or disapprove any one of the projects and not the other. Based on the facts related to the entire “Murdock Property” development, it is clear that segmentation and/or piecemealing have not occurred wi...
	The DEIR identified potential significant cumulative impacts in the areas of air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and erosion if the proposed adjacent Cielo Vista project is developed. Erosion due to grading would only occur if the proposed C...
	Topical Response 6 – Biological Resources/Open Space
	A number of commenters have requested clarification regarding the amount of open space that will be preserved or otherwise incorporated into the Proposed Project. As will be noted in this Topical Response, open space has various functions. As such, wh...
	A number of areas are included in the project open space as set forth in the tables below. Specifically, areas of ungraded natural open space and areas that are ungraded but subject to some vegetation removal for public safety, primarily consisting of...
	“Other Open Space” includes Fuel Modification Zone B, Special Maintenance Areas (as discussed on page 306 of the DEIR) consisting of slopes internal to the project, irrigated landscape slopes, entries and medians, and parks. These areas would have dec...
	As summarized below, ungraded, natural open space accounts for 85.45 acres for Option 1 and 90.2 acres for Options 2, 2A, and 2B. These areas would remain unchanged, and their biological function would not be significantly affected. Mitigation Measure...
	Option 1 contains 72.33 acres on-site and 4.90 acres off-site that would receive limited vegetation management for purposes of public safety. For Options 2, 2A, and 2B these areas total 76.04 acres and 4.90 acres, respectively. Specifically, these are...
	Areas described as “Other Open Space” consist of areas that largely fall within the project grading limits and that include a variety of land-uses, including active and passive parks, planted slopes, special maintenance areas, and Fuel Modification Zo...
	While exhibiting lower levels of biodiversity, these areas will continue to support many common, edge-tolerant, or edge-enhanced species that would continue to contribute to the overall biological function of the site and the biological open space dis...
	The use of bird feeders for seed eaters and hummingbirds would increase biological productivity for many of these species, which would also augment the prey base for species such as the Cooper’s hawk, which regularly forages in urban areas, especially...
	Areas of Other Open Space account for 151.57 acres on-site and 6.66 acres off-site for Option 1, 145.2 acres on-site and 18.84 acres off-site for Option 2, and 145.2 acres on-site and 12.64 acres off-site for Options 2A and 2B. A site plan is included...
	When combined with the various categories of Biological Open Space, under each alternative, there is over 300 acres of open space that would contribute to the biological functions at the site.
	Topical Response 7 – Special-Status Vegetation/CDFW Jurisdiction and Associated Mitigation
	This Topical Response is provided as clarification regarding the impacts to special status and common vegetation resources within the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdiction. Reference to this Topical Response is noted in respon...
	The DEIR identified significant impacts to the following special-status vegetation communities for Option 1 and Option 2 (pages 5-141 to 5-162 of the DEIR), Option 2A (pages 6-17 to 6-20 of the DEIR), and Option 2B (page 6-56 of the DEIR):
	The DEIR also identified significant impacts to common vegetation resources which occur within the jurisdiction of California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW):
	The DEIR also included the unvegetated channel, covering 0.80 acre for each alternative subject to CDFW as a significant impact.
	The tables below provide a summary of the impacts for each of the topics identified above.  It is important to note, the impacts to walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland, associated with Fuel Modification Zones A and B which fall outside of the...
	Finally, during preparation of the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) (Appendix C herein), Glen Lukos Associates identified an error in the calculations for impacts to riparian habitat. Specifically, the following vegetation types were inco...
	Based on these corrected and updated impact totals, the project mitigation is proposed as follows:
	Impacts to upland California walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland will be mitigated onsite, as set forth in the HMMP, at a ratio of 1:1 and impacts to riparian habitat within CDFW will be mitigated onsite at a ratio of 2:1. Impacts to unvegeta...
	As noted in the DEIR (Mitigation Measure Bio-4, page 5-166), an area of up to 5.27 acres has been identified in Blue Mud Canyon for creation of riparian habitat creation and/or enhancement that would include creation of suitable habitat for least Bell...
	Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts
	This Topical Response is provided as clarification to the impact analysis presented in the DEIR for noise impacts related to traffic (Giroux & Associates Noise Impact Analysis dated October 21, 2013 and Addendum dated October 23, 2013). The DEIR analy...
	An updated Noise Impact Analysis dated August 2014 (Appendix E) by Giroux & Associates is included herein clarifying the threshold increases that would result in an unavoidable adverse impact. The Noise Analysis states that noise impacts are considere...
	As shown in the Noise Impact Analyses, this increase is not realized under Options 1, 2A or 2B, because the levels will remain under the 65 dBA CNEL threshold, and increases in noise levels are less than +10 dBA CNEL and also less than the 65 dB CNEL....
	The following tables depict the existing and projected noise levels with project implementation.
	(CNEL in dB at 50 feet from Centerline)

	B. Responses to Comment Letters
	Comment Letter L1
	State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
	January 21, 2014
	L1-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the State Clearinghouse dated January 21, 2014 confirming that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. A copy of a comment letter from the Native Amer...
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	Comment Letter L2
	State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
	January 21, 2014
	L2-1 The County is in receipt of a letter from the State Clearinghouse dated February 11, 2014, transmitting letters from the Department of Transportation (District 12) dated December 20, 2013 and January 21, 2014. Those letters are included herein Co...

	Comment Letter L3
	U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
	U.S. Department of the Interior
	February 4, 2014
	L3-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated February 4, 2014. Table 5-2-5, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Type Option 1 on page 5-140 and Table 5-2-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegeta...
	L3-2 A total of 11 species that were not detected during biological surveys were determined to have at least some potential to occur on the site, including coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake, loggerhead shrike, long-eared owl, northern red-d...
	Unlike the coast horned lizard, which is more easily detected, the coast patch-nosed snake is rarely detected. Given the preference of this species for high quality habitat consisting of sandy flat and rocky open areas, neither of which is common on t...
	Loggerhead shrike is an easily detected bird where present, foraging in open areas and perching in plain view. Given that this species was not detected during the numerous avian surveys on the site, the site does not represent important habitat for th...
	Potential habitat for the long-eared owl would generally be restricted to the limited oak riparian habitat that occurs in limited portions of Drainage D, accounting for 6.36 acres. This habitat was subject to substantial damage during the 2008 Freeway...
	The northern red-diamond rattlesnake is typically associated with high quality scrub habitat that includes rocky areas and often cactus, none of which are common on the site, and potential for this species to occur is fairly limited. Because of the lo...
	The orange-throated whiptail is typically associated with somewhat mesic, high quality scrub habitat that is not common on the site, and potential for this species to occur is fairly limited in Blue Mud Canyon, which is avoided by the Proposed Project...
	Suitable roosting areas are lacking on the site for both the pallid bat and the western mastiff bat as noted on pages 52 and 53 of Appendix D of the DEIR. As such, the only potential use of the site would be limited to potential foraging, and this wou...
	As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 53, the western yellow bat requires palms and/or cottonwoods for roosting. The site does not support cottonwood riparian habitat, and only a few palms are present in off-site portions of Drainage D; as such, po...
	Vaux’s swift only occurs in southern California during migration and as such, the only potential for occurrence would be during brief periods of foraging. As such, the site does not represent habitat for these species, and the project does not exhibit...
	As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 52, the prairie falcon is an uncommon resident in coastal southern California. If the prairie falcon occurs on the site, it would be rare and as such, the site does not represent important habitat and any impac...
	[this page intentionally blank]
	L3-3 The purpose of the DEIR is to identify potential impacts and then to determine which impacts would be significant when considered in light of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. For each impact determined to be significant or potentially significa...
	Relative to avoidance of the listed species, avoidance of areas occupied by least Bell’s vireo, it is not possible to fully avoid impacts to areas occupied by least Bell’s. Alternative 1 exhibits the least impact because it impacts only the mouth of B...
	Similarly, avoidance of the Braunton’s milk-vetch is not feasible. The Project Applicant has conducted a study to determine whether avoidance of the Braunton’s milk-vetch is feasible for Options 1, 2, 2A, and 2B as well as Alternative 4. Avoidance of ...
	Relative to Critical Habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher, see response to Comment L3-12 below.
	L3-4 Access through the proposed Cielo Vista project is discussed in the Project Description on page 4-11 of the DEIR. The DEIR states that an agreement between property owners concerning access, changes in topography, and fuel modification must be en...
	L3-5 A complete discussion of the impacts of Alternative 4 is found in Project Alternative 4 (Section 6.8) starting on page 6-78 of the DEIR. Alternative 4 would result in a reduction of impacts to Braunton’s milk vetch, not an avoidance of impacts as...
	L3-6 The statement that “According to the DEIR, permanent impacts to a minimum of 331 acres of natural vegetation will be mitigated entirely within a 5.27-acre area along Blue Mud Canyon…” does not accurately reflect the nature of the impacts or the p...
	It is important to note that the Proposed Mitigation Exhibit 5-36 on page 5-165 is incorrect; however, the correct Proposed Mitigation Area exhibit was provided in the Biological Technical Report as Exhibit 11 in (Appendix D in the DEIR). Exhibit 11 d...
	L3-7 As noted in response to Comment L3-6 above, impacts to non-native grasslands, ruderal areas, and a variety of scrub habitats were not determined to be significant pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, because none of these habitats exhib...
	The project’s biological resources impacts were evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR. As described therein, the project would not result in any significant impacts under project or cumula...
	L3-8 The extent of native and non-native habitats is depicted on Exhibits 5-30, 5-31, and 5-32, which depict the project alternatives. Each Exhibit shows the vegetation associations or land cover types within the project impact limits for each alterna...
	Table 5-3-5, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types Option 1 on page 5-140 and Table 5-3-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types Option 2 on page 5-141 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR provide a...
	L3-9 As noted in response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) above, impacts to special-status vegetation will be mitigated through a combination of creation, restoration, and enhancement of 20.11 acres within the Blue Mud Canyon environ...
	Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-2, Bio-3, Bio-4, Bio-6, and Bio-7 require a weed removal/ maintenance program as part of the re-vegetation plan and restoration program. The Proposed Mitigation Areas are not within the Fuel Modification Zones.
	L3-10 As noted above in response to Comment L3-7 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), impacts to only a limited number and area of vegetation associations were determined to be significant. Exhibit 11 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the...
	L3-11 According to the Orange County Habitat Classification System, native grasslands are defined as grasslands where native bunchgrasses such as purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra) contribute at least 10% of the relative cover. No grassland areas on t...
	L3-12 Based on more than 16 years of survey data that shows that the California gnatcatcher does not occur on the site, the DEIR appropriately concluded that the project site does not exhibit suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. Wh...
	The project site is within Unit 9 of the designated Critical Habitat for the California gnatcatcher with the development area accounting for 1.8% of the 17,552 acres designated as Unit 9, which is in part characterized as follows.
	Habitat within this unit is being designated because it was occupied at the time of listing, is currently occupied, and contains all of the features essential to the conservation of the coastal California gnatcatcher (PCEs 1 and 2). Additionally, this...
	As noted above, the project site is not occupied and, based on protocol survey data over a number of years, the site exhibits very low potential for supporting the California gnatcatcher due to a lack of suitable coastal sage scrub, steep topography, ...
	Areas immediately west of the project site are fully developed such that “low elevation” dispersal to the west is already blocked or severely impeded. Unimpeded dispersal routes to the west occur north of the terminus of Casino Ridge Road and San Anto...
	L3-13 As noted in Section 5.3.3 of the DEIR, environmental impacts relative to biological resources are assessed using impact significance threshold criteria, which reflect the policy statement contained in CEQA, §21001(c) of the California Public Res...
	Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man’s activities, insure that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations representations of all plant and animal communities ...
	Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Paragraph A provides further information regarding evaluation of impacts that directly informs the impacts to special-status plants on the site:
	a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Departmen...
	As noted in the DEIR, three of the special-status plant species (Southern California walnut, Catalina mariposa lily, and small-flowered microseris) are included on the California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) as List 4 taxa. List 4 taxa are not considered ra...
	L3-14 As noted in the DEIR, impacts to individual southern California walnuts as a CRPR List 4 taxon do not constitute a significant impact under CEQA, and mitigation would not be required. California Walnut Woodland is listed by the CNDDB as a G2S2 c...
	L3-15 A Rare Plant Restoration Plan has been prepared that addresses mitigation/restoration for the intermediate mariposa lily and Braunton’s milk-vetch. The plan includes 1:1 replacement plus a 20% contingency to ensure 1:1 replacement. For each spec...
	Regarding Braunton’s milk-vetch, GLA was involved in a successful relocation of this species between 1995 and 2005 for the Oak Park Project in Simi Valley. During that time, GLA biologists, working with Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden, Wallace Soil La...
	Relative to the intermediate mariposa lily, it is important to note for purposes of context that, while this species is designated as a CRPR List 1B.2, it is subject to substantial preservation efforts in the region. Specifically, the USFWS has made a...
	L3-16 See response to USFWS Comment L3-13 above.
	L3-17 As noted in the DEIR, while a golden eagle nest was observed on a cliff face north of the project site (approximately 1,700 feet north of the development area), surveys in 2013 found that the nest was no longer present and there was no sign of ...
	L3-18 As noted in the DEIR, the project site would not contribute “substantially” to foraging by the four special-status species observed (at least occasionally) on the site. Specifically, the Cooper’s hawk favors areas with tree canopy cover where it...
	L3-19 USFWS concurs that the Project Site is not located within a regional wildlife corridor and consequently would not affect such movement. USFWS notes that the Proposed Project would potentially affect live-in habitat for common mammals such as bob...
	d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
	In accordance with this guidance, the Proposed Project would not “interfere substantially… with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.” The potential loss – or more likely displ...
	L3-20 The majority of the fuel modification zones associated with the Project site occur within the grading limits and were counted as “completely impacted.” Very limited portions of the fuel modification zones occur outside the grading limits, and fo...
	It is important to note that areas affected by initial grading will become slopes adjacent to the development that will be planted with native species approved for use in fuel modification zones by the Orange County Fire Authority. The County disagree...
	Additional fuel modification impacts to special status vegetation for which significant impacts were identified in the DEIR, including California walnut woodland and blue elderberry woodland are addressed below:
	Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California walnut woodland would be limited to 0.30 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.52 acre of impact that ...
	Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California walnut woodland would be limited to 0.40 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre identified in the DEIR for grading resulting in a total of 0.62 acre of impact that w...
	Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.02 acre. This is in addition to 13.63 acres identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 13.65 acres of impact tha...
	Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.09 acre. This is in addition to 12.37 acres identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 12.46 acres of impact tha...
	Because there are no other additional significant impacts, no additional mitigation measures are proposed; although the Project Applicant is willing to include the mitigation measure below that would prohibit plants on the California Invasive Plant Co...
	Fuel Modification Zones as depicted on Exhibit 5-70, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan page 5-301 and Exhibit 5-71 Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan page 5-303 of Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR are included in the analysis o...
	Pursuant to the comment received, Project Design Feature PDF 16 has been clarified as indicated below. Refer to page 5-300, Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR for discussion on the fuel modification plan. For information on the...
	PDF 16 Fuel Modification Plan. To the extent feasible, native planting species approved for use in fuel modification zones by the Orange County Fire Authority will be used in fuel modification zones adjacent to natural habitat areas. Plants identified...
	Project Design Features PDF 20 and PDF 22 require the frequency and timing of maintenance of fuel modification zones as discussed on page 57 in the FPEP (Appendix J of the DEIR). The maintenance of fuel modification zones is required by the Homeowner...
	L3-21 As noted in response to Comment L3-3 impacts to habitat occupied by least Bell’s vireo are limited under Alternative 1 to 0.05 acre with Alternatives 2 and 3 impacting 0.24 and 0.50 acre, respectively, which is clearly not “the great majority” o...
	The Proposed Project has the potential to require a Section 404 permit based on an impact of .91 acre of ACOE jurisdiction for Option 1 and 1.15 acres for Option 2. Therefore, it is anticipated that a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act will ...
	Analysis is provided starting on page 5-143 and 5-153 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR for project impacts, as well as cumulative impacts starting on page 5-175 to least Bell’s vireo, Braunton’s milk-vetch, and critical habitat for th...
	L3-22 The issues raised in Comment Letter L3 have been addressed, and no new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result. Therefore, the DEIR does not require recirculation for pu...
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	Comment Letter L4
	California Department of Fish and Wildlife
	February 3, 2014
	L4-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) dated February 3, 2014 and the information related to CDFW’s authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by t...
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	L4-2 The project’s impacts to biological resources were evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of this DEIR. A total of nine significant impacts were identified including impacts to two special-status ...
	Mitigation measures for each impact were clearly identified in the DEIR. In addition, Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plans have been prepared and included as part of the Final EIR (FEIR) that address 1) impacts to walnut woodland and blue elderber...
	The Final EIR does adequately evaluate all significant project impacts to biological resources as detailed through records research, field study, observation, and evaluation by a qualified biologist. Mitigation measures specific to the Study Area hav...
	L4-3 A complete discussion of project alternatives can be found in Project Alternatives (Chapter 6) of the DEIR. The DEIR presents five project alternatives that represent “a reasonable range of alternatives to the project …” as prescribed in §15126.6...
	The CDFW acknowledges that the nearest residential lot is 500 feet from Chino Hills State Park and is concerned with project-related edge effects. A complete evaluation of project impacts, cumulative impacts, and project alternatives to biological re...
	L4-4 As noted in the response to Comment L4-2, impacts to three special-status plant communities were identified: California walnut woodland (G2S2), southern willow scrub (G3S2.1), and blue elderberry woodland (G3S3). Coastal sage scrub on the site co...
	The project’s impacts to biological resources were evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR. No mitigation is necessary for elimination or disturbance to coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grass...
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	L4-5 Table 5-3-5, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types, Option 1 (page 5-140 in Section 5.3, Biological Resources of the DEIR) provides a detailed summary of impacted vegetation communities in the 504.20-acre Study Area. This tabl...
	Table 5-3-6, Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Associations/Cover Types, Option 2 (page 5-141 in Section 5.3, Biological Resources of the DEIR), indicates that 340.183 acres of vegetation communities are impacted for Option 2, and approximately 171.14...
	The DEIR addresses topics that are related to environmental issues. CEQA does not require consideration of private dedication of lands for conservation easements managed by a third party. The biological open space associated with the Proposed Project...
	The 162.68 acres of biological open space in Option 1 and 171.14 acres in Option 2 will become part of the common area of the HOA. Please refer to Topical Response 6, Biological Resources/Open Space, for a detailed acreage breakdown. Other than maint...
	L4-6 Limited Fuel Modification impacts associated with Zones A through D occur outside the grading limits and are addressed below for each alternative, and impacts by vegetation type are summarized below. Impacts to special-status vegetation for which...
	California Walnut Woodland
	Under Alternative 1, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California walnut woodland would be limited to 0.36 acre. This is in addition to 0.48 acre identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.84 acre of impact, whic...
	Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California walnut woodland would be limited to 0.30 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.52 acre of impact, whic...
	Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to California walnut woodland would be limited to 0.40 acre. This is in addition to 0.22 acre identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 0.62 acre of impact, whic...
	Blue Elderberry Woodland
	Under Alternative 1, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.01 acre. This is in addition to 11.37 acres identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 11.38 acres of impact, wh...
	Under Alternative 2, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.02 acre. This is in addition to 13.63 acres identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 13.65 acres of impact, wh...
	Under Alternative 3, fuel modification impacts within Zones A through D to blue elderberry woodland would be limited to 0.09 acre. This is in addition to 12.37 acres identified in the DEIR for grading, resulting in a total of 12.46 acres of impact, wh...
	Southern Willow Scrub
	There are no impacts to southern willow scrub associated with Fuel Modification Zones A through D.
	Additional Fuel Maintenance Areas
	The project also incorporates additional fuel maintenance and management areas, which would require removal of non-native species as well as highly flammable native species, which would be replaced with native species acceptable to the Orange County F...
	Fuel Break Zone
	This zone will be treated in the same manner as Zone C for the traditional fuel modification areas, meaning that the vegetation will be thinned to 50%. This area contains no California walnut woodland for any of the alternatives. This zone contains 0....
	Fire Prevention Vegetation Removal Zone
	Each alternative includes this zone, which varies slightly in size among the three alternatives. The zone as configured for Alternative 1 includes 5.53 acres of walnut woodland, 0.52 acre of elderberry woodland, and 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub....
	The zone as configured for Alternative 2 includes 5.85 acres of walnut woodland, 0.53 acre of elderberry woodland, and 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub. All healthy California walnuts and blue elderberries and willows will be retained in this zone. ...
	The zone as configured for Alternative 3 includes 5.75 acres of walnut woodland, 0.52 acre of elderberry woodland, and 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub. All healthy California walnuts and blue elderberries and willows will be retained in this zone. ...
	No significant impacts to special-status vegetation alliances are associated with the Fuel Break Zone or the Fire Prone Vegetation Removal Zone and no additional mitigation would be required.
	Fuel modification zones A, B, C and D consisting of 170 feet are depicted on Exhibit 5-71, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan, on page 5-303 of Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and a complete description of fuel modification activity is ...
	L4-7 A Rare Plant Restoration Plan that addresses mitigation/restoration for the intermediate mariposa lily and Braunton’s milk-vetch has been prepared. The plan includes 1:1 replacement plus a 20% contingency to ensure 1:1 replacement. The plan consi...
	Regarding Braunton’s milk-vetch, Glenn Lukos Associates (GLA) was involved in a successful relocation of this species between 1995 and 2005 for the Oak Park Project in Simi Valley. During that time, GLA Biologists, working with the Rancho Santa Ana B...
	Relative to the intermediate mariposa lily, it is important to note for purposes of context that, while this species is designated as a CRPR List 1B.2, it is subject to substantial preservation efforts in the region. Specifically, the USFWS has made ...
	In addition, Mitigation Measures Bio-2 and Bio-3 have been revised as indicated below to name the required “detailed restoration program” as a Special Status Planting and Monitoring Plan, identify the specific person at the County of Orange to approv...
	Bio-2 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a detailed restoration plan program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist that complies with the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan included herein in Appendix C. for approval by the County of O...
	Bio-3 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, a detailed restoration plan program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist that complies with the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan included herein in Appendix C. for approval by the County of O...
	L4-8 Mitigation Measures Bio-1, Bio-6, and Bio-7 have been revised to include a time frame for monitoring success of five years and reporting to the Orange County Manager of Planning. The measures have a specific performance standard for compensation ...
	Bio-1  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a re-vegetation plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, and blue elderberry woodland located within Blue Mud Canyon in accordance with the Habitat Mitig...
	Bio-6  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Restoration Plan for mulefat scrub, black willow riparian forest, coast live oak riparian woodland, and other appropriate wetland/riparian habitats at an acreage ra...
	1.  Impacts to living coast live oak trees within CDFW jurisdiction will be mitigated through planting liners or locally collected acorns within Blue Mud Canyon at the following ratios:
	2.  The sizes, condition, and total number of impacted trees will be determined after verification of the limits of CDFW jurisdiction and prior to issuance of any permit that results in ground disturbance.
	3.  The plan shall include responsibility and qualifications of the personnel to implement and supervise the plan; site selection; site preparation and planting implementation; schedule; maintenance plan/guidelines; five year monitoring plan with repo...
	4.  The Project Applicant shall notify CDFW, pursuant to section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code of any lake and streambed alterations (LSA), including activities in streams that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or ...
	Bio-7  Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program (HMMP). The HMMP shall be prepared by a qualified biologist for review and approval by the Orange County Manager of Planni...
	The Project Applicant shall be fully responsible for the implementation of the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program until the restoration areas have met the success criteria outlined in the approved plan. The Orange County Manager of Planning sha...
	L4-9 The Project Applicant is aware that construction of the project will require authorization pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code through a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement which would be obtained prior to any activities in str...
	L4-10 As noted in the response to Comment L3-17 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), in Southern California, golden eagle ranges average approximately 93 square kilometers or 36 square miles.6F  Given that the development would remove approximately 300 a...
	Further as noted in the response to Comment L3-18 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), the Cooper’s hawk favors areas with tree canopy cover where it hunts mostly song birds. The adjoining residential areas provide far more suitable habitat for this urb...
	On page 5-120 of Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) of the DEIR is a discussion of existing raptor use of the Study Area associated with the Proposed Project. The DEIR states: “Although a few special status species were observed foraging within the S...
	L4-11 The avian nesting season for sites that do not support the coastal California gnatcatcher has traditionally begun March 15, with the season expanded to February 15 where gnatcatchers are present. As noted in the response to Comment L3-12 (U.S. F...
	Mitigation Measure Bio-9 has been revised to extend the possible distance from 300 feet to 500 feet from nesting raptors and include that a qualified biologist monitor will determine the appropriate distance from any nest pursuant to §3503 and §3503....
	Bio-9 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall include the following condition on the grading plan for implementation during vegetation removal operations:
	Seven days prior to the initiation of project activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct weekly bird surveys, with the last survey no more than three days prior to initiation of project activities, to detect protected native birds occurring in su...
	L4-12 A complete description of the Proposed Project’s planting palettes is referenced on page 5-300 of Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and found in the Approved Fuel Modification Zone Plant List in Appendix E of the FPEP (Appendix J of ...
	The Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan found on page 5-301 for Option 1 and page 5-303 for Option 2 and described in detail on pages 5-306 and 5-307 indicates that Zone C and Zone D, which are adjacent to natural areas, are not irrigated, and planting...
	Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) starting on page 5-341 of the DEIR provides a detailed discussion of surface water runoff from the developed areas along with project design features to treat and contain surface water within the development ...
	L4-13 Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) starting on page 5-376 describes the Low Impact Development (LID) techniques, Hydromodification Control BMPs and Bio-Treatment BMP features designed into the Proposed Project to treat and retain surface ...
	L4-14 As described in the DEIR, all project impacts to biological resources have been mitigated to a level of less than significant.

	Comment Letter L5
	California Department of Parks and Recreation
	February 3, 2014
	L5-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation dated February 3, 2014. The Department of Parks and Recreation is a trustee agency as noted. Pursuant to §15086(c) of the CEQA Guidelines,...
	L5-2 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. As noted in Topical Response 5, the County has discretion to approve or disapprove any one of the projects. Segmentation or piecemealing has not occurred within the defi...
	L5-3 There are no restrictive covenants on the Project site. All covenants in connection with USFWS occur in Chino Hills State Park.
	L5-4 The depiction of the Project site in relation to the boundary of Chino Hills State Park (CHSP) is accurate. Exhibits of CHSP used were from the CHSP General Plan and the City of Yorba Linda Trails map, as well as other published maps. The Propose...
	L5-5 A complete description of Project Alternative 4 – Lower/Reduced Density is found in Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 6) on pages 6-78 through 6-85 of the DEIR. As described therein, Alternative 4 would result in Planning Area 2 remaining in its cur...
	L5-6 Alternative 1 (Option 2A) and Alternative 2 (Option 2B) will have the same impact to aesthetics as the Proposed Project’s Option 1 and Option 2 as discussed in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. Contrary to the commenter’s opinion that Estate ...
	A complete description of Proposed Project’s consistency with the Chino Hills State Park General Plan is provided in Table 5-9-19 in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning, pages 5-449 through 5-450 of the DEIR). As described therein, the Proposed Projec...
	As discussed on page 5-57, Visual Character, the Specific Plan includes development standards and design guidelines that lessen the visual impact of man-made structures. These measures include: limiting building height to two stories; buildings color...
	The CHSP General Plan also includes Acquisition Goals to protect and enhance park resources and improve visitors’ enjoyment through appropriate land acquisitions as discussed on page 5-450 in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR. As discus...
	L5-7 Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) in the DEIR provides view simulations of the Proposed Project. View Simulation 7 on page 5-45 depicts the Proposed Project area where the lower reservoir will be located below the ridgeline on the highest hill. View Simul...
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	L5-8 The Biological Resources have been analyzed in all of the Alternatives presented in the DEIR. All alternatives for the Proposed Project have evaluated potential impacts to a wide variety of habitats and species, as well as impacts to drainage cou...
	Relative to wildlife movement, USFWS concurs with the conclusions in the DEIR in its comment letter on the DEIR that the Project Site is not located within a regional wildlife corridor and consequently would not affect such movement. It is important ...
	USFWS notes that the Proposed Project would potentially affect live-in habitat for common mammals such as bobcat, coyote, mule deer, and gray fox, which would also affect local movement by these species. Paragraph D of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelin...
	d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
	In accordance with this guidance, the Proposed Project would not “Interfere substantially…with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.” The potential loss or more likely displac...
	L5-9 In accordance with CEQA, the impacts associated with a project are assessed based on the current/existing conditions for any subject resource. The letter from the Department of Parks and Recreation notes that currently there are generally four pa...
	CHSP: 14,100 acres  = 22 square miles
	Central Coastal NCCP/HCP: 50,000 acres  = 78 square miles
	Southern Subregion HCP 13,000 acres  = 20 square miles
	Cleveland National Forest  = 80 square miles
	Total  = Approximately 200 square miles
	As noted in the response to Comment L3-17 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), the breeding range for golden eagles is approximately 36 square miles or sufficient habitat for about 5.5 pairs, meaning that the current condition of approximately four pair...
	Given these considerations, combined with the fact that the Project site contains no potential breeding areas, it is unlikely that there will be impacts to golden eagles. As noted on page 5-116 of the DEIR, a golden eagle was seen foraging on-site, an...
	There is not now nor has there ever been a sighting of a golden eagle nest on the Project site (page 5-116 in the DEIR). The nearest golden eagle nest was located approximately two miles north and west of the Project site and was apparently destroyed ...
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	L5-10 As noted in the response to Comment L3-2 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), a total of 11 species, which were not detected during biological surveys, were determined to have at least some potential to occur on the site, including coast horned liz...
	Coast horned lizard is easily detected by scat, which can be detected around leaf-cutter ant hills as well as by direct observations and none were detected. While there is some potential for this species to occur, the lack of detection and the low qu...
	Unlike the coast horned lizard, which is more easily detected, the coast patch-nosed snake is rarely detected. Given the preference of this species for high quality habitat consisting of sandy flat and rocky open areas, neither of which is common on ...
	Loggerhead shrike is an easily detected bird where present, foraging in open areas and perching in plain view. Given that this species was not detected during the numerous avian surveys on the site, the site does not represent important habitat for t...
	Potential habitat for the long-eared owl would generally be restricted to the limited oak riparian habitat that occurs in limited portions of Drainage D, accounting for 6.36 acres. This habitat was subject to substantial damage during the 2008 Freeway...
	The northern red-diamond rattlesnake is typically associated with high quality scrub habitat that includes rocky areas and often cactus, none of which are common on the site, and the potential for this species to occur is fairly limited. Because of th...
	The orange-throated whiptail is typically associated with somewhat mesic, high quality scrub habitat, which are not common on the site, and the potential for this species to occur is fairly limited, with Blue Mud Canyon, which is avoided by the Propos...
	Suitable roosting areas are lacking on the site for the pallid bat and the western mastiff bat as noted on pages 52 and 53 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the DEIR). As such, the only potential use of the site would be limited to pot...
	As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 53, the western yellow bat requires palms and/or cottonwoods for roosting. The site does not support cottonwood riparian habitat, and there are only a few palms in off-site portions of Drainage D. As such, pote...
	Vaux’s swift only occurs in Southern California during migration and, as such, the only potential for occurrence would be during brief periods of foraging. As such, the site does not represent habitat for these species, and the Proposed Project does n...
	As noted in Appendix D of the DEIR, page 52, the prairie falcon is an uncommon resident in coastal Southern California. If the prairie falcon occurs on the site, it would be rare and, as such, the site does not represent important habitat and any impa...
	Given these factors, additional surveys for these species would result in changed findings and as such, such surveys are not warranted.
	Regarding the potential for northern harrier to breed in Southern California, records indicate that breeding is at best uncommon. For example, Hamilton and Willick note the following in The Birds of Orange County, California: Status and Distribution:8F
	This raptor is primarily an uncommon winter visitor to marshes, grassland, rangelands and broken scrub; it is occasionally encountered in the mountains. A few pairs nest in the San Joaquin Hills and possibly, in and around Rancho Santa Margarita.
	There are three important points to be addressed. First, the text of the DEIR has been modified as follows for each of the three alternatives considered.
	Second, the Department of Parks and Recreation reports that harriers have been known to nest in CHSP; however, no evidence is provided, including purported dates or locations. A check of eBird shows observations within CHSP during the wintering season...
	Finally, the northern harrier is a CDFW SSC only during breeding and, as such, impacts would only be significant where impacts occur to a breeding pair while nesting. Mitigation Measure Bio-9 ensures that no impacts to nesting birds would occur. As su...
	L5-11 In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the question regarding raptors is whether there would be a “substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification.”
	As addressed in the response to Comment L3-19 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), relative to special-status raptors, potential impacts would not be considered to have a substantial effect. Specifically, the Cooper’s hawk favors areas with tree canopy c...
	L5-12 As noted in the response to Comment L3-19 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), and in accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project does not have the potential to adversely affect regional wildlife movement, which the Depa...
	L5-13 As noted in the response to Comment L3-12 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), there are multiple years of survey data for the site that show that the California gnatcatcher does not occur on the site, and the DEIR appropriately concluded that the ...
	The Project site is within Unit 9 of the designated Critical Habitat for the California gnatcatcher with the development area accounting for 1.8% of the 17,552 acres designated as Unit 9, which is in part characterized as follows:
	Habitat within this unit is being designated because it was occupied at the time of listing, is currently occupied, and contains all of the features essential to the conservation of the coastal California gnatcatcher (PCEs 1 and 2). Additionally, this...
	As noted above, while other portions of the Critical Habitat Unit may have been occupied, the Project site was not and is not occupied. Based on numerous protocol surveys over a number of years (between 1998 and 2013), the Project site has never been ...
	Areas immediately west of the project site are fully developed such that “low elevation” dispersal to the west is already blocked or severely impeded as depicted on Exhibit 1. Unimpeded dispersal routes to the west occur north of the terminus of Casin...
	L5-14 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. There would be no change to the existing dirt road that historically has been used by oil well operators, OCFA, YLWD, SCE, Chino Hills State ...
	With regard to potential impacts to roads in the event of a major earthquake, as stated in Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils), strong seismic ground shaking is endemic in Southern California. All feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated into t...
	L5-15 As discussed on page 6-78, Project Alternatives (Chapter 6) of the DEIR, Alternative 4 assumes the development of Planning Area 1 only. The conceptual grading and conceptual fuel modification plan for Planning Area 1 is depicted on the following...
	Exhibit 4-9, Conceptual Site Plan Option 1 on page 4-13
	Exhibit 4-10, Conceptual Site Plan Option 2 on page 4-15
	Exhibit 4-11, Planning Areas on page 4-17
	Exhibit 5-3, Conceptual Site Plan/Grading Option 1 on page 5-11
	Exhibit 5-4, Conceptual Site Plan/Grading Option 2 on page 5-13
	Exhibit 5-5, Esperanza Hills Option 1 on page 5-17
	Exhibit 5-6, Esperanza Hills Option 2 on page 5-19
	Exhibit 5-7, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan Option 1 on page 5-21
	Exhibit 5-8, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan Option 2 on page 5-23
	A complete discussion of approved and prohibited planting palettes is found in the response to Comment L3-12 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service).
	L5-16 A complete discussion of the Proposed Project’s impact to biological resources associated with the fuel breaks in Blue Mud Canyon is found in the response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service).
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	L5-17 The DEIR adequately analyzed impacts related to invasive plants (see Section 5.3 - Biological Resources). As noted in the DEIR beginning on page 5-162, Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures have been incorporated into the Proposed Proj...
	L5-18 The County acknowledges the contact information provided.
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	Comment Letter L6
	Native American Heritage Commission
	December 10, 2013
	L6-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) dated December 10, 2013 requiring compliance with CEQA Guidelines and the California Government Code as they relate to archeological resources.
	L6-2 As stated on Page 5-190 (Section 5.4, Cultural Resources) of the DEIR, an archaeological and historical record search was conducted for the Proposed Project. A total of 18 cultural resources were previously documented within a one-mile radius of ...
	L6-3 As stated on Page 5-190 of the DEIR, Native American consultation for the Proposed Project was conducted in 2008 in compliance with SB 18 requirements. Letters were sent to all individuals and tribes recommended by NAHC at that time. Two response...
	L6-4 Subsection 5.4.5 - Mitigation Measures (pages 5-200-201) includes mitigation in the event any unanticipated cultural resources are discovered during construction. Also included is mitigation requiring a Paleontological Resources Mitigation Plan b...

	Comment Letter L7
	Caltrans District 12
	December 20, 2013
	L7-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter dated December 20, 2013 from the Department of Transportation - District 12 (Department) related to the Esperanza Hills DEIR. The County recognizes the Department as a commenting agency and that the Dep...
	L7-2 The County will continue to keep the Department informed related to the Esperanza Hills project and will send any future correspondence to Aileen Kennedy.

	Comment Letter L8
	Caltrans District 12
	January 21, 2013
	L8-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a second comment letter from Caltrans District 12 dated January 21, 2014.
	L8-2 The Weir Canyon Road/SR-91 interchange analyses in the Traffic Impact Analysis have been updated using the recently corrected Synchro Software version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), which is 2010, for the Existing, Year 2020, and Buildout ...
	L8-3 As noted on pages 5-622 and 5-623 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project will add less than 0.010 to the ICU value at Weir Canyon Road at SR-91 ramps and is not considered a significant impact. Therefore, no fair share calculations are necessary.
	L8-4 The traffic analysis included development of the Proposed Project and the potential development of the Bridal Hills property (38 residential units). The proposed Cielo Vista project was considered as a related project (page 5-558, Table 5-14-6 an...
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	L8-5 The County will inform Caltrans of future developments through the contact information provided.

	Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
	February 1, 2013
	L9-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from the SARWQCB (Board) dated February 3, 2014 including the Board’s February 1, 2013 comment letter to the Proposed Project’s Notice of Preparation. The Board has indicated that the 2013 letter expres...
	A complete analysis of the Proposed Project impact to water quality is found in Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR starting on page 5-341 of the DEIR. As described on page 5-358, Project Impacts Prior to Mitigation, the grading are...
	A pre-annexation process has been initiated with Orange County LAFCO, and the focus stakeholder process has been initiated between the County of Orange, the City of Yorba Linda, and the Yorba Linda Water District. A complete discussion of the annexat...
	L9-2 Refer to Topical Response 6 – Biological Resources/Open Space for information on the amount of open space to be left undisturbed by the development of the Proposed Project. A complete analysis of the Project impact to water quality is found in Se...
	L9-3 The DEIR is consistent with the information provided in the NOP and that impacts to four drainages and associated tributaries would occur during project grading. Impacts to Blue Mud Canyon have been avoided with the exception of a utility crossin...
	A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s biological resources and water quality impacts to the four blue-line drainages and riparian habitat including the entry road described in Option 1 in Blue Mud Canyon is found in Section 5.3 (Biological Re...
	L9-4 The DEIR identifies all direct impacts to drainage courses and associated riparian habitat as significant impacts that require mitigation in order to reduce the impacts to less-than significant, including off-site impacts associated with Alternat...
	A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s biological resources and water quality impacts to the four blue-line drainages and riparian habitat including the entry road described in Option 1 in Blue Mud Canyon is found in Section 5.3 (Biological Re...
	With respect to the assertion that the Option 2 roadway may be constructed after project completion, there is no evidence that the San Antonio Road access in Drainage D will occur anyway, even if Option 1 were implemented in Blue Mud Canyon. It is un...
	L9-5 No change will occur to natural drainage patterns in the on-site drainages. The Proposed Project will provide detention basins to control the amount of flow but the patterns and volumes will remain substantially the same.
	The project and cumulative impacts to potential altered drainage patterns and rate or amount of surface runoff are analyzed in Biological Resources, starting on page 5-91 (Section 5.3) and Hydrology and Water Quality, starting on page 5-341 (Section ...
	L9-6 The County recognizes that the Beneficial Uses identified in the Basin Plan for Santa Ana River Reach 2 and Groundwater Management Zone (GMZ) are attributed to the un-named tributaries on the project site. The following Beneficial Uses have been ...
	As noted, the County acknowledges that the Basin Plan attributes each of these uses to un-named tributaries; nevertheless, the project as proposed would not have significant impacts on certain of these Beneficial Uses while providing mitigation that ...
	Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE) – The DEIR identified significant impacts to least Bell’s vireo associated with removal of 0.05 acre of mulefat scrub (Alternative 1), 0.59 acre of mulefat scrub and 0.19 acre of black willow forest (Alte...
	Wildlife Habitat (WILD) – Consistent with “Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species” above, the Proposed Project would impact riparian habitat used by various common and special-status species. This impact to riparian habitat was identified as significa...
	Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) – Consistent with “Wildlife Habitat” above, the Proposed Project would impact riparian habitat used by various common and special-status species. This impact to riparian habitat was identified as significant in the DEIR,...
	Water Contact Recreation (REC1) – All of the drainages on the site are ephemeral with the exception of Drainage D, which, beginning at its confluence with Drainage G, exhibits limited intermittent discharge due to urban runoff no more than a few inche...
	Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC2) – All of the drainages on the site are ephemeral with the exception of Drainage D, which, beginning at it confluence with Drainage G, exhibits limited intermittent discharge due to urban runoff no more than a few in...
	Groundwater Recharge (GWR): The site exhibits minimal opportunity for groundwater recharge due to a prevalence of clayey soils, and infiltration was determined to not have a potential for adversely affecting groundwater. As such, the Proposed Project ...
	Agricultural Supply (AGR) – The site supports no agricultural uses, and there are no agricultural uses in the vicinity, nor are there agricultural uses downstream that would use water from this site. As such, there would be no significant impacts on t...
	In summary, impacts to Beneficial Uses are either not significant or are mitigated to levels below significance.
	Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) starting on page 5-341 of the DEIR provide comprehensive analysis of hydrological and water quality, as well as attributes and beneficial use of each drainage shed and the project and cumulative environmental...
	L9-7 A jurisdictional delineation (JD) was provided as Appendix E to the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the DEIR). The ephemeral or intermittent character of each drainage is characterized on page 10 of the JD as is the vegetation, which i...
	The Biological Resources, starting on page 5-91 (Section 5.3) and Hydrology and Water Quality, starting on page 5-341 (Section 5.8) of the DEIR provide comprehensive analysis of the biological and hydrological attributes and beneficial use of each dra...
	The Study Area for the drainages is depicted in the DEIR on Exhibit 84 page 5-349 and Exhibit 85 page 5-151, Existing Conditions Hydrology Key Map and Hydrology Summary Table for Option 1 and Option 2, respectively. As depicted on these maps, the Stud...
	L9-8 The Regional Water Quality Control Board’s comments were based on the Notice of Preparation (January 2013). The comments were resubmitted as written in response to the DEIR. The DEIR included a No Project alternative that would avoid impacting dr...
	As indicated Section 6.10 on p. 6-93 of the DEIR, the No Project alternative is acknowledged as the “environmentally superior” alternative; however, as prescribed in CEQA, if that alternative is identified as such “… an environmentally superior alter...
	L9-9 A complete analysis of a range of Project Alternatives, including Alternative 1 – No Project, is found in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. The suggested alternative of annexation of the Project site in part or in whole to the Chino Hills State Park would b...
	An inventory of unavoidable adverse impacts is found on page 10-1 (Chapter 10) of the DEIR. Unavoidable adverse impacts were identified associated with greenhouse gas emissions and noise.
	The Biological Resources section, starting on page 5-91 (Section 5.3) and the Hydrology and Water Quality section, starting on page 5-341 (Section 5.8) of the DEIR provide comprehensive analysis of the biological and hydrological and water quality sig...
	L9-10 As noted, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been developed and reviewed by the County of Orange and has been “approved in concept.” The WQMP includes a Hydrological Conditions of Concern Report (HCOCR), which address potential adverse e...
	The function of CEQA is to identify significant impacts and propose mitigation that is sufficient to avoid impacts or reduce the impacts to less than significant level. “Generous” is not a modifier used in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines for determi...
	Chapter 4, Water Quality Objectives of the Santa Ana Region Basin Plan adopted in June 2011 states that each regional board shall establish such water quality objectives in water quality control plans as in its judgment will ensure the reasonable prot...
	Starting on page 5-360 of Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the DEIR a detailed description of the project design that includes hydrological modeling and facilities description for Option 1 and Option 2, hydrological conditions-post develop...
	The DEIR states that as designed with the incorporation of the LID techniques, hydromodification control, bio-treatment, and source control BMPs, the Proposed Project does not violate any water quality standard or waste discharge requirement. Implemen...
	Mitigation for project impacts to biological resources associated with waters of the United States and state including ephemeral drainages, identified wetlands and other isolated waters, and groundwater is discussed in Biological Recourse (Section 5.3...
	L9-11 The DEIR identified significant impacts to drainages subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW and both the County and the Project Applicant recognize that the Proposed Project will require authorizations from each of these agenc...
	L9-12 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers conducted a verification visit on July 12, 2013 and has provided a letter dated December 6, 2013 (Appendix C herein) verifying the Jurisdictional Delineation Report.12F  The project contains no “isolated, non-fed...
	A complete discussion and analysis of jurisdictional delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States is found in Biological Resources (Section 5.3) on page 5-122 through 5-131. On page 5-131, the DEIR states that none of the on-site drainages ...
	L9-13 The purpose of the DEIR is to determine whether project impacts rise to the level of significance and if impacts are significant to determine whether impacts can be reduced to a level of less than significant through appropriate mitigation. It i...
	As discussed in response to Comment L9-12, a Water Discharge Requirement (WDR) is not required for the Proposed Project because there are no isolated waters outside ACOE jurisdiction. A summary of cumulative impacts to water quality standards is found...
	L9-14 As noted, the DEIR identified significant impacts to drainages subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps, RWQCB, and CDFW and the County and the Project Applicant recognize that the project will require authorizations from these agencies prior to...
	The Proposed Project does not violate water quality standards as discussed in Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) page 5-391 through page 5-394 and concludes that project and cumulative environmental impacts to hydrology and water quality are le...

	The Metropolitan Water District of So. California
	January 27, 2014
	L10-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) dated January 27, 2014 providing comments on the Proposed Project.
	L10-2 The Project Applicant will comply with grading plan review requirements by MWD to ensure that road construction does not interfere with MND facilities on the Project site.
	L10-3 The County appreciates and notes where information can be obtained relating to MWD pipeline drawings and rights of way, and acknowledges receipt of the attached Guidelines. All on-site MWD facilities will be clearly identified on plans.
	L10-4 Contact information for MWD is noted.
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	California Native Plant Society
	February 2, 2014
	L11-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from California Native Plant Society, Orange County Chapter letter dated February 2, 2014. An analysis of the Project impacts to Chino-Puente Hills biological resources is found in Biological Resources...
	The project will not remove 469 acres of open space. Refer to response to Comment L4-5 (California Department of Fish and Wildlife) for a discussion of the amount of impacted area and the amount of undisturbed open space associated with Option 1 and O...
	In summary, Option 1 results in 336.50 acres of impacted vegetation communities in the Study Area and 162.68 acres of biological open space. Option 2 results in 340.183 acres of vegetation communities impacted in the Study Area and 171.14 acres of bio...
	L11-2 The comment is correct that Drainage F is the same feature as Blue Mud Canyon. The canyon names used in the Proposed Project description are called out on Exhibit 4-8 - Physical Characteristics. However, in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources, be...
	L11-3 Aesthetics (Section 5.1) pages 5-12 and 5-14 are intentionally left blank due to the size (11”×17”) of Exhibits 5-4 and 5-5. No information is missing from the DEIR.
	L11-4 A Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) that addresses impacts to California walnut woodland, blue elderberry woodland, and southern willow scrub has been completed and is included in the Final EIR that provides a minimum of 1:1 mitigati...
	Refer to response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) for a complete discussion of on-site proposed mitigation areas for Project-impacted vegetation communities. The proposed mitigation areas are adequate to provide a 1.1 ratio as specifi...
	L11-5 The HMMP referenced in response to Comment L11-4 above identified a total of 20.0 acres on-site as suitable for the California walnut woodland, blue elderberry scrub, southern coast live oak, southern willow scrub, and areas of CDFW jurisdiction...
	Refer to response to Comment L3-6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) for a complete discussion of Project impact to southern coast live oak forest. The proposed mitigation area of 18.90 acres for Option 1 and 17.064 for Option 2 will be adequate to prov...
	L11-6 See responses to Comments L11-4 and -5 above. It is also important to note that the HMMP included in the FEIR includes 5.30 acres of suitable riparian mitigation area within Blue Mud Canyon providing for 2:1 mitigation for impacts to CDFW ripari...
	L11-7 The Fuel Modification Plan is discussed in Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR starting on page 5-275. Refer to response to Comment L4-6 (California Department of Fish and Wildlife) for a discussion of potential impacts fro...
	L11-8 A complete analysis of Project impacts and cumulative impacts to geological conditions, the Whittier Fault, and the Alquist-Priolo Zone is found in Geology and Soils (Section 5.5) of the DEIR starting on page 5-203. The DEIR concludes that Proje...
	L11-9 The “California friendly” plant palette has been modified to include all natives within any area proposed for mitigation or within 50 feet of such areas. See Tables 8, 9 and 10 of the HMMP for species to be incorporated into the habitat restorat...
	L11-10 See responses to Comments L11-4 and -5 above.
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	L11-11 Please refer to Topical Response 6, Biological Resources/Open Space, for details regarding the commenter’s acreage requests.
	L11-12 Please refer to Topical Response 6, Biological Resources/Open Space. Also refer to response to Comment L4-5 (California Department of Fish and Wildlife) for a complete discussion of the portion the Project Site to remain undisturbed natural hab...
	L11-13 As noted, impacts to southern coast live oak forest within the jurisdiction of CDFW associated with Drainage D will be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio totaling 0.54 acre. In addition, coast live oaks will be incorporated into the walnut and elderberry...
	L11-14 The soils within the reaches of Drainage D that support the southern coast live oak forest consist of Anaheim clay loam, and the areas where oaks will be planted will include Anaheim clay loam and Anaheim loam, which are suitable for oaks.
	L11-15 Braunton’s milk-vetch is growing on Anaheim clay loam, which is one of the more common soil types on the site. A rare-plant restoration plan has been prepared and has identified suitable locations for planting of the nursery-grown container sto...
	Similarly, the intermediate mariposa lily occurs on south-facing slopes that contain Calleguas clay loam, which is very common on the site, including within the open space areas overlooking Blue Mud Canyon. As such, this provides the same exposure, sl...
	L11-16 Seed for Braunton’s milk-vetch was collected while the population was flowering, and the seed has been cleaned and stored by S&S Seed for use in the future restoration project.
	The intermediate mariposa lilies were counted in the aftermath of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire during a year of above-average rainfall, with the combination of these conditions creating optimal conditions for the plants. Such optimal conditions ensur...
	L11-17 The bush mallow is clearly a successional species as evidenced by its decline on other sites in Orange County. For example, it was dominant on slopes in Laguna Beach for well over a decade following the Laguna Fire and now is almost gone. This ...
	L11-18 Native vegetation communities in Southern California are adapted to a variety of types of disturbance, and their composition changes through time based on the type of disturbance. A goal of all ecological restoration programs is to create habit...
	L11-19 The HMMP includes the plant palette for habitat restoration areas as well as the proposed plant palette for the fuel break zone and the fuel management zone. No non-native invasive species are included in the HMMP, which proposes only native sp...
	L11-20 As noted in response to Comment L11-19 above, no non-native invasive species will be utilized in restoration areas or areas subject to various types of management for fuel modification purposes. Refer to response to Comment L3-20 (U.S. Fish and...
	L11-21 Refer to response to Comment L3-20 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) concerning planting palette in FMZs. As depicted on Exhibit 5-70, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan – Option 1 on page 5-301 and Exhibit 5-71, Conceptual Fuel Modification Plan...
	L11-22 A detailed discussion of the Fuel Modification Plan vegetation management for each fuel modification zone A through D is found starting on page 5-300 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. Fuel Modification Zones C and D,...
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	Orange County Fire Authority
	January 30, 2014
	L12-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kris Concepcion, Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) dated January 30, 2014.
	L12-2 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to obtain OCFA and Orange County Sheriff’s Department (OCSD) approval for emergency access and evacuation prior to issuance of grading permits.
	L12-3 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to require OCFA and OCSD review and approval of all Homeowners’ Association changes to evacuation plans. This requirement will be included in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for the Esperanza ...
	L12-4 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to require approval of the fire access and evacuation plan included in the Fire Prevention and Protection Plan (FPEP) by OCFA (DFM Bonano or successor) and OCSD (Lt. Wren or successor).
	L12-5 Mitigation Measure PS-1 requires that a Secured Fire Protection Agreement be entered into with OCFA, if deemed necessary. Mitigation Measure PS-1 will be amended to state that the Secured Fire Protection Agreement is required prior to issuance o...
	L12-6 The County acknowledges that OCFA did not review, comment on, or approve the FPEP report or its findings.
	L12-7 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to require separate review of Estate Lot 1 with regard to fire protection requirements.
	L12-8 The Proposed Project will be conditioned to comply with standard conditions related to water supply, built-in fire protection systems, road grades and width, access, and building materials.

	Orange County Transportation Authority
	February 3, 2014
	L13-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) dated February 3, 2014. The letter was transmitted via email.
	L13-2 The DEIR hereby incorporates the addition of Route 38 to the bus routes stated in Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic (page 5-555) per OCTA. Route 38 provides bus service to the City of Yorba Linda in the Savi Ranch Center.
	L13-3 The County notes that the closest routes to the Proposed Project (Routes 26 and 38) are beyond the OCTA Transit Accessibility Policy range of one-half mile radius from a bus stop.
	L13-4 The County acknowledges that further contact with OCTA should be directed to Dan Phu at the telephone number or email address listed.

	Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
	January 30, 2014
	L14-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) dated January 30, 2014 and a letter from LAFCO dated February 1, 2013, during the comment period for the Notice of Intent. LAFCO’s inter...
	L14-2 LAFCO is recognized as a responsible agency under CEQA for providing comments on the DEIR and for the future annexation of the Esperanza Hills project to the City of Yorba Linda.
	L14-3 Please refer to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. The Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are owned by separate, private entities, requiring separate approvals and analysis. It was not anticipated that the two pro...
	L14-4 The DEIR text on page 5-409, sentence 3 is modified to the text suggested by LAFCO as follows:
	Annexation involves the addition of unincorporated territory to an existing city’s boundary. Annexation of undeveloped property to a city can be initiated by the landowner or the city and is subject to review and approval by the Orange County Local Ag...
	The following clarifying text is included by the County:
	However, in this instance, annexation could not occur without approval by the landowner, consistent with California Code of Regulations §§57075-57090.
	It should be noted that the Project Applicant submitted an application to LAFCO on February 27, 2013 to initiate the annexation process. LAFCO has declined to move forward with the process at the time of this writing.
	L14-5 The Orange County Fire Authority provides fire protection and emergency response service to both the Project site and the City of Yorba Linda. There would be no change to the level of service either with or without annexation.
	L14-6 The Orange County Sheriff’s Department provides police protection and law enforcement services to both the Project site and the City of Yorba Linda. There would be no change to the level of service either with or without annexation.
	L14-7 LAFCO requests an Alternatives analysis of the Proposed Project if annexed to the City, assuming the project is not in full compliance with City standards. Consistency with the City of Yorba Linda General Plan was analyzed beginning on page 5-43...
	The identified areas where the Proposed Project would not be in compliance with City standards relate to the City’s Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection Ordinance as detailed on page 5-445 of the DEIR. The inconsistencies relate to retaining w...
	Because the Proposed Project is a private community, the responsibility for streets and sidewalks rests with the Homeowners’ Association. However, where streets, sidewalks, and utilities interface with City facilities, the Proposed Project has been de...
	Potential project-related impacts anticipated to occur in all other topical areas (e.g., aesthetics, air quality, noise, traffic and circulation) would not change as a result of annexation into the City of Yorba Linda.
	L14-8 LAFCO requests analysis of a “No Annexation” alternative using significant impacts which are addressed as follows:
	City police and fire services are currently provided through County personnel. With or without annexation, the Project site would be served by the same providers.
	L14-9 Comment noted. No specific “environmental consequences” were identified related to provision of municipal services for future residents.
	L14-10 As noted above, the County (Orange County Sheriff’s Department and Orange County Fire Authority) currently provides service to the unincorporated areas as well as the City of Yorba Linda. It is not anticipated that providing services to the Pro...
	L14-11 Consistency analyses between the Proposed Project and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection Ordinance is provided in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, beginning on pa...
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	Yorba Linda Water District
	January 30, 2014
	L15-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Yorba Linda Water District (District) dated January 30, 2014. The Project Applicant will continue to work with the District to plan and design infrastructure for water and sewer services as requir...
	L15-2 Comment noted. As proposed, two underground reservoirs will serve the Project site.
	L15-3 As noted in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems, on page 5-643 of the DEIR, the Project Applicant will enter into a Development Agreement with YLWD for water and sewer service. The Project Applicant was informed of the District’s requir...
	L15-4 The County and the Project Applicant acknowledge the District’s requirement for an Application to an Agreement with the Yorba Linda Water District for Water and Sewer Service.
	L15-5 Although the Proposed Project does not include a hydro-pneumatic pump system for residential or emergency water transport, the DEIR is hereby amended as follows on page 5-288: The text:
	It was later determined that the fire hydrants in the upper portion of Hidden Hills, which were served by a pump system rather than a gravity fed system, failed. Three emergency gas powered pumps overheated quickly and stopped working.
	is replaced with:
	OCFA and the District recommend a gravity storage supply system for all scenarios. A hydro pneumatic/pump system does not meet YLWD standards and will not be permitted in lieu of a gravity storage system.
	L15-6 The following text modifications are included herein:
	L15-7 The following text modifications are included herein:
	L15-8 The following text modifications to page 78 of the FPEP (Appendix J in the DEIR) are included herein:
	Item 2. All on-site fire hydrants will flow at 20 psi minimum.
	Item 3. As such, fire flow for residences will provide a minimum 1,500 1,000 gallons per minute for a duration of one hour . . .
	Item 4. Spacing distance between on-site hydrants will be 300 500 feet in residential areas.
	L15-9 As indicated in Section 4.2 of Appendix P in the DEIR, reservoirs will be sized to include storage for the Esperanza Hills project only unless agreements are reached with adjoining property owners, including but not limited to Cielo Vista, and a...
	L15-10 Section 5.2 of the Preliminary Water Reports (Options 1 and 2) (Appendix P in the DEIR) for Esperanza Hills is herein modified to delete the 780 Zone connection. As noted by the commenter, the final potable water connection points will be deter...
	L15-11 The County notes the appropriate contact information provided by the District.

	Orange County Sheriff’s Department
	January 31, 2014
	L16-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Orange County Sheriff’s Department dated January 31, 2014. Comment noted that during emergency evacuations, traffic signal synchronization is not utilized.
	L16-2 Comment noted that no response was provided for the Existing Conditions section of the DEIR.
	L16-3 The following are responses related to comments for Section 5.12 (Public Services), Subsection 5.12.3 - Project Impacts Prior to Mitigation:
	L16-4 See response to Comment L16-3 above.
	L16-5 See responses to Comment L16-3 and Comment L16-4 above regarding additional personnel. As noted on page 5-289 of the DEIR, Orange County has initiated Alert OC; residents can sign up to have a message sent to cell phones to directly inform them ...
	L16-6 Please refer to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for additional information regarding evacuation times. Page 5-317 of the DEIR states:
	The Proposed Project will allow consideration of partial evacuation because of the ember-resistant and fire-hardened construction for the structures and implementation of fuel modification zones around the structures. Residents nearest the fire front ...
	L16-7 The comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, to clarify, residents in development governed by HOAs are provided with guidelines and rules (CC&Rs), which are enforceable. It is anticipated that HOA-adopted evacuation plans would be...
	L16-8 The comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, to clarify, please refer to response to Comment L16-6 above, which discusses “partial” evacuation as opposed to full evacuation.
	L16-9 The comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, to clarify, please refer to PDF 23 and PDF 26 on page 5-333 of the DEIR, which require the Homeowners’ Association to implement the Community Evacuation Plan and provide ongoing evacuat...
	L16-10 Please refer to responses to Comment L16-7 and Comment L16-9 above.
	L16-11 Please refer to responses to Comment L16-5, -6, and -9 above regarding implementation of evacuation plans and information dissemination to residents.
	L16-12 Please refer to responses to Comment L16-6 and Comment L16-9 above.
	L16-13 The commenter provides no information regarding the assertion that the statement is not accurate. The intent of the comment was that vehicles would be monitored, particularly at the intersections controlled by OCSD. It is unclear whether this i...
	L16-14 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an environmental issue. Additional analysis of the evacuation time is contained in the updated evacuation report from Linscott Law & Greenspan included herein as Appendix F (Updated Fire Evacuation Anal...
	L16-15 Please refer to response to Comment L16-6 above and page 5-317 - Project Emergency Plan in the DEIR.
	L16-16 Please refer to Topical Response 2, which includes information regarding evacuation triggers under Red Flag Warning Period and Non-Red Flag Warning days.
	L16-17 Please refer to response to Comment L16-9 above.
	L16-18 Please refer to response to Comment L16-9 above.
	L16-19 Please refer to Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2 for clarification and updated information regarding Fire Hazards and Evacuation Plans.

	City of Yorba Linda
	February 3, 2014
	L17-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Steven Harris at the City of Yorba Linda on February 3, 2014, and the comments attached thereto.
	A significant number of the comments are related to style and formatting of the DEIR rather than substance and do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained within the DEIR. Non-substantive comments that do not raise an environmental issue will ...
	Comments related to environmental issues and concerns are fully addressed.
	L17-2 The Project site is an extension of an existing urban edge. The site was contemplated for development in the County of Orange General Plan (OCGP) and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan (YLGP). While the visual character of the site will change...
	L17-3 Primary access to the site that does not cross the Cielo Vista property has been analyzed as Option 1. The Orange County Fire Authority will be instrumental in determining what emergency access is required for either project, and determination o...
	L17-4 The commenter is correct that Bridal Hills has been included in the pertinent analysis sections of the DEIR as a potential development. However, as indicated in Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing, the Project Applicant approached the...
	L17-5 Depending on the access option selected, discretionary approvals may be required from the City, making the City a responsible agency for the following actions as described on page 4-28 of the DEIR: encroachment permits under Options 1 and 2, dis...
	L17-6 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-7 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-8 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-9 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-10 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-11 Contrary to the comment, page 1-5 includes a summary of public comments and areas of controversy identified during the public scoping meeting and the IS/NOP review period.
	L17-12 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-13 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-14 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-15 Comment noted. The Ready, Set, Go Program is further described on page 5-289 of the DEIR.
	L17-16 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-17 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-18 Commenter does not acknowledge the presence of oil drilling equipment as well as the utilities/easements. Therefore, the term “substantially undeveloped” is appropriate because a small number of man-made structures are present on the site. Also...
	L17-19 This chapter is titled ”Project History and Background” and does not include the information noted. The City’s comments are addressed in Chapter 4 - Project Description and Section 5.9 – Land Use and Planning.
	L17-20 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-21 It is unclear what commenter is requesting regarding a discussion of the OCGP growth assumption. Consistency with the OCGP Growth Management Element is included in Section 5.9 –- Land Use and Planning, page 5-427. Additional comments do not rai...
	L17-22 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern and no response is warranted. Discussion regarding the Project site post-fire condition is included in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
	L17-23 The Project description includes all of the elements required by and is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15124 - Project Description.
	L17-24 Grading plans will vary somewhat depending on the access option approved. However, grading plans are included in the DEIR as Exhibits 5-3, 5-4, and 6-3. The potential annexation process is described in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, begin...
	L17-25 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-26 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-27 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-28 The referenced paragraph in the Project Description is intended only to provide an overview of the existing site conditions. A complete description and analysis of habitats and impacts from the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is included in Section 5...
	L17-29 Exhibit 4-8 is part of the Project Description and, therefore, includes only drainages that traverse the Project site. Expanded discussion about drainages on and near the Project site is contained in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources.
	L17-30 Canyons and drainages are fully discussed in Section 5.3 - Biological Resources. See response to Comment L17-29 above. With regards to existing hiking and equestrian trails, the trails are described in Section 5.13 - Recreation. A map of existi...
	L17-31 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-32 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-33 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-34 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-35 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The DEIR references the chapter analyses where the estimated Bridal Hills residential units have been included in the baseline analysis, such as biology, hazards and hazardous materials,...
	L17-36 Surrounding land uses are further described in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning. See Exhibit 5-94 - Surrounding Land Uses also.
	L17-37 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-38 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-39 Section 4.5 in the DEIR (page 4-25) provides general information about the purpose of a Specific Plan. The Specific Plan is again discussed on page 4-26, where it is noted that the adoption of the Specific Plan will require approval in conjunct...
	The Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM) discussion in Subsection 4.7.3 - Approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map (page 4-26) of the Project Description provides the components that are included in the VTTM, including acreages, number of lots, and pro...
	With respect to Construction/Phasing, Section 4.6 - Construction Schedule (page 4-25) contains adequate information to explain the phasing and duration of grading/construction. A more specific schedule cannot be determined until Project entitlements h...
	The Pre-Annexation agreement is discussed on pages 1-1, 2-3, 5-316, 5-409, 5-453, and 5-455 of the DEIR. Grading associated with the project is discussed in Section 2.2 (page 2-1) and Section 4.6 (page 4-25 and 4-25, which includes detail on the gradi...
	L17-40 Four access options have been analyzed in the DEIR. Because an access option has not been selected, it is not known at this time if an agreement will be required between property owners or what the terms of that agreement could be. This does no...
	L17-41 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-42 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-43 Refer to response to Comment L17-30 above.
	L17-44 As noted on page 5-520 of the DEIR, non-vehicular public access to the parks will exist via equestrian, hiking, and biking trails. The trails will be available for public use.
	L17-45 The Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange Municipal Code. Details regarding fencing of off-leash dog park areas will be determined through the County’s permitting process, and all requirements will be adhered to. Comment do...
	L17-46 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-47 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-48 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-49 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-50 Project Design Features (PDFs) have been incorporated into the Project to minimize potential impacts. PDFs are not mandated as mitigation but provide support to the mitigation measures and conditions of approval by further defining features tha...
	L17-51 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-52 No entitlement has been received from which a construction date/schedule can be determined. Please refer to Exhibit 6-19 for a Conceptual Site Plan/Grading Study for Option 2B.
	L17-53 Commenter provides no supporting data as the basis for the comment. Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-54 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-55 Per commenter’s suggestion, Subsection 4.7.3 - Approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map - is hereby revised to read:
	The Proposed Project will include preparation of proposes a Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM 17222).
	See response to Comment L17-39 above.
	L17-56 Drainage facilities are fully discussed in Section 5.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality. The regulatory setting is included in Section 5.8 beginning on page 5-348. Low Impact Development Features are included beginning on page 5-376. Mitigation ha...
	L17-57 A description of the intended use of retaining walls for stability is provided in Geology and Soils (Section 5.5) on page 5-238 of the DEIR. The DEIR states that the purpose of the more significant retaining walls is to support the access road ...
	The secondary retaining walls that may be incorporated into the Proposed Project pursuant to the conceptual design plans for stability due to unstable natural slopes or underlain by landslides are discussed in Geology and Soils (Section 5.5, page 5-23...
	Off-site views of the significant retaining walls located in Blue Mud Canyon (Option 1) are limited because of the steep walls of the canyon, and the limited portion that is seen will blend with the background landscaping because of the use of the Ver...
	L17-58 The Esperanza Hills Specific Plan is described in Project Description (Section 4.5) on page 4-25 of the DEIR to provide policies and regulation for the development of a low-density master planned community. A complete discussion of the Esperanz...
	L17-59 The DEIR includes Project Design Features, Conditions of Approval, and Mitigation Measures. Project Design Features are specific design and/or operational characteristics proposed by the Project Applicant that are incorporated into the Project ...
	L17-60 Please refer to page 5-26 of the DEIR where the view simulation methodology is discussed. The four options analyzed have basically the same neighborhood configurations. Proposed development was layered onto existing site/view photographs. The l...
	L17-61 The DEIR discusses the view simulation methodology on page 5-26 in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) to provide near and distant viewpoints to represent the change in visual quality of the site. Each of the 12 viewpoints provides a view of the existing ...
	L17-62 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
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	L17-63 Project views from San Antonio Park on San Antonio Road are represented in View 7 on page 5-43, although views from the San Antonio Park would have intervening homes and landscaping that would in some locations block views of the Project.
	L17-64 The description in regulatory setting provides relevant information about the Project as it relates to the County of Orange General Plan.
	L17-65 The description of the oil wells is correct as presented in the DEIR. For additional information concerning the oil wells, refer to Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) on page 5-290 and pages 5-331 and 5-332 of the DEIR. As discussed ...
	L17-66 A complete discussion of the Project’s impacts on aesthetics is provided for each of the 12 views starting on page 5-27 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. A complete analysis of visual quality impact is found on page 5-57. Project consist...
	L17-67 A complete analysis of Proposed Project’s impacts on the visual character of the Proposed Project is found on page 5-57 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. This analysis, which identifies the nature and extent of the design considerations ...
	L17-68 A complete discussion of Project consistency with the Yorba Linda Hillside Ordinance (Yorba Linda Zoning Code Chapter 18.30) is found in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) on pages 5-445 through 5-447 of the DEIR.
	L17-69 Refer to response to Comment L17-68 above.
	L17-70 The analysis of the level of significance after mitigation is provided starting on page 5-62 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) and provides specific information on how the Project Design Features PDF 1 through PDF 10 and Mitigation Measure AE-1 reduc...
	L17-71 The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure AE-1 concerning exterior lighting to lessen Project nighttime light impacts, including long-term aesthetics impacts within the viewshed. In addition, Project Design Features (PDFs) have been incorporated to ...
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	L17-72 The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis was updated (April 14, 2014) using the CalEEMod2013.2.2 program. The updated analysis is included herein as Appendix B. No change to the conclusions in the DEIR resulted from the upda...
	For this analysis, it was assumed that the Proposed Project would be developed at one time in two phases. Phase 1 would grade the entire site and construct 218 homes. Phase 2 would construct 160 homes. At a build rate of 80 homes per year, the duratio...
	Because grading quantities in Project Option 1 are the largest, and therefore represent the worst case scenario, only Option 1 was analyzed. If the emissions from Option 1 do not exceed SCAQMD construction emissions thresholds, the remaining developme...
	L17-73 As stated on page 12 of the Air Quality Impact Analysis (Appendix C in the DEIR), projects such as the proposed Esperanza Hills project do not directly relate to the AQMP in that there are no specific air quality programs or regulations governi...
	However, the updated Air Quality Analysis includes criteria used for determining consistency with the AQMP. The 2012 AQMP assumes that development associated with general plans, specific plans, residential projects, and wastewater facilities will be c...
	L17-74 The Air Quality Impact Analysis update includes findings of a definitive cancer risk study prepared by USC Keck School of Medicine, which concludes there is no connection between oil well emissions and Hodgkin’s disease, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma,...
	L17-75 The most potentially significant “natural” pollutants in fugitive dust are naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) and crystalline silica (CS). NOA is a known human carcinogen, and CS is a hazardous air contaminant. The possible presence of these ma...
	L17-76 Comment noted. Although the Air Quality Analysis does not include a specific project description, the analysis and conclusions remain unchanged and accurate.
	L17-77 Total annual emissions of 1.298 tons are for a 6-year period and are averaged over the 6 years to obtain the AERSCREEN input rate (lbs/hour). Model printouts are included in Appendix B herein showing the computer model calculations.
	L17-78 The CalEEMod annual outputs utilized for the health risk assessment have been included in the updated Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact Analysis (Appendix B herein).
	L17-79 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The typographical error has been corrected in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis. The air quality analysis and conclusions remain unchanged.
	L17-80 The referenced footnote states: “The excess individual cancer risk factor for DPM exposure is approximately 300 in a million per 1 μg/m3 of lifetime exposure of 70 years according to the OEHHA Technical Support Document (TSD) for Cancer Potency...
	The DPM exposure risk from construction exhaust thus depends upon the age of the receptor population during the assumed 6 years of construction. The excess individual cancer risk is as shown on Table 12.
	Age Group Excess Cancer Risk*
	Infants 4.21 in a million
	Children 2.24 in a million
	Adults  0.75 in a million
	*DPM (μg/m3) * ASF * 300 x 10-6 /70 years
	The maximum individual cancer risk would be below the 10 in 1 million significance threshold. The following table depicts the risks at the closest sensitive receptors.
	L17-81 Table 3 in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis has been expanded to include year 2012 historical monitoring data. This information does not change the conclusions of the DEIR, and the DEIR remains adequate and complete.
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	L17-82 An Ambient Air Quality Standards Table (Table 1) dated June 2013 has been included in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis. This information does not change the conclusions of the DEIR, and the DEIR remains adequate and complete.
	L17-83 As noted in footnotes to Table 12 in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis, consistent with EPA/ARB/SCAQMD guidelines, the screening level impact analysis was conducted for the maximum exposed individual (MEI) for outdoor exposure for 24 hour...
	L17-84 Grading quantities were provided by the Project Applicant’s architects and engineers. Grading quantities are identified in Executive Summary - Section 2.2 – Project Description on page 2-1 of the DEIR.
	L17-85 The updated Air Quality Impact Analysis using CalEEMOD2013.2.2 takes the 33% reduction into account (Table 1 –- Option 1 Phase 1, page 233 herein, and Table 2 –- Option 1 Phase 2, (page 234 herein) in response to Comment L17-72). Therefore, it ...
	L17-86 See response to Comment L17-84.
	L17-87 The grading will be done in two phases, and each phase will take 6 to 8 months, for a total of 16 months as identified in the DEIR. As noted by commenter, the DEIR considered a grading duration from 12 to 18 months. The information in the DEIR ...
	L17-88 The AERSCREEN modeling input has been included in Appendix B herein.
	L17-89 See response to Comment L17-88.
	L17-90 The risk and hazard thresholds identified in Table 5.2-10 are recommended by the SCAQMD to be considered significant under CEQA Guidelines.
	L17-91 As noted in the updated Air Quality Impact Analysis, the screening model used was the EPA AERSCREEN air dispersion model to evaluate concentrations of DPM and PM2.5 from diesel exhaust. The input modeling numbers were based on CalEEMod2013.2.2.
	L17-92 The Project is in the North Orange County Source Receptor Area (i.e., SRA 17).
	L17-93 The discussion on page 5-77 of the DEIR relates to impacts to sensitive receptors from vehicle emissions. The distances from either access roadway to the nearest residence are 50 feet. Page 5-85 refers to the distance from the nearest existing ...
	L17-94 The potential development of the proposed Cielo Vista project has been considered throughout the DEIR in terms of cumulative impacts.
	L17-95 Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-3 relate directly to the construction phase of the Proposed Project. Therefore, to require the measures during construction is appropriate. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included in the F...
	L17-96 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure AQ-1, bullet 3 is herein refined as follows:
	AQ-3 - During grading, require that contractors employ oxidation catalysts, which shall achieve 40% reduction, during grading for excavation graders and scrapers exceeding 100 HP rated power if the entire project is graded at one time, unless use of s...
	L17-97 The Mitigation Measure referenced has been included in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions discussion in Section 5.6 on page 5-272. The reference was inadvertently left on page 5-89. With incorporation of mitigation measure GHG-2 in Section 5.6 – Gree...
	L17-98 As stated on page 5-94 of Biological Resources (Section 5.3), the definition of “existing condition” of plants and animals is based on what is found based on current field surveys and what could be potentially found based on pre-2008 Freeway Co...
	L17-99 Refer to response to Comment L17-59. All of the PDFs incorporated into the project design are feasible and will be implemented as stated throughout the DEIR.
	L17-100 The re-vegetation plan identified in Mitigation Measures Bio-1 and Bio-4 establishes a clear, enforceable performance standard and specifies one or more actions that can meet the standard. Preparation of the plan by a qualified biologist can b...
	L17-101 The commenter does not provide any evidence or specifics on how some mitigation is vague or lacking details, performance standards, and milestones; therefore, no response can be provided.
	L17-102 A complete discussion of Special Status Wildlife is found beginning on page 5-115 in Section 5.3 – Biological Resources. A list of wildlife surveys is found in Table 5-3-1, Site Surveys, 2007-2013 on page 5-93 of the DEIR.
	L17-103 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-104 A reference to the Biological Technical Report for the 504-acre Esperanza Hills Specific Plan Property is found on page 5-91 of Biological Resources (Section 5.3) of the DEIR. The Biological Technical Report that provides detailed biological r...
	L17-105 On page 5-94 of Section 5.3 - Biological Resources a reference to Table 4.2 of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D in the DEIR) is provided concerning evaluation of special-status plants for the Study Area. As indicated in Table 4.2 be...
	L17-106 On page 5-115 of Section 5.3 - Biological Resources a reference to Table 4.3 of the Biological Technical Report (beginning on page 44 of Appendix D in the DEIR) is provided concerning special status animals evaluated for the Study Area. Pursua...
	L17-107 A discussion of global and state rankings can be found on page 5-109 of Section 5.3 – Biological Resources.
	L17-108 Refer to page 5-93 and 5-94 of Section 5.3 of the DEIR concerning habitat assessment procedures. As summarized in Table 4.2 of Appendix D in the DEIR, 33 special-status plants were evaluated for the Study Area through habitat assessment and fo...
	L17-109 Page 5-115 of Section 5.3 of the DEIR contains a discussion of the special-status wildlife species evaluated and the methodology for this evaluation. As summarized in Table 4.3 of Appendix D (beginning on page 44 in the DEIR), 31 special-statu...
	L17-110 Refer to response to Comment L17-59 for information concerning Project Design Features.
	L17-111 Human intrusion is discussed on page 5-169 of Section 5.3 of the DEIR concerning control of human physical access into sensitive habitat areas within the Proposed Project site and CHSP –- not the Proposed Project’s impact from physical develop...
	L17-112 Refer to response to Comment L17-99 for information concerning Project Design Features. The commenter does not offer any evidence regarding why a prohibition of outdoor cats is not feasible as required in PDF 12; therefore, no further response...
	L17-113 Refer to response to Comment L17-59 for information concerning the use of Project Design Features (PDFs). A summary of Project Design Features is included in the Final EIR in the Mitigation Monitoring Program. The PDFs are numbered consecutive...
	L17-114 “Will” and “shall” indicate the same level of required performance; therefore, no change is required in the PDFs.
	L17-115 Refer to response to Comment L17-100.
	L17-116 Refer to response to Comment L17-114. All mitigation measures say “shall.”
	L17-117 Concerning biological resources, no other cumulative projects are anticipated to impact biological resources due to the project location, size, and land use type. The level of detail provided in the cumulative impact analysis is appropriate to...
	L17-118 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-119 The information provided in the 2008 Native American consultation as described on page 5-190 of Cultural Resources (Section 5.4) of the DEIR was determined to be still relevant, since the consultation concluded that there were no known sacred ...
	L17-120 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern, and no response is warranted. The survey to which a reference is made in this comment was not conducted for Project specific analysis, and general observations and results are adequate ...
	L17-121 See response to Comment L17-120.
	L17-122 All Mitigation Measures have been presented in Subsection 5.5.4. Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The analysis remains adequate and complete.
	L17-123 As stated in Subsection 5.5.7, implementation of recommended mitigation measures will reduce all potentially significant geological impacts to a less than significant level. Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern and no furth...
	L17-124 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The formatting is the same for each topical section of the DEIR, and content/number of pages varies greatly. The commenter acknowledges that the information can be found in each section...
	L17-125 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-126 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern. The purpose of the geotechnical investigation is presented in Appendix G to the Draft EIR. The technical study upon which information in each topical section is based is identified in t...
	L17-127 Page 5-206, paragraph 2, describes the Whittier Fault Zone in relation to the Proposed Project.
	L17-128 The Geotechnical analyses uses the term “parcel” rather than “planning area” as is used in the DEIR. For purposes of this statement, the reference is to Planning Area 1, which is the southwestern portion of the Project site.
	L17-129 See responses to Comment L17-127 and -128 above.
	L17-130 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-131 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-132 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-133 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-134 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-135 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-136 The Whittier-Elsinore Fault Zone is a topical discussion on page 5-214 and describes where the fault exists on the Proposed Project site. Discussion regarding faulting can be found on page 5-231, which includes results of trenching and LIDAR i...
	L17-137 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-138 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-139 As noted in the response to Comment L17-136 above, this section provides a general overview of the condition. Additional detail, including maps, is found in Subsection 5.5.3 where each topic is further analyzed.
	L17-140 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-141 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-142 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-143 Refer to the response to Comment L17-139 above. Specific analysis regarding Landslide Deposits/Debris Flows is found on page 5-235.
	L17-144 Refer to response to Comment L17-139 above. Specific analysis regarding Compressible Soils is found on page 5-248.
	L17-145 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-146 Refer to Subsection 5.5.3 where all topical issues introduced are individually analyzed.
	L17-147 References are detailed in Appendix A of the Fault Hazard Assessment Report included in the DEIR as Appendix H.
	L17-148 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-149 Soil erosion is discussed on page 5-254 of the DEIR in Subsections 5.5.5 and 5.5.6. Impacts from grading regarding soil erosion are discussed in Section 5.2 - Air Quality. Mitigation measures have been included in each chapter. The analysis re...
	L17-150 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-151 Subsection 5.5.5 - Level of Significance after Mitigation provides conclusions based on CEQA thresholds of significance. Also refer to Mitigation Measure Geo-2.
	L17-152 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-153 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-154 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-155 Comment regarding “out of place” discussion does not raise an environmental issue or concern, and no response is provided. AP Act requirements are listed on page 5-230 and, as noted, exploration for preparation of the Fault Hazard Report was p...
	L17-156 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-157 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-158 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-159 It is unclear what additional information the commenter is requesting beyond the information that the state-mandated 50-foot setback and the 120-foot Project setback zone have been included in the Project design. Refer to Exhibits 5-43 and 5-4...
	L17-160 The topical section Geologic Setting on page 5-232 corresponds with the general Geologic Setting section on page 5-211 and is intended to expand on the site-specific setting.
	L17-161 Section 5.5.5 - Level of Significance after Mitigation provides conclusions based on CEQA thresholds of significance.
	L17-162 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-163 Commenter is referred to Exhibits 5-43 and 5-44 - Hazard Assessment Boundaries, Option 1 and Option 2, respectively. The Proposed Project is conditioned (Mitigation Measures Geo-4 and Geo-5) to ensure that no residential lots are designed with...
	L17-164 The geologic studies for the adjacent proposed Cielo Vista project have not been provided to date. However, American Geotechnical, Inc. has completed a summary of geotechnical exploration and engineering analysis dated March 12, 2014, which is...
	L17-165 As noted, the conceptual design studies will be prepared in accordance with the access option selected. Such design studies are not deferred mitigation. Mitigation Measure Geo-8 ensures compliance with County regulations and coordination with ...
	L17-166 The term “finalized” has been misunderstood by commenter, and a more appropriate term should have been used. The intent of the discussion was to indicate that once appropriate County personnel have approved the Fault Hazard Assessment Report, ...
	L17-167 Commenter is referred to paragraph 6 of page 5-239, where it is stated that in accordance with California law, construction of habitable residential structures will be prohibited across the trace of the active Whittier Fault or within the limi...
	L17-168 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-169 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-170 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-171 The paragraph referenced is a conclusion based on a geotechnical analysis of earthwork related to the seismic setback zone. There is no environmental impact related with minor modifications to setback margins.
	L17-172 The paragraph notes a significant impact which is reduced by implementation of mitigation measures. Without additional information, it is unclear what additional information would be required.
	L17-173 Significance conclusions are presented in Subsection 5.5.5. Reference is made to mitigation measures in Subsection 5.5.3.
	L17-174 Significance conclusions are stated in the noted paragraph, and mitigation measures are referenced.
	L17-175 See response to Comment L17-174 above.
	L17-176 See response to Comment L17-174 above.
	L17-177 Mitigation Measures Geo-15 and Geo-16 ensure that adequate testing is performed to determine if corrosive soils are present. The Mitigation Measures establish a clear, enforceable performance standard and specify one or more actions that can m...
	L17-178 See response to Comment L17-177 above.
	L17-179 Mitigation Measure Geo-17 will ensure that adequate testing is performed to determine liquefaction potential. The Mitigation Measure establishes a clear, enforceable performance standard and specifies one or more actions that can meet the stan...
	L17-180 All mitigation measures currently include the word “shall.”
	L17-181 Refer to responses to Comments L17-165, -177, and -179 above.
	L17-182 The County has determined that the stated timing is appropriate for each mitigation measure, whether it be prior to grading, during grading, or prior to issuance of building permits. It is impossible to implement a mitigation measure that can ...
	L17-183 The mitigation measure proposed by commenter is a standard condition of approval. Permits cannot be issued until the requirements are met.
	L17-184 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-185 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-186 Without knowing what the ultimate grading plan is for the proposed Cielo Vista project, the Bridal Hills project, and/or any other project, it is impossible for a geologist to reach any conclusion related to an impact on the site. However, ass...
	L17-187 The Air Quality Analysis has been updated (April 14, 2014) using the CalEEMod2013.2.2 program. The update is included herein in Appendix B, No change to the conclusions in the DEIR resulted from the update, and in many cases the emissions are ...
	L17-188 See response to Comment L17-76.
	L17-189 See response to Comment L17-77.
	L17-190 See response to Comment L17-78.
	L17-191 See response to Comment L17-79.
	L17-192 See response to Comment L17-80.
	L17-193 Inclusion of general baseline and regulatory information does not change the greenhouse gas analysis or the conclusions. Greenhouse gas emission s are discussed throughout Section 5.6.
	L17-194 See response to Comment L17-193.
	L17-195 See response to Comment L17-193.
	L17-196 See response to Comment L17-187.
	L17-197 The report demonstrates that there is an available array of measures that may be implemented for a project to achieve a less than significant impact. Until more precise schedules and plans are available, a specific set of measures cannot be ma...
	L17-198 Inclusion of the Mitigation Measure prohibiting wood-burning fireplaces does not change the analysis or the conclusion of the DEIR. Therefore, the DEIR remains adequate and complete.
	L17-199 The information presented concerning existing fire hazard assessment is at a level appropriate to support the conclusions of the DEIR concerning Project impacts related to wildfires. Although the commenter states that the information is not cl...
	L17-200 As stated in the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) (Appendix J in the DEIR), the FPEP is based on the requirements of the OCFA, site-specific conditions, and proposed land use of the Project Site. The FPEP incorporates input...
	L17-201 The applicable regulatory codes concerning fire protection are discussed in Regulatory Setting on pages 5-295 and 5-296 in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR. These codes are applied to the Proposed Project and incorpora...
	L17-202 Plate 1 in the Phase I ESA (Appendix I of the DEIR) shows the area of study that includes the Project Site; the Yorba Linda Land, LLC parcel; and the Bridal Hills, LLC parcel for a total of approximately 557 acres. It is important to note that...
	L17-203 For a complete description of existing oil wells refer to Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials on pages 5-290 through 5-294 of the DEIR) and Exhibit 5-67, On Site Oil Well Location Plan. A complete description of oil wells after Projec...
	L17-204 The preparers of the Esperanza Hills Fire Protection Plan reviewed numerous information sources during the analysis phase of the document’s preparation. Sources included official OCFA After-Action Reports and official weather data from the nea...
	L17-205 Refer to Exhibit 5-25, Vegetation Map, on page 5-99 in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) for an illustration of the Study Area and the off-site impact area, which includes portions of the adjacent Cielo Vista property to the west.
	L17-206 The discussion of fire history and the conclusion of the OCFA After-Action Report are accurately presented, and information concerning water supply and capacity on page 5-288 accurately presents water supply issues concerning the 2008 Freeway ...
	L17-207 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-208 The description is accurately presented on page 5-290 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. Page 18 of the Phase I ESA (Appendix I in the DEIR) states there are five above-ground storage tanks. Table 4 on page 15, Stora...
	L17-209 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-210 Table 5-7-5 on page 5-294 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR provides a summary of the field observations included in the Phase I ESA (Appendix I in the DEIR), and no additional summary is necessary to analyze the sig...
	L17-211 Other than the regulations cited on page 5-295 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, there are no hazardous materials or emergency evacuation regulations that apply to homes. The Proposed Project does not include oil we...
	L17-212 The information on page 5-295 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR concerning the Orange County Fire Authority Vegetation Management Guidelines is specific to the OCFA guidelines and not a description of the Proposed Pr...
	L17-213 Section 5.1 - Aesthetics discusses the visual character of the Proposed Project and notes that colors for structures will be predominantly earth tones such as browns, ochers, sepias, and grays. The wall to which commenter is referring is a res...
	L17-214 Mitigation Measure Haz-3 is appropriately worded in that it requires the Project Applicant to ensure the preparation of a RAP consistent with state law. Therefore, if a RAP is not required pursuant to state law, then the intent of the mitigati...
	L17-215 Refer to response to Comment L17-214.
	L17-216 Mitigation Measure Haz-11 lists the minimum fire flows standard required by the California Fire Code. Application of new fire code regulations after Project approval would not be considered an activity requiring CEQA clearance.
	L17-217 The discussion of Proposed Project level of significance after mitigation is appropriate as presented on pages 5-336 through 5-338 to support the findings as it relates to thresholds of significance.
	L17-218 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-219 Addendum No. 1 of the Orange County Hydrology Manual dated 1996 states: “The criteria and methods used in the 1986 Orange County Hydrology Manual (OCHM) yield high confidence (85% confidence interval) peak discharges and volumes that are appro...
	L17-220 As discussed in Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) on page 5-344 of the DEIR, the hydrology conditions were based on soil type, not natural cover. The Puente Formation sediments found throughout the site have low permeability and limite...
	L17-221 On page 5-358 of the Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the DEIR the percentage of impermeable surface for each Project option is discussed. The impermeable surface for the Proposed Project includes private streets, rooftops, and dri...
	L17-222 The County has reviewed and approved the Hydrology Reports with the detention basins located per the tentative tract map. This site in particular lends itself to an upstream detention and debris basin design due to the amount of open space tha...
	L17-223 Table 1 in the report explains the 6.1 acres that are diverted from Blue Mud Canyon in the existing condition into Project Area B in the proposed condition. To avoid confusion, the statement noted by commenter is hereby removed.
	L17-224 The 174 cfs is the difference between existing and proposed peak flows for Option 1 Unit Hydrograph method 10-year 24-hour shown on pages following page 9 (85.67 cfs + 88.22 cfs = 174 cfs). Table 1 referred to in the comment is the Rational Me...
	L17-225 The County requested the format shown in the report. The County has reviewed and approved the hydrology reports. Based on the County design criteria, comparing the 25-year and 100-year hydrology results are sufficient. Ten-year comparison is n...
	L17-226 The CivilD software determines the AMC factors based on the inputs of storm event, soils type, and land use. The software correctly determined the AMC factor per the Hydrology Manual.
	L17-227 Final hydrology calculations will consider this degree of detail, but preliminary hydrology considers the large off-site area as natural with the basins being a very small portion of the tributary area. This will be addressed in final engineer...
	L17-228 The critical rate was defined in the hydrology report, Table E-2, as 5 feet per second as an erosive velocity for the downstream natural canyons. As for a critical flow rate, a scour analysis would have to be performed to determine a flow rate...
	L17-229 The area of Basin 4 of 107.1 acres is correct. The Hydrology Report actually indicates the area as 105.8 acres and, therefore, will be revised to correct the area to 107.1 acres.
	L17-230 The comparison is correct and has been reviewed and approved by the County. Basins 1, 2, and 3 need to be compared separately to ensure that each Basin is sized sufficiently. The existing and proposed areas need to be the same to compare as st...
	L17-231 A discussion of Low Impact Development features is found on page 5-376, Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 5.8) of the DEIR. As discussed due to the steepness of the site grading, with most streets above 5% grade, BMPs that require flatter g...
	L17-232 Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR, under Subsection 5.9.2, Regulatory Setting (pages 5-396 through 5-411) provides a complete discussion that the Proposed Project is governed by state, local, and regional land use regulations by ...
	L17-233 The information provided on pages 5-398 and 5-399 in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR accurately identifies that the Proposed Project includes a proposal for a specific plan and describes the use, purpose, and regulatory setting...
	L17-234 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-235 The Yorba Linda Zoning Code is found in Title 18 of the Yorba Linda Municipal Code. The Yorba Linda Hillside Development/Grading/Fire Protection is found in Chapter 18.30, Yorba Linda Right to Vote Amendment is found in Chapter 18.01A, and Yor...
	L17-236 The first sentence in the analysis of OC LUE Policy 3 on page 5-414 of Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR is making a statement of the policy objective. Discussion of Project compliance with OC LUE Policy 3 follows in the next sen...
	L17-237 The commenter does not offer any evidence how the statement that the Proposed Project’s collector and local streets provide a backbone for a compressive system of bikeways is “misleading.” The collector and local streets provide for bike use t...
	L17-238 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-239 Orange County General Plan Public Services and Facilities Element, Policy 3 - Land Use Compatibility requires a project to coordinate facility planning in a manner compatible with surrounding land uses and to review planned land uses adjacent ...
	L17-240 A complete discussion of the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan is found in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials, starting on page 5-275 of the DEIR). A discussion of cumulative impacts is found on pages 5-338 through 5-340 ...
	L17-241 For a complete discussion of Orange County parkland requirements refer to pages 5-517 through 5-520 of Recreation (Section 5.13) of the DEIR. The Proposed Project exceeds county, city, and Quimby Act standards for the provision of parkland by ...
	L17-242 Table 5-9-6, Orange County General Plan Recreation Element Consistency as presented on pages 5-424 and 5-425 of Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) accurately presents consistency findings for Goal-1, Policy 2.32 and Policy 2.4 and as discusse...
	L17-243 Refer to response to Comment L17-241.
	L17-244 So noted. A reference to Section 5.10 (Noise, beginning on page 5-459 of the DEIR) will be added to page 5-425, Policy 4.1.
	L17-245 The analysis provided in Table 5-9-7, Orange County General Plan Noise Element Consistency, on page 5-425 is revised to state the following to clarify the analysis of the Proposed Project’s noise impacts. As discussed in Noise (Section 5.10), ...
	[this page intentionally blank]
	L17-246 Comment does not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-247 The discussion on page 5-433 in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR concerning the Proposed Project’s consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan, is appropriate, since the Yorba Linda General Plan for the area of the Proposed Pr...
	L17-248 The asterisk at the end of the paragraph on page 5-434 in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR has no meaning and does not refer to any additional information not provided within the DEIR. The intent of the analysis in the DEIR rema...
	L17-249 Refer to response to Comment L17-241 for information on how the Proposed Project meets City standard of this Yorba Linda General Plan Policy 1.5.
	L17-250 Casino Ridge is an existing nearby development located to the northeast of the Proposed Project Site accessed via San Antonio Road and along Casino Ridge Road in the City of Yorba Linda.
	L17-251 Project Design Features are listed in each topical section, where appropriate. However, per commenter’s suggestion, PDFs will also be included in the Project Description.
	L17-252 Refer to page 4-2 of Project Description (Chapter 4) of the DEIR, which states that the Bridal Hills property adjacent to the Project Site is a reasonably foreseeable development and will gain access through the Proposed Project Site; therefor...
	Bridal Hills is being considered as a cumulative impact for traffic purposes with the assumption that 38 additional residences will be approved. Because no application is currently pending with the County of Orange to seek entitlements for Bridal Hill...
	L17-253 Refer to response to Comment L17-241 for reference to how the Proposed Project exceeds the City’s Park requirement by nine acres. Refer to Section 5.13 (Recreation, page 5-517) for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s impact on existing City...
	L17-254 Refer to response to Comment L17-253 for discussion on public access to Proposed Project trails and parkland.
	L17-255 As stated in Section 1.10 (Noise), construction noise levels will not be significant if the County Noise Ordinance standards for hours of operation are complied with. However, operational traffic noise will exceed the CEQA threshold for a perc...
	L17-256 A complete discussion of police services is provided on page 5-498 in Section 5.12 (Public Services) of the DEIR. As discussed, the OCSD assigned six deputies to patrol unincorporated pockets within the City’s Sphere of Influence in addition t...
	L17-257 Refer to response to Comment L17-252.
	L17-258 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	[this page intentionally blank]
	L17-259 Noise from oil well operations is included in the baseline monitoring analysis, since these operations represent an existing condition. Oil wells operate near residential developments throughout Orange County with minimal noise conflicts. A no...
	L17-260 The field sheets have been included in Appendix E herein to provide the requested monitoring detail.
	L17-261 The RCNM is a Roadway Construction Noise Model. The roadway noise source location is well defined relative to off-site receivers. That is not true for mass grading across complex terrain. The RCNM notes that the following variables must be ide...
	In particular, the ability to account for distances from each piece of equipment to each receptor location throughout any given work-day is impossible for a project of the proposed magnitude.
	L17-262 Construction worker commuting noise was calculated by standard noise modeling using FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5. As a conservative approach is was assumed that half the daily construction worker trips would arrive or depart in a...
	As shown in the updated Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix E herein), TNM calculates the noise level at 50 feet from roadway centerline to be 53 dB Leq for the indicated peak hourly site access vehicle volume. If this peak hour volume were to occur for 5...
	L17-263 Vibration damage (for example, cracks in stucco and plaster) occurs when peak particle velocities exceed 2 inches per second (Bureau of Mines RI8507, 1980). The peak particle velocity of a large bulldozer is reported in the Federal Transit Adm...
	L17-264 Model output sheets are included herein in Appendix E. If distances, fields of view, and zero noise barriers apply to other roadway segments, the reference calculation can be logarithmically adjusted as follows:
	CNEL (dB) = CNEL Ref + 10 log(VOL/VOLr)
	The referenced CNEL was calculated for each travel speed using the day/evening/night and auto/medium/heavy vehicle mixes applied to Caltrans Remels. The use of rubberized asphalt was not considered as a reasonable and feasible mitigation measure becau...
	L17-265 Mitigation Measures N-2 through N-4 provide for the type of noise abatement suggested by commenter.
	L17-266 Mitigation Measures N-2 through N-4 provide for the type of noise abatement suggested by commenter. There is no requirement for notification two weeks prior to commencement of construction. The Project Site will be posted with contact informat...
	N-6 – During the construction phase, Project Applicant shall ensure that construction hours, allowable work days and the telephone number of the job superintendent are clearly posted at all construction entrances to allow residents to contact the job ...
	L17-267 Comment noted and discussed below in responses to Comments L17-273 through L17-283.
	L17-268 Comment noted and discussed below in responses to Comments L17-273 through L17-283.
	L17-269 Comment noted and discussed below in responses to Comments L17-273 through L17-283.
	L17-270 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-271 The paragraph identified is introductory in nature. Specifics are included within the Section under topical discussions.
	L17-272 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-273 The information provided was current at the time the DEIR was prepared and distributed. Analysis and conclusions were based on the then-current data.
	L17-274 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-275 The tables adequately portray a span of population, housing, and employment trends, and include year 2020 as noted in comment.
	L17-276 Refer to response to Comment L17-273. Subsection 5.11.2 is specific to the Yorba Linda General Plan Housing Element. The conflict commenter cites is not related to the DEIR analysis simply because the figures reported from the Yorba Linda Gene...
	L17-277 Per the comment, the following text is included in Subsection 5.11.2, second bullet. The section states that “the City’s current General Plan provides for up to 536 new housing units in the Murdock Area Plan and encourages a clustering in resp...
	L17-278 The Population and Housing section includes information related to RHNA existing and future (2014-2021) allocations and Orange County and City of Yorba Linda population, housing, and employment figures for existing and future (year 2030) condi...
	L17-279 As noted on page 5-517, Section 5.13 – Recreation, the County uses a population factor of 3.2 persons per household, and that population factor is used consistently in the DEIR. The DEIR, on page 5-490, states that the Proposed Project will co...
	L17-280 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-281 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-282 The following text will be added to Section 5.11.4 on page 5-490:
	While there are no above moderate allocations remaining in the 2010-2014 income category in unincorporated Orange County, 2,174 units have been allocated in the unincorporated County for the 2014-2021 period, during which Project construction is expec...
	Please refer to response to Comment L17-283 below.
	L17-283 Please note there is a difference between RHNA allocated development (2,039) and the development potential identified in the City’s General Plan Housing Element. There are no inconsistencies in the facts reported in the DEIR, and the analysis ...
	L17-284 The Level of Significance after Mitigation, Subsection 5.11.6, provides impact conclusions.
	L17-285 The Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are adjacent parcels and, as such, the projects have been analyzed throughout the DEIR in various topical areas for cumulative impacts. Bridal Hills is a foreseeable development. Howeve...
	L17-286 The Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are the only unincorporated County projects, and cumulative impacts are discussed separately on page 5-491 based on the County factors. In addition, the proposed Cielo Vista project is ...
	L17-287 See response to Comment L17-286 above.
	L17-288 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-289 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-290 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-291 See Subsection 5.12.3. Also refer to response to Comment L16-3 (Orange County Sheriff’s Department).
	L17-292 See Table 5-12-1 which provides locations for the five closest stations.
	L17-293 Information provided by the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District (PYLSD) did not include capacities of the affected schools. The PYLSD has indicated that adequate capacity exists for potential additional students (refer to Table 5-12-3 in the...
	L17-294 Complete analysis is provided in Section 5.13 – Recreation, where park requirements are discussed in detail.
	L17-295 Section 5.12.1 provides general background information. The more detailed analysis, including the information requested, is found on page 5-507, 5. Libraries.
	L17-296 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-297 It is unclear what the commenter means, since the sentence referenced provides a threshold. The introductory phrase does not change the threshold information. Additional comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-298 The response time noted on page 5-498 is the general standard OCSD strives to achieve. The response time noted on page 5-493 relates to a standard as cited by Lt. Bob Wren at the Yorba Linda Sheriff’s station. As noted, that standard has been ...
	L17-299 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. The source is a newspaper report with details provided by Captain Steve Doan at the time OCSD began providing services to Yorba Linda.
	L17-300 The conclusion is correct that there will be no change in the provision of service, because OCSD serves both the County, including unincorporated areas, and Yorba Linda.
	L17-301 Conclusions are provided on page 5-508.
	L17-302 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-303 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. Because of the topical overlap associated with this issue, information and analysis were provided in Fire Protection and, where appropriate, in the analysis of Hazards and Hazardous Mate...
	L17-304 OCFA provided a comment letter during the DEIR public review period (Comment Letter L12, page 180). Please refer to that letter and the responses for additional information.
	L17-305 See response to Comment L17-301.
	L17-306 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-307 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-308 In addition to school attendance and student projection data on which the DEIR analysis was based, the Yorba Linda School District provided a comment letter during the DEIR public review period (Comment Letter L20, page 326). The District’s sp...
	L17-309 See response to Comment L17-308 above.
	L17-310 See response to Comment L17-308 above.
	L17-311 Conceptual Parks Plans for Option 1 and Option 2 are provided in Section 5.11 (Recreation) as Exhibits 5-110 and 5-111, respectively.
	L17-312 The statement commenter is requesting be added to Subsection5.12.3 - Parks is inaccurate. Parks and recreational facilities are analyzed in Section 5.12 - Public Services and Section 5.13 (Recreation).
	L17-313 Section 5.13 (Recreation) more appropriately provides the level of information and detail noted in the comment.
	L17-314 See response to Comment L17-313 above. The information and analysis requested in this comment is provided in Section 5.13 (Recreation) of the DEIR.
	L17-315 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-316 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-317 The conclusion was based on 0.6 sq. ft. (minimum standard) x 70,000 (build-out population) = 42,000 sq. ft. The library is planned to contain 50,820 sq. ft. of space.
	L17-318 See response to Comment L17-317 above. The new library is adequately sized to accommodate potential Project residents. With a current average of 1,100 visitors per day, the number of visitors who are residents of Esperanza Hills is anticipated...
	L17-319 The availability of seven hospitals within the surrounding area can be assumed to be adequate (i.e., less than significant impact) given the number of anticipated new residents (1,088) and the unlikely event that all would need hospital servic...
	L17-320 See response to Comment L17-304 above.
	L17-321 The proposed Cielo Vista project is the closest potential development that would utilize the same schools as the Proposed Project. Commenter is correct that the proposed Cielo Vista project is considered in terms of a cumulative impact in the ...
	L17-322 See response to Comment L17-319 above.
	L17-323 Commenter provides no information regarding what other services would require payment of fees. The service providers are clearly identified for which such payment would occur with Project implementation.
	L17-324 Regarding public services, new developments are required to pay fair share fees for services provided, which mitigates cumulative impacts. Because the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are adjacent developments and students...
	L17-325 As the commenter notes, the City’s Draft Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update was not considered for adoption until January 2014, after the release of the DEIR for public review. The analysis was based on existing information and adopted pl...
	L17-326 The Proposed Project includes 11 park areas. For comparison, the California Department of Education requires schools to meet minimum setback standards – i.e., 100 feet (overhead line) for 50-133 kV, and 150 feet (overhead line) for 220-230 kV)...
	L17-327 The Esperanza Hills parks are available to the general public through existing and proposed trail connections. Comments were made orally at meetings and in writing and are responded to in this Responses to Comments document. Commenter’s questi...
	L17-328 The Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange General Plan. However, commenter is referred to Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, page 5-440 for a consistency analysis with the Yorba Linda General Plan Recreation and...
	L17-329 Commenter is referred to response to Comment L17-328 above. Details about the parks and their components are provided in Section 5.13 (Recreation). CEQA does not require the use of particular terms to categorize parks, and adequate information...
	L17-330 Parks are identified on Exhibit 5-106, page 5-494. The exhibit provides a visual depiction of the relationship of the identified parks to the Project site. Mileage from the Project site would not alter the analysis or conclusions of the DEIR. ...
	L17-331 As noted, the Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange and as such will be required to provide parkland consistent with the County General Plan. In addition, because the Proposed Project is located in unincorporated ...
	L17-332 Section 5.12 (Public Services) states that the estimated the number of students generated by the Proposed Project is 177. This age group (elementary through high school) would be the likely participants in youth sports. It is speculative to as...
	L17-333 It is anticipated that a park area may be constructed in the future in conjunction with Option 2A and Option 2B if either option is approved by the County and in agreement with the City of Yorba Linda for such construction. At the present time...
	L17-334 Although the Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange, as noted on page 5-517, the City’s parkland requirement would be the provision of 4.4 acres. The Proposed Project is providing 12 to 13 acres of parkland in addi...
	L17-335 Individual new developments are required to provide parkland or in-lieu fees to mitigate impacts. Cumulatively, if such parkland and fees are enforced, there should be no impact from related projects. However, as previously noted, the proximit...
	L17-336 ICU calculations do not require use of the actual peak hour factor (PHF), because the ICU methodology is a planning analysis methodology that includes a fixed capacity and assumes optimum green time. In addition, the City of Yorba Linda TIA Gu...
	L17-337 Comment acknowledged. The queue lengths for the southbound/westbound approaches do not need to be evaluated, because any queuing on these minor street approaches would not block the minor street through movement, since these locations are “T” ...
	L17-338 The traffic counts were conducted within one year of release of the Notice of Preparation, which is adequate. In addition, a 2% per year growth factor has been applied to the year 2012 traffic counts. Therefore, the traffic conditions in the a...
	L17-339 Comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration.
	L17-340 Comment acknowledged.
	L17-341 Comment acknowledged.
	L17-342 Comment acknowledged. The speed limit revision on Stonehaven Drive (25 mph) and Via del Agua (30 mph) is incorporated herein.
	L17-343 Comment acknowledged. The statement regarding Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive is herein revised to indicate they are local roadways.
	L17-344 “Horizon year” is the appropriate term for describing the Proposed Project opening/completion year.
	L17-345 Mitigation Measure T-1 has been included in the DEIR to address the project-related traffic impact to the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Aqua intersection. However, it is important to understand that implementation of the signal at this interse...
	L17-346 A fair share for “Existing Plus Project” conditions cannot be calculated because the denominator is zero (i.e., all Existing plus Project contributions are 100%).
	L17-347 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2, which details evacuation times for existing and Proposed Project residents.
	L17-348 The proposed secondary access road is within an existing access easement on the Cielo Vista site.
	L17-349 The approved Traffic Impact Analysis adequately addresses traffic impacts on Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive based on direction provided by the City of Yorba Linda staff and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. As shown in Topical Response ...
	L17-350 The approved Traffic Impact Analysis adequately addresses the traffic impacts on Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive based on direction provided by the City of Yorba Linda staff and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. Commenter is referred to ...
	L17-351 The 85th percentile queue is reasonable, and the City of Yorba Linda TIA Guidelines do not specify the use of the 95th percentile queue. Analysis was based on consultation with City staff.
	L17-352 The southbound queues for Existing Plus Project do include a traffic signal as shown in Appendix E of the approved Traffic Impact Analysis Report (Appendix O in the Draft EIR). “Southbound” is correct; therefore, “Eastbound” in the title is he...
	L17-353 Caltrans District 12 did not require analysis of the SR-91 Freeway ramps or the mainline in its NOP comments, likely because the interchange and the mainline had just been improved as part of an OCTA project. Commenter is referred to Topical R...
	L17-354 Comment acknowledged and typographical error corrected hereby.
	L17-355 Comment acknowledged. Comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. Commenter is referred to page 5-619 in the DEIR, Mitigation Measure T-1, which shows the Proposed Project’s fair share contribution, both with and withou...
	L17-356 It is unclear what commenter means by “environmental capacity,” as this term is not identified as a threshold in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines. The approved TIA adequately addresses the traffic impacts on Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive ...
	L17-357 See response to Comment L17-351 above.
	L17-358 As stated on page 5-614 of the DEIR, the analysis shows that the maximum pocket length that can be achieved is 275 feet. The remaining 11 feet needed to achieve the 286-foot length can be accommodated within the transition area of the turn poc...
	L17-359 Comment acknowledged. Comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. For reasons cited by commenter, alternative recommendations for increasing the stacking length are not feasible.
	L17-360 Figure 17-3 (in Appendix O to the Draft EIR) is to scale at 1” = 50’.
	L17-361 Commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure T-1 (page 5-619), which clearly states the Proposed Project’s fair share contribution towards a traffic signal both with and without approval of the proposed Cielo Vista project.
	L17-362 See response to Comment L17-361 above.
	L17-363 The Project site is undeveloped; therefore, there are no existing facilities or deficiencies related to water distribution systems on the site. The discussion on page 5-626 provides general area and the existing off-site distribution system in...
	L17-364 Mitigation has been included requiring a development agreement with Yorba Linda Water District for provision of services (refer to Mitigation Measures U-1 and U-2 on page 5-649 of the DEIR). YLWD’s final design requirements will be addressed a...
	L17-365 As noted on page 4-1 of the DEIR, Bridal Hills LLC is owned by the Friends family. The reference on page 5-644 should have been to Bridal Hills; however, the two names identify the same property.
	L17-366 The development agreement will be prepared in consultation with YLWD at the appropriate time in the approval/construction process. The agreement will identify improvements in accordance with YLWD requirements and specifications.
	L17-367 Unlike greenhouse gas emissions and noise which have been identified as Unavoidable Adverse Impacts in Chapter 10, traffic impacts are fully mitigable in cooperation with the City of Yorba Linda. However, as discussed in Section 5.14 (Transpor...
	L17-368 It is unclear why commenter states the Alternatives analysis and Table 6-4-1 are confusing. Table 6-4-1 depicts the relative difference (i.e., alternative impacts are greater than, less than, or equal to the project-related impacts) between th...
	L17-369 No specific examples are presented by commenter; therefore, no further response can be provided. However, commenter is referred to Table 6-4-1 on page 6-5 of the DEIR. The table provides a summary of impacts in relation to the Proposed Project...
	L17-370 No specific examples are presented by commenter, and no further response can be provided. Per CEQA, adequate alternatives analysis has been provided to foster informed decision making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6).
	L17-371 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. Table 6-4-1 provides a summary of the relative differences in potential impacts of each alternative compared to the Proposed Project. Based on the information presented in the analysis o...
	L17-372 The Alternatives section is based on a 340-unit residential development including roads and infrastructure necessary to support the development. The difference between Option 1 and Option 2 for purposes of environmental analysis is the ingress...
	L17-373 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-374 References to “this section” clearly indicate the section where the discussion occurs.
	L17-375 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-376 Section 6.3 (page 6-3) identifies reasons specific alternatives were rejected. One of the reasons stated is that the project alternative is considered infeasible because its implementation is remote and speculative. As stated in the Alternativ...
	L17-377 The discussion was based, as noted, on a comment that additional roadway access would be constructed at some future point after the Proposed Project is developed as approved. That alternative would include a provision for future additional roa...
	L17-378 Stating that the Project site could be built to more intense uses if the Proposed Project does not move forward points out a consequence that could result in additional impacts. The No Project alternative does not assume that the site will nev...
	L17-379 See response to Comment L17-378 above.
	L17-380 Commenter’s statement is confusing. Please read the section cited in terms of No Project (no greenhouse gas emissions) versus Project (greenhouse gas emissions). Simply stated, the conclusion noted in the analysis is that this alternative woul...
	L17-381 Please refer to Topical Response 1 where the Project features that are geared to slow the speed of the fire and reduce the intensity are listed. Please refer to Topical Response 2 where an evacuation plan is discussed that, along with the OCSD...
	L17-382 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-383 Commenter is incorrect that the section concludes that the No Project alternative is inferior to the Project. The last sentence of the section clearly states: The No Project Alternative would not result in any potentially significant impacts t...
	L17-384 Disagree with commenter. The presence of several drainages on the Project site results in erosion and runoff that create impacts when heavy rains occur. The Proposed Project would improve the existing condition with a drainage system and plan ...
	L17-385 Refer to response to Comment L17-378 above.
	L17-386 Thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines consider increased population and housing as a potential environmental impact. The section clearly states that the Alternative would not have any significant environmental effects, including the ...
	L17-387 The section cited identifies that both the No Project alternative and the Proposed Project provide benefits. However, Project trail linkages and parks where none exist now could be considered additional benefits. Table 6-4-1 shows the No Proje...
	L17-388 As noted in Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems), the Proposed Project will include two underground reservoirs that will provide gravity-fed water-flow for firefighting purposes, which ...
	L17-389 As noted above, whether Option 1 or Option 2 is selected for Project ingress/egress, the Project development plan remains the same. See response to Comment L17-372 above. Where minor differences occur that result in environmental impacts, such...
	L17-390 Page 6-20 does not contain a Project Description as cited. However, page 6-12 provides a project description for Alternative 2. Commenter’s opinion about referencing 340 residential units versus 334 units does not raise an environmental issue ...
	L17-391 The section cited clearly discusses the Proposed Project and the Alternative.
	L17-392 Site disturbance due to grading will remain the same under all options on-site, but will differ off-site depending on which option is approved and constructed.
	L17-393 The section clearly states on page 6-20 that Option 2A impacts are greater than the Proposed Project with regard to jurisdictional impacts.
	L17-394 Options 2A and 2B involve off-site grading which accounts for the differences in the table. The maximum residences are equal in all four options. The off-site grading volume is the only significant difference between options and traffic and ot...
	L17-395 Primary and emergency access roadways are provided under each Option analyzed. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for specific information that was updated based on the OCSD/City of Yorba Linda Traffic Control Evacua...
	L17-396 Thresholds in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines consider inconsistencies with land use plans as a potential environmental impact. The section clearly states that the Alternative would not conflict with applicable County land use plans.
	L17-397 As stated, Option 2A would have fewer impacts as compared to the Proposed Project. Text/language modification does not change the analysis or the conclusion.
	L17-398 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern.
	L17-399 Commenter’s opinions regarding style of analysis presentation are noted. A site plan is provided on page 6-51 (Exhibit 6-19) and is intended as a project alternative and not an “alternative to other alternatives,” as suggested.
	L17-400 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. However, to clarify, the Proposed Project and Alternative 2B provide the same basic site plan configuration with the western edge pulled back to reduce grading and lower retaining walls....
	L17-401 Comments do not raise an environmental issue or concern. Refer to Table 6-4-1 of the DEIR, which compares impacts between the Proposed Project and each alternative.
	L17-402 Because Alternative 2B provides access via two primary roadways, Table 6-7-2 is included for Stonehaven Drive. This table was used in the Noise analysis for the Proposed Project. Table 6-7-3 reflects the Noise analysis along San Antonio Road, ...
	L17-403 Commenter provides no factual support for the statement that the conclusion is not correct for wildland fire hazards. Option 2B provides two access roadways, both of which would serve as emergency access roadways. Option 2 also provides two em...
	L17-404 Option 2 provides for two access roads, not three. The off-site grading in Option 2 into the proposed Cielo Vista project is for utility purposes only and not for ingress/egress. Therefore, the conclusion as reflected in this analysis is correct.
	L17-405 The Option for project access under Alternative 4 could be any of the proposed Options since they all originate at Planning Area 1. The Option would be selected at time of Project approval. It is unclear what environmental issue is raised by i...
	L17-406 Commenter is correct. The conclusion applies to greenhouse gas emissions, which are discussed separately. The conclusion is herein revised to state that the Alternative would result in fewer short term air quality impacts but long term impacts...
	L17-407 CEQA does not require that the discussion of alternatives be exhaustive. It is unclear why commenter disagrees that omitting Planning Area 2 does not result in a reduction of biological impacts by an equal amount of acreage. The impacts to bio...
	L17-408 The conclusion provided in Section 6.8.1 (Hazards) is not based merely on the number of dwelling units and/or residences that would be developed on the subject property. The elimination of the 1,390-foot reservoir would reduce available firefi...
	L17-409 Drainage impacts due to erosion and runoff will continue in Planning Area 2 and will potentially impact downstream areas in Planning Area 1. The provision of detention basins and a drainage system will reduce erosion and runoff while improving...
	L17-410 The entire Proposed Project site is 468 acres, and at 1 dwelling unit per acre, this Alternative results in 0.46 dwelling units per acre (gross density).
	L17-411 The DEIR section states that short-term construction impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project, and long-term operational impacts would be slightly less than the Proposed Project. As shown on Table 6-4-1, impacts would be less than the ...
	L17-412 See response to Comment L17-279 above.
	L17-413 The DEIR section concludes that this Alternative would result in fewer impacts with regard to number of daily trips. Impacts due to roadway operational deficiencies will be reduced commensurately. However, as previously indicated, the deficien...
	L17-414 As indicated in the resposne to Comment L17-405, identifying percentages does not change the analysis or conclusions. It is not clear how the golf course contemplated by the General Plan relates to the privately owned Project property. As note...
	L17-415 For the reasons stated, this Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project. Aesthetically, the Alternative would still cluster development, resulting in similar areas of disturbance and the degree of impact. Ridgelines would be protecte...
	L17-416 The same building code regulations, seismic setback zones, and design features would be required to reduce potential impacts due to geologic/seismic hazards. The addition of 129 residences would not result in new or additional hazards or seism...
	L17-417 Adequate wildland fire protection measures have been included in the DEIR for the proposed Project. These measures would be in place with the additional 129 residences and the same potential for fire hazard would exist. Adherence to the Projec...
	L17-418 Population growth would be in accordance with the City’s General Plan goal for 1 dwelling unit per acre on the Murdock Property (536 acres) of which the Project is a part (468.9 acres). Therefore, the population growth has been anticipated in ...
	L17-419 As commenter notes, the increase in demand for public services would increase commensurately with the increased number of residences. However, since no significant impacts have been identified with the Proposed Project, and because the increas...
	L17-420 It is unclear what commenter is requesting as compared to the Yorba Linda General Plan Alternative. A significant impact has been identified if this Alternative were implemented due to the addition of 870 daily trips.
	L17-421 Commenter is referred to Table 7-1-2, page 7-4, where a summary of the cumulative impacts identified in Chapters 5.1 through 5.15 is presented. Commenter does not provide support for the contention that cumulative analyses are not adequately s...
	L17-422 The Project site has been identified as a substantially undeveloped parcel where the existing unpaved roads are used to service oil well and utility facilities on site. The potential for future residential development and growth was well estab...
	L17-423 Commenter is referred to responses to Comments L17-267 through -287 regarding Section 5.11 (Population and Housing).
	L17-424 See response to Comment L17-423 above.
	L17-425 Revisions and additions to mitigation measures have been incorporated within this Responses to Comments document as noted.
	L17-426 Project-related and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions are identified as significant and unavoidable (page 5-273). These impacts are also acknowledged on page10-1. It is unclear where an inconsistency occurs per commenter’s statement.
	L17-427 Page 5-482 and page 10-1 of the DEIR identify noise impacts as significant and unavoidable. It is unclear where an inconsistency occurs per commenter’s statement.
	L17-428 As noted in Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic mitigation measures have been included in the DEIR to reduce potential traffic impacts to a level of insignificance. Fair share fees will be paid by the Project applicant in accordance with...

	Engineering-Public Works Dept., City of Yorba Linda
	February 3, 2014
	L18-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Matt Simonetti of the City of Yorba Linda dated February 3, 2014 with attached comments. The comments are addressed as follows.
	L18-2 Regarding line of sight issues, the comment is acknowledged. Line of sight will be conducted, where necessary, as deemed appropriate by County of Orange staff, and appropriate measures will be implemented pursuant to County requirements to minim...
	L18-3 The speed limit on Imperial Highway north of Yorba Linda Boulevard in the study area is 45 mph, not 50 mph. Therefore, no change is needed. The speed limit on Imperial Highway south of Yorba Linda Boulevard is 60 mph; therefore, the DEIR will be...
	L18-4 Comment acknowledged. The Traffic Signal warrant for Yorba Linda Boulevard at Via del Agua is included herein. As shown, the Traffic Signal Warrant is satisfied.
	L18-5 Comment acknowledged. The City of Anaheim will be contacted; however, the third westbound left turn lane will not require split phasing of the traffic signal.
	L18-6 Comment acknowledged. This request will be forwarded the decision makers for consideration.
	L18-7 Comment acknowledged. This request will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration.
	L18-8 Comment acknowledged. Mitigation measure T-1, which requires installation of the signal at the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua intersection, is included in Section 5.14.4 of the DEIR to mitigate project-related cumulative impacts. However, be...
	L18-9 Comment acknowledged. The recommended traffic control at this location is appropriate to avoid any queuing issues with the gate operation. The request regarding “No Stopping” versus “No Parking” will be forwarded to the decision makers for consi...
	L18-10 The Project Design Features (PDFs), the Conditions of Approval (COAs), and the Best Management Practices (BMPs) are fully discussed in Section 5.8 - Hydrology and Water Quality. These measures are either incorporated into the design of the proj...
	L18-11 The DEIR acknowledges that access to Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Land would be through the Proposed Project. The proposed ingress and egress access to Bridal Hills, LLC will be from the Proposed Project collector roadway. Two potential future ...
	L18-12 The Low Impact Development BMP as proposed in the Conceptual WQMP for the Proposed Project has been reviewed and approved by the County. The Proposed Project will utilize Urban Green Biofiltration systems and Low Impact Development BMPs. The Co...
	L18-13 Dry extended detention basin cross sections are taken at different locations within the Proposed Project site. Exhibit 5-92 is a section taken at WQMP Basin #1, while Exhibit 5-89 and Exhibit 5-90 generally depict the configuration at WQMP Basi...
	L18-14 Comment noted. The Proposed Project will comply with the state’s NPDES General Construction Permit and will be implementing erosion and sediment control BMPs throughout the site during grading activities to keep to a minimum any potential erosi...
	L18-15 The proposed main storm drain lines within the Project site are deep in some locations. These lines convey the off-site runoffs as well as the on-site runoffs through the Project site before outletting into the existing natural drainage course....
	L18-16 Placeholder street names, tentative street grades, and typical roadway sections are included in the Esperanza Hills Vesting Tentative Tract Map, which is part of the Proposed Project approval process. The proposed roadways are shown to be priva...
	L18-17 The Proposed Project’s Conceptual Trails Plan is included as Exhibit 5-23 (page 5-537) in the DEIR. The California Department of Parks and Recreation has the authority to formalize the connection to the Old Edison Trail in Chino Hills State Park.

	Orange County Coastkeeper
	February 3, 2014
	L19-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Garry Brown of Orange County Coastkeeper dated February 3, 2014. Mr. Brown confirmed early consultation with the Project Applicant to identify and discuss potential water quality issues. The Count...
	L19-2 The County notes that Coastkeeper does not have any substantive comments related to water quality, including the conceptual Water Quality Management Plan, but reserves the right to comment if the Proposed Project or the WQMP changes or is modified.
	L19-3 The County acknowledges that further comments or questions should be directed to Garry Brown at the phone number or email listed.

	Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School District
	February 3, 2014
	L20-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District (PYLSD) dated February 3, 2014.
	L20-2 With regard to Project traffic, please refer to Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic), which provides a complete analysis of the Project impacts at the 15 key study intersections and road segments. Because the Proposed Project balances gradi...
	Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plans.
	L20-3 See response to Comment L20-2 above. Schools will not be impacted by movement of equipment, which will be delivered, stored on site during the construction phase, and removed at the conclusion of construction activity.
	L20-4 Please refer to Topical Response 2. The Proposed Project’s proposed evacuation plan, in addition to the plan to be implemented by the Orange County Sheriff’s Department, will include controlled movement of traffic at the intersections depicted i...
	L20-5 Please refer to response to Comment L20-4 above.
	L20-6 Commenter correctly re-states information from the DEIR.
	L20-7 Comments noted regarding the analysis by OCFA of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire factors and evacuation. No response is necessary.
	L20-8 Comments noted regarding the congestion and delays occurring during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire evacuation. Evacuation plans specifically addressing the implementation of the Proposed Project are analyzed in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous...
	L20-9 Please refer to response to Comment L20-8 above.
	L20-10 Please refer to response to Comment L20-8 above.
	L20-11 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above.
	L20-12 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above.
	L20-13 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above.
	L20-14 Please refer to responses to Comments L20-2 and L20-3 above.
	L20-15 All environmental impacts have been adequately addressed in the DEIR. Therefore, recirculation is not required.
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	Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks
	February 3, 2014
	L21-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Jean Watt, President of Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks (FHBP), dated February 3, 2014. Comments regarding opposition to the development and DEIR recirculation are noted.
	L21-2 Commenter is referred to Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning, page 5-447 of the DEIR) where a consistency analysis is provided related to the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS goals. In addition, a full analysis of the Proposed Project’s greenhouse gas emis...
	L21-3 As noted on page 5-268 (Section 5.6), a reduction of statewide GHG emissions of 28.9% compared to business as usual (BAU) conditions is an established goal of AB 32. Therefore, the GHG analysis was conducted using approved computer modeling (Cal...
	With regard to the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the DEIR analyzed the Proposed Project as a reasonably foreseeable development, because the Murdock Property was considered in the General Plans for the County and the City, and the City’s Ge...
	L21-4 The Esperanza Hills project site is privately owned and as such can be developed in accordance with local General Plan and Municipal Code regulations. The FHBP Green Vision Map has not been adopted by the County. The County and the City anticipa...
	L21-5 The comment indicates a coalition of partners and the completion of a fire study by Hills for Everyone. The fire study A 100 Year History of Wildfires Near Chino Hills State Park was reviewed by the preparers of the FPEP during the FPEP’s prepar...
	The comment indicates that the information about “Wildlife Fire Hazards” results in a need to recirculate the EIR with more accurate and complete information. It is not clear what a Wildlife Fire Hazard is or whether the comment meant “Wildfire Fire H...
	The comment misrepresents the DEIR statement that the dynamic nature of vegetation is a critical factor in fire behavior modeling. The statement is meant to provide context that vegetation follows a process of establishment, growth, and maturation, wh...
	The comment further indicates that humans are the primary fire cause in Chino Hills State Park. This is true in all of Southern California. There are very few areas that are not within reach of the predominantly urbanized/developed areas. Chino Hills ...
	L21-6 This comment is noted. As indicated, the Proposed Project would not add to the potential for fire ignitions but would replace existing ignition sources with sources surrounded by a managed and maintained 170-foot-wide buffer that is downwind of ...
	L21-7 The comment indicates that fires were started by hikers from a 1980s Park-adjacent development with an entrance into Chino Hills State Park. There is no clear indication that this is the case other than that the fires occurred after the developm...
	It should be pointed out that, since construction of the Rim Crest development, Fire and Building Codes have been updated to require specific safety measures. In addition, OCFA requires fuel modification zones that have been reviewed and approved by O...
	The Proposed Project has included those recommendations and more as listed in Topical Response 1 to which the commenter is referred. The inclusion of the fire study and reference to fire history data is noted.
	L21-8 The comment indicates that the DEIR does not include all fires that have burned within the Esperanza Hills project area. The FPEP clearly indicates that the fire history analysis was conducted by obtaining fire history data from CAL FIRE. CAL FI...
	L21-9 The comment inappropriately uses a statement from the DEIR regarding fire not being an exact science. The DEIR indicates that when determining the minute-by-minute movement and behavior of a fire, especially during windy conditions, fire behavio...
	As stated in Chapter 1 – Introduction, Subsection 1.6, the Draft EIR contains substantial evidence to support all of the conclusions presented therein and acknowledges that there may be disagreements among experts. The commenter quotes Jon Keeley, who...
	L21-10 The comment neglects to indicate that homes lost in the Freeway Complex Fire were of older construction that did not include targeted ember protection. The statement in the comment that ember penetration cannot be prevented is incorrect. The 20...
	The homes that were burned in the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire were not built to current codes, which include hardened construction methods, attic fire sprinklers, and ember-resistant attic vents. Therefore, the comparison is flawed.
	L21-11 The DEIR does not imply that the Esperanza Hills homes will be fireproof. They will be fire-resistant and ember-resistant as opposed to homes constructed before the more stringent building practices were adopted. Although the site is designated...
	L21-12 Section 5.3 - Biological Resources details the results of several field surveys on the Project site. While occasional sightings of wildlife may occur, the field surveys provide evidence that a particular species of plants or wildlife “inhabit” ...
	L21-13 See response to Comment L21-12 above.
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	L21-14 The Proposed Project boundaries are defined in several exhibits in the DEIR. The Proposed Project boundaries adjacent to Chino Hills State Park have been included on Exhibit 5-2 - which is the map taken directly from the Chino Hills State Park ...
	L21-15 As stated on page 5-536, Section 2 - Trails - State Parks (i.e., the California Department of Parks and Recreation) has the authority to formalize the connection to the Old Edison Trail in Chino Hills State Park. The Proposed Project facilitate...
	The commenter’s assertion that no public access is allowed into the community is not correct. As noted in several places in the DEIR, general public access will be available through a series of hiking, biking, and equestrian trail systems. There is no...
	L21-16 Comment noted. Please refer to response to Comment L21-7 and Comment L21-15 above.
	L21-17 As detailed in responses to Comment L21-1 through Comment L21-16 above, the DEIR has adequately analyzed greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous waste, biological resources, and recreation; recirculation is not required.
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	The Gas Company
	December 23, 2013
	L22-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from The Gas Company dated December 23, 2013. The letter is not a contractual commitment to provide services to the Proposed Project. The County understands that future service will be in accordance wi...
	L22-2 Future discussions regarding equipment and techniques will be directed to the area Service Center as indicated.

	Ehrman, Edward
	undated attachment to email dated December 23, 2013
	L23-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an undated letter attached to an email from Edward Ehrman dated December 23, 2013. Commenter’s narrative regarding the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is noted.
	L23-2 The proposed traffic signal at Via del Agua and Yorba Linda Boulevard, as described in Section 5.14 (Transportation and Traffic), is intended to mitigate the impacts of the traffic resulting from the Proposed Project at that intersection. The Tr...
	L23-3 Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) in the DEIR, discusses the provision of water service to the Proposed Project through a development agreement with Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD). Preliminary Water Reports prepared by KWC Engineer...
	L23-4 The commenter acknowledges benefits and risk due to the Proposed Project. Comment noted.

	Buie, Charles
	January 22, 2014
	L24-1 The commenter noted concern about construction noise due to the Proposed Project in conjunction with the proposed Cielo Vista project and noise from increased traffic. As noted in Section 5.10 - Noise in the DEIR, construction noise is limited b...
	In addition, the construction of the Proposed Project will occur in phases, using different equipment for each phase. Therefore, noise levels and impacts will vary. As noted on page 5-470 of the DEIR, point sources of noise emissions are attenuated by...
	With regard to traffic noise, levels at 50 feet from centerline will remain below the County’s 65 dBA CNEL threshold along Via del Agua, Aspen Way, and Stonehaven Drive. However, the DEIR acknowledges that the projected traffic noise increases for Opt...
	L24-2 The commenter notes that San Antonio Road is designed for 12,500 trips per day. The DEIR states on page 5-613 c) that under Option 2 conditions, San Antonio Road is forecast to carry a maximum of 8,838 trips per day. Option 2 considers Project a...
	L24-3 Regarding emergency evacuation, commenter is referred to Topical Response 2.

	Bartels, Robert G.
	January 20, 2014
	L25-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Robert Bartels dated January 28, 2014 with an attached letter from Supervisor Todd Spitzer. An email from Mr. Bartels dated February 1, 2014, included the same comments. Therefore, responses to bo...
	L25-2 The commenter notes that “the developer’s plan for evacuation is that the Orange County Sheriff’s Department will ‘take control’ of at least 10 key intersections, directing traffic away from their proposed development and not allowing traffic in...
	L25-3 While it may be accurate, as the commenter stated, that only five to six Sheriff’s deputies are on duty at any given time, as noted on page 5-289, the Incident Command System has been established that includes OCFA, CAL FIRE, and the Office of E...
	L25-4 Please see response to Comment L25-3 above regarding evacuation modeling. The Fire Emergency Evacuation and Protection Plan (Appendix J in the DEIR) and the Project site plan as proposed, include features that were not in place during the 2008 F...
	L25-5 Please refer to response to Comment L25-3 above regarding evacuation. No additional environmental issue is identified.
	L25-6 Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems, describes the provision of water to the Proposed Project through the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD). As noted on page 5-631, the Yorba Linda Urban Water Management Plan has stated that water is av...
	L25-7 The environmental issues referred to have been analyzed in detail in the EIR in the sections noted herein. The commenter’s environmental impact issues have been addressed in the DEIR in the Sections noted herein.
	L25-8 The DEIR includes a comprehensive and thorough analysis of potential project-related impacts based on the findings and recommendations presented in more than 15 specialized technical studies. Some potential impacts have been avoided through the ...

	Tewksbury, Mary
	January 27, 2014
	L26-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Mary Tewksbury dated January 27, 2014. The commenter notes the aesthetics impacts due to development on currently undisturbed hillsides. Please refer to Section 5.1 of the DEIR for visual simulati...
	L26-2 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 –Evacuation Plan.
	L26-3 The traffic analysis was based on a Traffic Impact Analysis using computer modeling to estimate traffic volumes. The traffic analysis accounted for the existing traffic volumes on the affected roadways, including that generated by area schools a...
	L26-4 Section 5.12 of the DEIR details the existing and proposed conditions for the Placentia- Yorba Linda School District (PYLSD). As noted on page 5-505, PYLSD is currently experiencing a trend towards declining enrollment overall. It is anticipated...
	L26-5 Typical trip generation factors were used to assess trips per day per residence. These generation factors were obtained from the Trip Generation, 8th Edition publication prepared by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (page 5-557 of the DE...

	Macheel, Gary and Jacquelynn
	February 1, 2014
	L27-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Gary and Jacquelynn Macheel dated February 1, 2014 and notes their concerns in the areas of Hazards/Hazardous Materials and Transportation/Traffic.
	L27-2 As noted on pages 5-288 and 5-289 of the DEIR, law enforcement agencies do not have the authority to force residents to evacuate, but they may restrict residences from entering evacuation areas. However, because of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire,...
	L27-3 Please refer to Topical Response 2 for information regarding evacuation modeling. Dudek Engineers also utilized videos and information from previous fires to assess the methods used and their applicability to the Proposed Project’s site-specific...
	L27-4 The Homeowners’ Association will work with OCFA to ensure maintenance of fuel modification zones, including an annual inspection by OCFA. See page 5-315, Subsection 5.7.5.1.g. of the DEIR.
	L27-5 Please refer to Topical Response 2.
	L27-6 Please see response to Comment L27-2 above.
	L27-7 Please see Topical Response 2.
	L27-8 The commenters are correct regarding level of service for the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua under “Existing” and “Existing plus Project” conditions. The LOS is currently F. However, in the event that a traffic control si...
	L27-9 The commenters’ description of the internal circulation patterns for homes on Via Del Cerro is noted. Under non-emergency conditions, any queuing on Via del Agua as a result of the proposed traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via del Agua sh...
	L27-10 Comment noted. Please refer to response to Comment L27-8 above.
	L27-11 Contrary to the commenters’ statement that there is no assurance mitigation measures will be implemented, all mitigation must be complied with or committed to as part of the project approval process. However, as noted in several places in Secti...
	L27-12 The Traffic Impact Analysis considered existing conditions as well as “With-Project” conditions at 15 key study intersections in the AM and PM peak hours, which would have captured school-related traffic for Travis Ranch School during the AM pe...
	L27-13 Please refer to Topical Response 2 related to fire evacuation. Also, as noted in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Proposed Project will provide several features designed to affect fire behavior (spread rates and intensity) to ...
	With respect to the Proposed Project having a “very detrimental effect on everyday living,” the DEIR has considered all environmental areas and provided analysis and mitigation, where necessary, to reduce impacts on existing and future residents.
	L27-14 Comment noted regarding document formatting. No environmental issue has been raised..

	Paul, Danny and Kim
	February 1, 2014
	L28-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Danny and Paul Kim along with a map and notebook containing articles and pictures related to the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The proposed Cielo Vista project, as well as several other approved and ...
	L28-2 With regard to ingress and egress, four options were presented in the DEIR. The preferred option will be determined during the approval process. As indicated in Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, 15 intersections were analyzed for daily ...
	L28-3 Comment noted regarding details about the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, including references to pages in the notebook provided by the Commenters.
	L28-4 Questions pertaining to school evacuation plans should be directed to the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District Superintendent. The County has no jurisdiction regarding the specific issues raised by the commenters regarding evacuation of schools.
	L28-5 Please refer to response to Comment L28-4 above.
	L28-6 Please refer to response to Comment L28-4 above. Vehicles and people on the road and sidewalks will be directed to egress points based on the evacuation plan recommended by the Orange County Sheriff’s Department. The plan has been included as Ex...
	L28-7 Regarding how long evacuation will take, please refer to Topical Response 2, which outlines the assumptions that are the basis for the evacuation estimate. Evacuation triggers and evacuation notice by OCFA and OCSD are included in Topical Respon...
	L28-8 As with the School District, the operators/management of the apartment complex have jurisdiction over evacuation plans. The commenters do not raise an environmental issue.
	L28-9 Regarding how firefighting personnel and equipment are dispatched during multiple fire events, OCSD and OCFA have protocols in place to dispatch personnel from outlying areas to assist in multiple event emergencies.
	L28-10 Construction vehicles will remain on-site for the duration of their particular use during the construction process. Equipment will be assembled at a designated on-site staging area. Traffic generated by construction personnel on a daily basis w...
	L28-11 The Proposed Project has provided four ingress/egress options, including emergency access. Topical Response 2 details the emergency access under each option. In the event a roadway is blocked for any reason, the alternate/additional roadways wi...
	L28-12 Responses to each bullet point follow:
	L28-13 Comment noted.
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	Nelson, Marlene
	February 1, 2014
	L29-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 1, 2014. With regard to air quality impacts, Table 5-2-9 (page 5-82 in the DEIR), which is referenced by the commenter, shows that NOX emissions will exceed SCAQMD th...
	L29-2 The commenter correctly quotes the DEIR (page 5-80) regarding CO emissions being slightly higher when mitigated than the unmitigated condition. However, as shown in Table 5-2-8 and Table 5-2-9, the highest level of unmitigated CO emissions is 81...
	L29-3 Section 5.2 (Air Quality) includes Mitigation Measures (AQ-2 and AQ-3, page 5-89), which are designed to address dust impacts through best management practices for dust control during project construction. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 specifically ca...
	L29-4 Grading will occur over a two-year period. As noted on page 5-26, landscaping will be installed upon completion of grading, minimizing the exposed surfaces. Water use will fluctuate depending on the amount of land graded at any given time. The e...
	L29-5 The commenter’s narration of personal experiences related development in the area since 1985 have been noted. As indicated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project has been designed to balance grading on-site, and measures to reduce particulate matter,...
	L29-6 The DEIR in Chapter 4 - Project Description, Section 4.6 states that the grading will occur in two phases. Planning Area 1 is projected to take 6 to 10 months, and Planning Area 2 is projected to take 6 to 8 months. The grading will not occur ov...
	L29-7 No grading will occur around the existing oil wells. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the site identifying the operating and abandoned well sites. Oil wells are subject to regulations and oversight of the California...
	With regard to GHG emissions, in the absence of an adopted Orange County Climate Action Plan for the reduction of GHG, analysis was conducted using the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association GHG reduction programs (page 5-269). Commente...
	L29-8 The DEIR identifies 78 mitigation measures and conditions of approval to reduce environmental impacts. During the approval process, the County will consider if the Proposed Project benefits outweigh the identified significant and unavoidable imp...

	Nelson, Marlene
	February 1, 2014
	L30-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 1, 2014 related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Commenter notes the state of emergency in California due to drought conditions.
	L30-2 The commenter references a video provided by Mark Schock of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. Mr. Schock’s comment email is provided herein (Email Comment E9). Responses to the email are included. It has been verified that Mr. Schock’s email and vi...
	L30-3 The commenter is referred to page 5-115 of the DEIR - Summary of Project Design Features. This section itemizes proposed structural and infrastructural fire protection components that will comply with the California Building Code and California ...
	L30-4 Vegetation management will be implemented and maintained using lower flammability landscapes. Fuel modification zones adjacent to homes and along roadsides in addition to strategic fuel breaks (Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials) will...
	L30-5 Partial irrigation of Blue Mud Canyon relates to the revegetation plan for impacted plant species. This will provide the added benefit of reducing/eliminating dry fuel during a fire event.
	L30-6 The commenter’s narrative of the Nelson family personal experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is noted.
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	L30-7 With regard to the commenter’s observations regarding the Orange County Sheriff’s Department evacuation plan, please see Topical Response 2.

	Nelson, Marlene
	February 1, 2014
	Commenter confirmed that the enclosure noted as “Exhibit 1” at the end of the letter was inadvertently included. Therefore, no attachment was included in Mrs. Nelson’s letter.
	L31-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 1, 2014, related to transportation and traffic. An increase in traffic volume on a particular roadway facility does not directly correlate to an increase in travel sp...
	L31-2 Comment acknowledged. See response to Comment L31-1 above.
	L31-3 The DEIR concluded that project-related traffic will result in some increases in noise levels that would exceed the CEQA perceptible increase threshold. Although the noise level would not exceed the exterior threshold of 65 dBA, the discernible ...
	L31-4 Comment acknowledged. See responses to Comments L31-1, L31-2, and L31-3 above.

	Nelson, Marlene
	February 1, 2014
	L32-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Marlene Nelson dated February 3, 2014 regarding greenhouse gas emissions. As noted in Section 5.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the SCAQMD governing board adopted interim Quantitative GHG Significan...
	L32-2 The California Air Resources Board, along with regional AQMDs, have been working since the passage of AB 32 to determine baseline emissions and future emission levels to comply with the required reductions to meet AB 32 standards. Local agencies...
	L32-3 Specific design control measures are shown in Table 5-6-8 (page 5-270) of the DEIR. These are currently available measures with estimated reductions based on current technology. Technological advances that may be in place at the time of Project ...
	L32-4 Projected timing is established for purposes of CEQA baseline and horizon year analysis. However, it is difficult to specify project construction start with certainty due to the requirement for coordination with a number of agencies in order to ...
	L32-5 Commenter is correct that the GHG analysis in the DEIR found that impacts are significant and unavoidable.
	L32-6 Comment noted.

	Kanne, Bob
	February 2, 2014
	L33-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Bob Kanne dated February 2, 2014. The January 16, 2014 meeting to which the commenter makes reference was hosted by the Project Applicant. Technical consultants were available to answer questions ...
	L33-2 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines do not require more than one traffic count at the study locations. However, as detailed in Topical Response 3, an additional count was conducted on February 20, 2014 on San Antonio Road north of Yorba...
	L33-3 The PowerPoint presentation was prepared specifically for use at the meeting to provide a concise, ease of reference tool for the audience.
	L33-4 All infrastructure such as water and sewer systems will be designed and constructed according to approved specifications. The Homeowners’ Association will ultimately be responsible for maintenance regarding common areas, including streets and pa...
	L33-5 The commenter is referred to Section 5.1 – Aesthetics, for analysis of the Proposed Project’s compliance with County, City and Chino Hills State Park goals and policies. The video presented at the January 16 meeting was a simulation of what the ...
	The commenter is also referred to the Fuel Modification Plans (Exhibits 5-70 and 5-71 on pages 5-301 and 5-302), immediately followed by a description of the types of vegetation and structures that will be permitted in each of the four Fuel Modificati...
	The commenter is referred to Section 5.13 – Recreation, page 5-536 for detailed information regarding the proposed trails and trail connections. Pages 5-537 and 5-539 depict the conceptual trails plans under Option 1 and Option 2, respectively. See re...
	L33-6 Provision has been made for a total of four access options in the DEIR. Trail connections have been proposed using various options, and final connections cannot be determined until an access option is finalized. As noted on page 5-536 of the DEI...
	L33-7 Because the Proposed Project is providing neighborhood parks and trails in excess of either County or City standards, no parkland fees will be required.
	L33-8 Regional and state parks are regional by nature, and serve a wide radius of residents. Internal hiking, biking, and equestrian trails connecting to existing city and county trails will provide users of those trails an opportunity to take advanta...
	L33-9 As noted in Section 5.13 (Recreation) in the DEIR, the County requires 2.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 persons, while the City requires 4.0 acres, for a difference of 1.7 acres. The Proposed Project will provide up to 13 acres of parks. The comm...
	L33-10 The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding landscaping conditions. This concern is not within the scope of the Proposed Project DEIR. While the Proposed Project is within the County’s jurisdiction for approval, the Proposed Project has...
	L33-11 Each topical area (e.g., Air Quality, Biology, Traffic) includes a discussion of Cumulative Impacts and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts as the last two sections of each section. In addition, Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impacts) provides an assessment of ...
	L33-12 The Proposed Project will not change the fact that the entire area is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. However, the Proposed Project will be developed to higher fire resistant standards than existing development in the area. In add...
	L33-13 As indicated in the analysis of traffic presented in the DEIR (refer to Table 5-14-4 on page 5-554 in Section 5.14), the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua intersection is currently operating at an unacceptable level of service (LOS F) during t...
	L33-14 The County notes the commenter’s narrative regarding the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire and the photos of conditions at that time. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 for information regarding Evacuation Plans.
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	Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted
	February 3, 2014
	L34-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer specifically related to Public Services, Section 5.12 in the DEIR. Commenters are referred to Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials for analysis related to “public ...
	34-2 As noted in the DEIR in Section 5.2 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, a Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) has been prepared specifically addressing fire evacuation plans. In addition, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department has...
	34-3 Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan.
	34-4 The DEIR is an information document that describes and analyzes the environmental impacts related to potential fires and earthquakes. The County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors have been provided with all documentation related to...
	34-5 As indicated in Section 5.12, response times by the OCSD to an emergency at the Project site are estimated to be less than five minutes; OCFA response times vary from about 6.5 minutes to 17.5 minutes, depending on the development option and dist...
	34-6 Data in the DEIR was obtained from OCFA and OCSD reports and documentation as referenced related to response times. Please see Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan, for information related to proposed evacuation plans.
	L34-7 The commenters indicate that the DEIR understates wildfire service impacts. The OCFA’s response time goal of 7 minutes 20 seconds 80% of the time is designated for the first responding engine. Therefore, based on the closest station, which is ho...
	Table 5-12-1 - OCFA Response Time Configuration in the DEIR (page 5-495), shows the FPEP modeled average response times from the nearest five fire station locations to the Project site.
	L34-8 The commenters discuss travel times and response times and the response times during a major wildfire event. The purpose of the analysis of whether a station can respond to the project within the fire agency’s response time goal is to determine ...
	Conditions during large wildfire events are not modeled for purposes of determining impacts of a project on the fire service. These are rare events, and the nature of a large wildfire does not lend itself to a fire engine arriving at individual struct...
	Please also see response to Comment L34-7 above. Specifically note that OCFA’s response time standard is 7 minutes 20 seconds. The table shows the total estimated response time, including travel time (to the farthest point in the Proposed Project) and...
	L34-9 The commenters argue that the analysis of the typical circumstances for emergency response is not appropriate and that the focus should be on how the Proposed Project would alter OCFA’s response times during a major wildfire. As discussed in res...
	It is true that OCFA engines may be assigned to wildfires out of the area, but this does not mean that they leave stations uncovered. Reserve engines are called up and stations like Station 32 would have coverage. During extended attack wildfires that...
	With regard to sheltering in place and who will aid residents in the Proposed Project if they are unwilling to shelter in their homes, it is important to note that the community is not a “shelter in place” site. It is a community that will follow the ...
	The commenter’s concern related to methane gas leaks and gas being transported is unclear with regard to an environmental concern. No additional oil wells are proposed, and there will be no change in operation of the existing wells. Commenters are ref...
	L34-11 The commenters inappropriately apply travel time and response time goals to wildfires. Response time goals are intended for structure fires and medical emergencies. Wildfires, especially large fires that involve multiple jurisdictions, are not ...
	L34-12 Commenters’ opinion is noted. As noted in response to Comment L34-7 above, the average annual calls for emergency assistance are related to normal calls and do not include wildfire emergencies. Wildfire occurrences are sporadic, sometimes sever...
	The commenters again confuse response statistics – which are based overwhelmingly on medical emergencies and structure fires – with that of response and risk associated with wildfires. The call volumes projected for the Proposed Project use average re...
	L34-13 As noted on page 5-493 in the DEIR, the information regarding the OCSD standard for response times was provided in a personal communication with Lt. Bob Wren of OCSD on 11/14/13. The reference on page 5-498 should have stated that the average r...
	Commenters are referred to page 5-508 of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure PS-1. The DEIR provides an analysis of the estimated impacts resulting from Proposed Project implementation. Because the primary concern in the project area is related to the threat...
	With regard to OCSD, their jurisdiction includes unincorporated Orange County (including the Project site) and as of January 2013, the City of Yorba Linda, at which time additional deputies were hired. The Project site is undeveloped and has no histor...
	L34-14 Please refer to responses to Comment L34-12 and -13 above. Also refer to response to Comment L45-12 (Kevin K. Johnson).
	L34-15 Please refer to Topical Response 5 regarding segmentation. As previously noted, CEQA does not require analysis of insurance costs.
	L34-16 Comment noted regarding the Orange County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

	Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted
	February 3, 2014
	L35-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter with attachments from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated February 3, 2014. The commenters’ concerns in this section are related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials, which have been discussed in Section 5.7 o...
	With regard to buildings on or near the Whittier Fault Zone, the potential bridge structure across Blue Mud Canyon is not considered “habitable.” However, the bridge will be designed and constructed to be in strict and ongoing compliance with state an...
	With regard to preventing harm to people in existing neighborhoods, commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan, which describes the plan designed by the Orange County Sheriff’s Department for evacuation.
	The oil wells adjacent to existing development on the Project site are subject to regulation and oversight by the California Department of Conservation, Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources and are operated independently of the Proposed Project. The comm...
	L35-2 Section 5.2 - Air Quality analyzed impacts from construction related to sensitive receptors. Page 4-25, Subsection 4.6, Construction Schedule, states that grading will occur over two phases. Phase 1 will last six to ten months and Phase 2 will l...
	Costs related to insurance and earthquake damage for the surrounding area are outside the scope of environmental review. Existing residences have been located within the fire and earthquake zones for many years, and the Proposed Project will not have ...
	L35-3 Contrary to the commenters’ statement, GHG can be mitigated, and Section 5.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions includes mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Project impacts were analyzed using the SCAQMD working-group-recommended thresholds for resid...
	L35-4 The commenters are referred to the County General Plan consistency matrix and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan consistency matrix included in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning.
	L35-5 As noted in Section 5.10 - Noise on page 5-482, the “With Project” traffic noise levels will not exceed the County noise standard of 65 dB CNEL. However, under CEQA Guidelines, a perceptible increase in ambient noise results in an impact. Becaus...
	L35-6 The commenters state that all future developments should be considered together for purposes of analysis. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/ Piecemealing.
	L35-7 The Proposed Project has considered the fire environment within which the Proposed Project would be constructed. Because the site is considered to have a high risk of recurring wildfires, special requirements must be provided that drastically re...
	The commenters list several examples of other, non-wildfire-caused fires, such as from ruptured gas lines or downed power lines from earthquakes or interior electrical fire. The fire protection plan is a requirement geared toward protecting structure...
	The Proposed Project’s technical studies indicate that wildfire will occur in the vicinity of the project again, and probably on a recurring basis. However, absent the Proposed Project’s construction, these fires would continue to occur, and with mor...
	The Proposed Project will not increase the risk of wildfires or earthquakes. Potential homeowners will be provided with information regarding the risks of living in a Very High Fire Hazard Zone and an Earthquake Zone as part of the disclosure require...
	L35-8 The commenters incorrectly refer to the Esperanza Hills project as a “shelter in place” community. The Proposed Project is not a shelter in place community. The Proposed Project includes many of the same fire protection features as a shelter in ...
	L35-9 The Proposed Project’s Fire Protection Plan includes an analysis of wildfire evacuation and indicates that the Proposed Project will follow the “Ready, Set, Go!” model, which includes informed and ready residents, a robust educational outreach p...
	In October 2013, the Orange County Sheriff’s Department presented their plans to ease traffic issues during evacuations, and the Proposed Project’s evacuation plan is consistent with that plan. The plan focuses on controlling key intersections to keep...
	All homeowners in the WUI areas of Yorba Linda, including those with special needs persons, animals, or other special circumstances that may require longer to evacuate, need to proactively plan for evacuations whether the Proposed Project is construct...
	L35-10 The commenters have provided a personal narrative of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire experience. The existing residences are immediately adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Zone. The Proposed Project will not increase the risk of wildfire occurre...
	L35-11 See responses to Comments L35-1 and L35-2 above related to oil wells and grading impacts, as well as potential unhealthful emissions.
	L35-12 See responses to Comments L35-1, L35-2, and L35-7 above. As noted in the DEIR, the County General Plan and the Yorba Linda General Plan considered the eventual residential development of the Project site. Because the County does not own either ...
	L35-13 The commenters’ narrative regarding previous animal grazing in the area is noted. This comment does not raise an environmental issue.
	L35-14 This comment does not raise an environmental issue.
	L35-15 As noted, a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) will be required (Mitigation Measure Haz-2, page 5-334) prior to the issuance of grading permits. The ESA will identify any hazardous substances in the soils, and remediation will be requ...
	L35-16 The commenters’ summary of information in Attachment D is acknowledged. As noted on page 5-231 of the DEIR, extensive trenching and mapping documented the fault locations on the Project site. A seismic setback zone has been established, and no ...
	L35-17 Potential buyers will be provided with information regarding the area and the risks. Full disclosure in real estate transactions is a legal requirement. As noted in response to Comment L35-16 above, CEQA does not require analysis of costs relat...
	L35-18 The existing wells on-site have been in place for several years. The wells that have been abandoned will be required to comply with California Department of Conservation standards for closure of wells. Operation of active wells will continue as...
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	Ensign, William and Cynthia
	February 3, 2014
	L36-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from William Ensign dated February 3, 2014, including attachment of a letter to Ron Tippets dated January 21, 2014. Responses are included herein for the commenters’ February 3, 2014; January 21, 2014;...
	L36-2 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. The analysis presented in the DEIR included a thorough assessment of each of the environmental issues affected by the Proposed Project. In addition, the DEIR addressed cumu...
	L36-3 Commenter is referred to Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, page 5-54, which states that the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix O in the DEIR) identified key intersections for analysis based on consultation with the County and the City of...
	L36-4 The Proposed Project is currently within the jurisdiction of the County, and the development application for the Proposed Project was submitted to and is being processed by the County. The County of Orange is the “lead agency” under CEQA. Projec...
	L36-5 As noted on page 4-12 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project proposes an average lot size of 18,553 square feet with lots ranging from 12,044 square feet to 39,354 square feet. Building pads are clustered to maximize open space and preserve natural r...
	L36-6 Section 5.3 (Biological Resources) identifies the existing biological resources on the site. Field surveys were conducted to assess and map the habitat, wildlife, and special status plants and animals. Where necessary, the DEIR provides mitigati...
	L36-7 Commenter is referred to Section 5.4 (Cultural Resources) where results of an Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment are presented. There was no evidence of historical or archaeological resources, fossils, or human remains withi...
	L36-8 Analysis of the geology and seismicity of the Project site is included in Section 5.5 - Geology and Soils. As indicated in the DEIR, the Proposed Project is located in a seismically active region of Southern California. A seismic setback zone ha...
	L36-9 Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) discusses the existing oil wells on the Project site. Exhibit 5-67 depicts the location of the active and inactive/abandoned wells. All oil wells are subject to Department of Conservation overview fo...
	L36-10 Commenter is referred to Section 5.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), which identifies the impacts to existing drainage patterns. The DEIR includes project design features and conditions of approval (beginning on page 5-387) designed to ensure th...
	L36-11 Section 5.13 - Recreation details the parks and trails that are included in the Proposed Project. All parks and trails are available to the public and accessible through pedestrian, bicycle, or equestrian access.
	L36-12 Commenter is referred to Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, and Appendix O – Traffic Impact Analysis in the DEIR. As indicated in the DEIR, the Yorba Linda Boulevard/Via Del Agua intersection is currently operating at LOS F during the m...
	L36-13 The DEIR includes a thorough analysis of the potential fire hazards associated with the project area and emergency response based on information provided by the OCSD and OCFA, as well as technical studies prepared for the Proposed Project. Comm...
	L36-14 As noted in Section 5.12 - Public Services (page 5-505), the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District has experienced a trend towards declining enrollment overall. The addition of 177 potential new students will not result in a significant impact....
	L36-15 The Proposed Project will not, in and of itself, increase the danger of wildfires. As indicated in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems, the Proposed Project includes two underground water reservoirs with a combined storage capacity of ...
	L36-16 Comment noted regarding the same issues as related to the proposed Cielo Vista project.
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	Kuan, David
	February 3, 2014
	L37-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from David Kuan, Traffic Control Engineering, Inc., dated February 3, 2014. Comment noted regarding the installation of traffic-calming measures, which will be forwarded to decision makers for consider...
	L37-2 Comment acknowledged. The approved TIA adequately addresses the capacity utilization at the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua with the recommended mitigation measure to install a traffic signal and add a westbound left-turn ...
	L37-3 The Level of Service (LOS) calculations at the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua are correct based on the appropriate guidelines. The LOS F is a result of the delay to traffic attempting to access southbound Yorba Linda Boul...
	L37-4 The TIA Guidelines do not require the analysis of local street intersections. The scope of the analysis was determined in consultation with the County and City traffic engineers (page 5-544 of the DEIR).
	L37-5 This location is in the City of Anaheim, and the DEIR was submitted to the City of Anaheim for comment. No comments were received from the City of Anaheim.
	L37-6 The four-lane roadway segment provided within the Proposed Project is a Project Design Feature and was not required based on traffic volume needs. The approved TIA adequately addressed the traffic impact to Stonehaven Drive and Via del Agua.
	L37-7 The four-lane roadway segment provided within the Proposed Project is a Project Design Feature and was not required based on emergency access needs. The Proposed Project design includes two emergency access points as shown in Figures 11-2 and 17...
	L37-8 The single eastbound left-turn pocket (with improvements) will be able to accommodate the forecast left-turn volume at Yorba Linda Boulevard/San Antonio Road. San Antonio Road only has one receiving lane and, therefore, cannot receive dual left ...
	L37-9 It is standard practice that new development is required to pay a fair-share portion towards mitigation of the projected impacts. However, the request regarding payment of the entire traffic signal improvement will be forwarded to the decision m...
	L37-10 Comment noted.
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	Hosford, Karen
	February 3, 2014
	L38-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Karen Hosford dated February 3, 2014. Commenter’s concerns related to public safety and the environment are addressed herein.
	L38-2 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. While the Project Applicant has submitted an application to the County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), the application has not moved forward to approval at this ...
	L38-3 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared consistent with the appropriate Guidelines and did include traffic analyses of Yorba Linda Boulevard and La Palma Avenue. As stated on page 5-544, the Traffic Impact Analysis key study intersections...
	L38-4 Fire and police protection would be provided by OCFA and OCSD whether the Proposed Project is within County or City jurisdiction. The DEIR includes a thorough analysis of the provision of fire and police protection during a fire. The analysis is...
	L38-5 Commenter is referred to Section 5.12 - Public Services, page 5-498. Table 5-12-1 summarizes the OCFA fire stations that serve the area. As indicated in that table, Station 32 is the first responding station; however, other fire stations would b...
	L38-6 As noted in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the active and inactive oil wells must comply with California Department of Conservation regulations for operation and closure/abandonment. A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment is re...
	L38-7 As stated in Section 5.9 - Land Use, the Proposed Project density is consistent with the proposed amended County General Plan and the City General Plan, as well as the zoning. The County and City both considered that the Murdock Property, of whi...
	L38-8 The DEIR analyzed all environmental topics and found that unavoidable adverse impacts will occur due to greenhouse gas emissions and noise (DEIR page 10-1). All other impacts can be mitigated to less than significant with the application of cond...

	Schlotterbeck, Melanie
	February 3, 2014
	L39-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Melanie Schlotterbeck dated February 3, 2014. The commenter’s concerns related to wildfires are discussed in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials in the DEIR. Additional information is pr...
	L39-2 It is acknowledged that the Project site is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. However, it must be noted that none of the wildfires recorded since 1943 within a two-mile radius have started on the site of the Proposed Project. Further...
	Commenter does not provide any factual information about how the Proposed Project would create a major financial obligation to the City, the County, and other public agencies. Rather, the Proposed Project will provide fuel modification zones, hardened...
	L39-3 The article provided by the commenter pertains to costs and lawsuits related to fire events. CEQA does not require cost analyses related to project implementation, but rather focuses on environmental concerns and impacts. However, as noted in th...

	Kanne, Diane D.
	February 3, 2014
	L40-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Diane D. Kanne dated February 3, 2014, which included a request that more time be provided for public review of the DEIR. It is important to note that the public comment period for the Esperanza H...
	L40-2 Commenter suggests that analysis of the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista projects should be combined. Cumulative impacts are discussed in each topical section of the DEIR in addition to Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts.
	L40-3 The DEIR prepared for the Proposed Project addressed each of the issues identified below. The analysis presented in the DEIR is based on existing current information relevant to facilitate that analysis as well as detailed technical analysis in ...
	L40-4 Comment noted. The commenter does not identify specific individual concerns for each topical category listed.
	L40-5 Project impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions are analyzed in Section 5.2 (Air Quality) and Section 5.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Results of a health risk assessment for the Proposed Project construction phase impacts to ...
	L40-6 The Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission is the agency responsible for review and approval of annexation requests from the landowner or the city. Pre-annexation proceedings were initiated, but at this time LAFCO has not taken action. ...
	Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Proposed Project will be required to pay fees for public services such as schools and fire/police protection. The commenter is referred to Section 5.12 - Public Services for specific information regarding fees.
	L40-7 Comment noted. CEQA does not require analysis of this aspect of a project, and whether the project is gated or not does not raise an environmental issue. Access to the community will be provided via pedestrian, equestrian, hiking, and biking tra...
	L40-8 Commenter is correct that a significant part of the Proposed Project site will be left in natural, undisturbed condition. The Murdock Property was considered for development in the County General Plan and the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. Pr...
	L40-9 Please refer to Section 5.13 in the DEIR. As shown in Table 5-13-1 on page 5-517, the Proposed Project will provide in excess of the County, City, and Quimby Act requirements for new developments. The 11 park areas are in addition to approximate...
	L40-10 The Proposed Project geology and soils conditions were fully analyzed in Section 5.5 beginning on page 5-203. In addition, seismic hazards were discussed, including fault trenching, surface mapping, and LIDAR imagery review, which identified fa...
	L40-11 Earthquake hazards and the potential for earthquakes to occur are addressed and thoroughly evaluated in Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) based on the results of extensive soils and geologic testing and analysis. Refer to response to Comment L40-...
	L40-12 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan, which restate and update the proposed fire hazard/fire evacuation analysis. Detailed analysis can be found in Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardou...
	L40-13 Contrary to commenter’s statement, the Proposed Project will provide a number of measures designed to reduce the intensity and spread rates of wildfires. Please refer to Topical Response 1 for a list of the measures that are proposed, none of w...
	L40-14 Please refer to Topical Response 2 for additional information regarding fire evacuation plans.
	L40-15 Comment noted regarding commenter’s opinion about proposed mitigation measures.
	L40-16 Please refer to Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, and Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress for analysis regarding traffic circulation and impacts. The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared to address potential project-related impacts...
	L40-17 The DEIR analyzes four ingress/egress options. The approving authorities will determine the option to be used during the public hearing process. Please refer to response to Comment L40-16 above.
	L40-18 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-16 and L40-17 above.
	L40-19 Please refer to response to Comment L40-7 above.
	L40-20 Please refer to response to Comment L40-9 above.
	L40-21 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-6 and L40-9 above.
	L40-22 Commenter is referred to Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) for analysis of water provision and requirements. The analysis presented in this section is based on information provided by the Yorba Linda Water District and the most recen...
	L40-23 Wind and climate conditions were considered in the modeling for preparation of the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan because wind conditions significantly impact fire behavior during wildfire events. Commenter is referred to Section...
	L40-24 Please refer to response to Comment L40-5 above. As indicated in the DEIR, NOX emissions during construction will exceed the SCAQMD threshold, necessitating the implementation of mitigation measures, which have been prescribed to ensure that co...
	L40-25 The SCAQMD operates and maintains several air monitoring stations throughout the region, including the Anaheim station, which is the closest station to the project site and which would be most representative of the ambient air quality in the pr...
	L40-26 Please refer to response to Comment L40-25 above.
	L40-27 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5 and L40-24 above. With regard to cumulative impacts, please refer to response to Comment L40-2 above. In addition, Chapter 7 of the DEIR (refer to Table 7-1-2) concludes that project-related emissions...
	L40-28 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5 and L40-24 above.
	L40-29 Please refer to response to Comment L40-2 above.
	L40-30 Commenter is referred to pages 5-82 through 5-85 (Section 5.2 - Air Quality) for the results of analysis related to sensitive receptors (Table 5-2-10 and Table 5-2-11), localized significance thresholds (construction) (Table 5-2-13), operationa...
	L40-31 Please refer to response to Comment L40-24 above.
	L40-32 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5 and L40-24 above.
	L40-33 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-5, L40-24, and L40-29 above.
	L40-34 A complete discussion of the Project’s impacts on aesthetics is found in Section 5.1 – Aesthetics starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR. Views from Via del Corral, Via del Agua, and Via del Roca are similar to the view simulated in View 8, page 5-43...
	L40-35 A complete analysis of Project impact to biological resources is found starting on page 5-91 in Biological Resources (Section 5.3) of the DEIR. As reflected in that extensive analysis, potential impacts to biological resources will be mitigated...
	L40-36 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-12 and L40-13 above.
	L40-37 Construction equipment will be located on the Project site prior to commencement of construction and will remain on the site until the equipment is no longer required. Equipment will not be transported to an off-site location on a daily basis. ...
	L40-38 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-13 and L40-23 above and Topical Response 1.
	L40-39 Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) for an analysis of oil well operations. As noted on page 5-290 in the DEIR, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was performed to evaluate environmental risks from ...
	L40-40 Please refer to responses to Comments L40-12 and L40-13 above and Topical Response 2 regarding wildfire evacuation.
	L40-41 Comment noted regarding the adequacy of the DEIR analysis. As indicated in prior responses, the DEIR provides a thorough analysis of each of the environmental issues identified in this letter based on the findings and recommendations of several...

	Newman, Ken
	February 3, 2014
	L41-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email and letter from Kenneth Newman dated February 3, 2014. Identical comments were listed in the letter and email, and responses are provided herein. Commenter notes that the Proposed Project will negative...
	L41-2 The commenter states that the Proposed Project should be combined with all projects proposed in the area. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/ Piecemealing.
	L41-3 Comment does not raise an environmental impact issue. No factual information is provided to support the contention that the Proposed Project will result in reductions in property values in the area.
	L41-4 The DEIR has concluded that a significant long-term impact on noise will result from the Proposed Project (Section 5.10, Noise). While the increase results in a perceptible increase under CEQA along San Antonio Road, the increase does not exceed...
	L41-5 Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and Topical Response 2 herein for details related to proposed evacuation plans in the event of a fire. The Orange County Sheriff’s Department has also developed a plan to co...
	L41-6 Comment noted regarding the commenter’s experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The Proposed Project provides additional measures to reduce the intensity and the spread rate of the fire (fuel modification zones, hardened structure const...
	L41-7 Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 for information regarding evacuation plans.
	L41-8 Easements for Southern California Gas, Southern California Edison, Metropolitan Water District, and Yorba Linda Water District, and on-site active and abandoned oil well sites have been mapped (see Exhibit 4-8, page 4-10). Development of the sit...
	L41-9 The commenter is referred to Section 5-10 – Noise, which provides analysis of the traffic noise impacts. The Noise Analysis determined that long-term operational traffic noise would increase significantly along Via del Agua and Stonehaven Drive ...
	L41-10 Please refer to Section 4.2 - Air Quality. Page 5-82 discusses impacts on sensitive receptors and provides the results of a health risk assessment prepared for the Proposed Project. Page 5-84 details the analysis of localized significance thres...
	L41-11 Section 5.3 - Biological Resources provides analysis related to plant and wildlife species on and near the Project site. Although potentially significant impacts to some biological resources will occur as a result of project implementation, no ...
	L41-12 Comment noted. The hydrologic analysis and the Water Quality Management Plan prepared for the Proposed Project include a storm drainage system and related features that will ensure that project-related storm flows do not adversely affect downst...
	L41-13 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2, which provides information regarding evacuation plans.
	L41-14 Regarding overcrowding in classrooms, the commenter is referred to Section 5.12 - Public Schools. As noted on page 5-505, the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District has experienced a trend towards declining enrollment overall. The Traffic Impact...
	L41-15 As indicated in Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic the peak hour analysis was conducted on one day (5/2/12), which was mid-week on a typical work/school day. In response to several comments about additional counts, Linscott, Law & Greens...
	L41-16 Comment noted. Please refer to Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan, and Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress. Esperanza Road lies miles to the south of the Proposed Project, and there are hundreds of houses, miles of streets, and variou...
	L41-17 Comment noted. No environmental issue is identified.

	Thomas, Steve
	February 3, 2014
	L42-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Steve Thomas dated February 3, 2014. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 3 – Traffic Ingress/Egress for details regarding the projected daily traffic on roadway segments. In addition, Sectio...
	L42-2 As noted in response to Comment L42-1 above, the DEIR presents analysis of four ingress/egress options. Selection of the approved option will occur during the County hearing process.
	L42-3 Please see responses to Comments L42-1 and L42-2 above.
	L42-4 Comment is noted regarding application of standard conditions of approval and concurrent processing of four proposed developments. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing. Although the timing of the decision-m...

	Collinsworth, Van K.
	February 3, 2014
	L43-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Van Collinsworth dated February 3, 2014. The commenter indicates that there are significant fire safety impacts that are not mitigated in the DEIR. The Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Pla...
	The commenter further quotes John Keeley regarding reducing development in fire-prone areas. The quote is taken out of context, as it refers to a focus on providing defensible space around homes by clearing vegetation. What is not stated is that defen...
	The commenter also inaccurately portrays the fire protection plan as a developer-created industry where unsafe projects are provided justifications for approval. The Fire Protection Plan and alternative means and methods are provided for in the Fire a...
	L43-2 Many developments occur within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZs) of California. This particular site, however, has not been prone to numerous recurring fires. Fire history indicates that three fires have occurred on the site in ...
	L43-3 The FPEP acknowledges that the development is in an area that is subject to occasional wildfire, although only three fires have burned onto the site in recorded history. This is the case with all of the thousands of lineal miles of wildland urba...
	The commenter points to the FPEP’s limitations language, which is standard legal language for a professional document. This language is not meant to acknowledge project vulnerability to fire so much as to indicate that the system will provide protecti...
	The commenter’s statement that the FPEP acknowledges that newer constructed homes were lost during the San Diego County fires is accurate. However, he fails to mention that most of the newer homes that were lost were due to controllable factors, such ...
	L43-4 The commenter correctly identifies the significance thresholds. The analysis conducted for the project and documented throughout the FPEP, indicates that there would not be an exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss based ...
	L43-5 It is an acknowledged fact that fires under extreme weather conditions will be aggressive and not likely controlled. It is that precise situation that formed the basis for the wide fuel modification zones, ignition resistant construction feature...
	L43-6 There are no designated on-site facilities that would be considered the shelter site on the Proposed Project. The site is not a designated shelter-in-place site. Instead, each of the residences, which will be ignition resistant, set back from fu...
	L43-7 The planned early evacuation and contingency plan that allows the possibility of seeking temporary refuge within their own homes is not controversial and follows the same protocol that is in place for the existing community. It will not be a cas...
	L43-8 Proposed Project residents will not be “on their own” any differently than existing neighborhoods would be on their own to make decisions regarding when to evacuate. It is anticipated that firefighters, law enforcement, members of community emer...
	L43-9 The community members will have a heightened awareness regarding the wildfire evacuation options and the HOA bylaws include the “Ready, Set, Go!” model, annual inspections by third parties of fuel modification zones, annual meetings for evacuati...
	The overlap of wildfires has been a common occurrence during the last decade. In response, many policies have been put in place that provide for more robust response capabilities (both ground and air), better sharing of resources between agencies, and...
	L43-10 The Proposed Project reduces direct wildfire risks for neighboring structures. This statement is based on the fact that wildland fuels produce significant ember storms. Embers are a leading cause of structure ignitions, particularly for older, ...
	The project does not create new wildland urban interface. Rather, it replaces existing WUI with designed fuel modification zones, fuel breaks, gravity fed water flow, ignition resistant homes, and staging areas, among other low flammability/low fuel l...
	The commenter suggests that leaving the site as is would result in less fire risk than constructing the project. The existing condition is significantly more hazardous to fire safety considerations as realized during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The...
	It is an unsubstantiated statement to suggest that managed fuel modification on a funded master planned community results in a higher fire hazard condition than native California fuels. As reported by Dudek (M. Huff) in response to comments, the OCFA ...
	The project and its considerable fuel modification, including significant fuel reduction in Blue Mud Canyon, provide a fuel break that is considered to have a net positive effect on fire behavior (reduced intensity and spread rates) and therefore, ben...
	Firefighter backfiring in this location was not a tactic during a wind-driven wildfire before the Proposed Project’s construction, and it will not be after the Proposed Project is in place. The Proposed Project will reduce the need for backfiring, sin...
	L43-11 Water availability will be improved on-site with the Proposed Project’s proposed infrastructure additions.
	The Project Applicant is required to enter into a Development Agreement with YLWD for the provision of water service. Adequacy of water supply was confirmed in the Yorba Linda Water District Urban Water Management Plan which states that water is avail...
	As stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project is proposing to provide the minimum fire flow storage of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 2-hour duration with a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi to meet OCFA and YLWD fire flow requirem...
	As previously stated, firefighting resources will be able to be allocated more efficiently with the hardened Project because it removes/converts fuels that otherwise would be nearer existing structures. OCFA employed this tactic during the Freeway Com...
	L43-12 Please refer to responses to Comments L43-1 through L43-11.
	L43-13 Fuel modification zones are not considered to be the only fire protection needed for a community. This is exactly why the Proposed Project’s FPEP does not rely on fuel modification alone. There are required and volunteered fire protection featu...
	Consistent with the commenter’s indication, embers/fire brands clearly represent the biggest threat to any community in the WUI, but it is not an immitigable threat. Studies using ember generators and after fire assessments indicate that vulnerable op...
	The Cohen study referenced in this comment is based on a forest setting with natural fuels throughout the community that are readily ignited by embers. This is a stark contrast to the Proposed Project’s managed fuel modification zones, both on the per...
	L43-14 The potential vulnerabilities within the commenter’s list are vulnerabilities that every structure in the WUI faces. Analysis in the DEIR considered these vulnerabilities along with others, and the Proposed Project includes features that minimi...
	Regarding cluster burning, it would not be expected in this community due to the layered and redundant system of fire protection already described. Receptive fuel beds will not occur within the site’s landscape and the structures will be ignition resi...
	Regarding vulnerability of people outside to wildfire exposure, the project FPEP clearly states that early evacuation would be the preferred option. If evacuation not be considered safe, then residents will be advised to remain in their homes. In no c...
	The last comment refers to elderly or weak residents. This type of vulnerability could occur, but there would be a disclosure to all residents that occasional wildfires may occur in the area and there are precautions that may need to be taken, trainin...
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	L43-15 The analysis provided in the DEIR is based on worst case conditions and exceeds what would be gained by evaluating burned homes that may be several miles from the project. Noting major after fire findings from the Freeway Complex Fire is valuab...
	The commenter’s indication that “stay and defend” needs to be further evaluated has no relevance to the project. The project DEIR does not once mention or condone stay and defend, which is a concept that is a polar opposite of last resort, temporary r...
	Regarding the exhibit “Illustration 1, How Fire Resistant Homes Can Burn,” the commenter is confusing a very old definition of a fire-resistant home with the most recent definition of an ignition-resistant home, as defined by California Fire Code. All...
	L43-16 The commenter correctly reiterates that the FPEP assumes natural succession of burned areas to more mature/climax stand conditions, resulting in a conservative (near worst-case) estimate of fire behavior. For the purposes of fire behavior model...
	L43-17 The FPEP presents all fire behavior modeling input variables, including fuel model classifications for existing conditions (Table 5; FPEP page 35), fuel model classifications for post-development conditions (Table 6; FPEP page 37), and wind spe...
	The commenter correctly notes that the maximum modeled flame lengths for the site are 41 feet using Fuel Model SH5 to represent mature chaparral stands on-site. The comment regarding limited scenario inputs is not fully understood; however, the utiliz...
	The comparison of modeling results to other documents/analyses cannot be verified without presentation of all model input assumptions and variables used in such analyses. However, the results provided by the commenter are those resulting from utilizat...
	The commenter correctly states that fire behavior models are only accurate for their variable inputs and that such variables change under real conditions. This issue is acknowledged and discussed in more detail in Section 2.9.3 of the FPEP (page 40). ...
	L43-18 No resident or evacuee will be advised to evacuate the community so late that they are risking their lives because the fire is at the project perimeter. Instead, officials will have the option of temporarily sheltering residents in their homes....
	Firefighter safety zones are typically identified by firefighters during a fire fight. Firefighter safety zones are typically areas away from the fire that require no further action – i.e., firefighters with protective equipment and clothing (not civi...
	As also detailed in the response to Comment L43-19 below, the commenter’s suggestion that FM 4 should be used on the Project site is incorrect. FM 4 over-predicts results. Fire behavior modeling at the Project site differs from that at the commenter’s...
	L43-19 The commenter attempts to apply fuel models that were run for two projects in San Diego County with the Project site. The problem with applying fire behavior results from one site with that of a different site, especially when located very remo...
	Discussion regarding the size of firefighter safety zones is not applicable within the Proposed Project, even though the entire interior of the Proposed Project can be considered firefighter safety zones and TRAs which meet the definition of both, eve...
	L43-20 The pinch points identified were considered in the analysis of the Proposed Project’s fire safety. The pinch points include 20 to 170 feet of fuel modification and wide, paved roadways between vehicles and off-site fuels. In addition, in the ra...
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	L43-21 Comment regarding traffic noted. However, the statement regarding allowing residents to remain in their homes versus a late evacuation contradicts standard wildland fire results that indicate that people are more likely to die fleeing a fire la...
	As noted on pages 5-288/289 of the DEIR, law enforcement agencies do not have the legal authority to force residents to evacuate. However, they may impose restrictions on people entering evacuation areas. It is incumbent upon the residents in the area...
	With specific regards to the Proposed Project, a Community Evacuation Plan has been designed specifically for the Proposed Project to work in conjunction with the Evacuation Plan designed by OCSD and the City for the immediate surrounding area, and th...
	Notification of residents will be via the HOA alert system, Alert OC, or radio and television news sources or through direct notification by OCSD on site through site patrols. Once aware of a fire, the community’s pre-planned and practiced emergency r...
	Emergency Access Roads for Emergency Vehicles
	Emergency access for emergency vehicles is provided under all four access options analyzed in the DEIR as follows:
	The Proposed Project includes mitigation measures, design features and recommendations based on OCFA and OCSD emergency plans that will ensure all feasible steps will be taken to provide a safety factor to area residents which do not currently exist. ...
	L43-22 With no change in the immediate Project area, the current residents and firefighters face higher risks from wildfire encroachment and burning embers than they would with the Proposed Project in place due to the presence of more unmanaged fuels ...
	Master planned communities perform well against wildfires as evidenced by recent wildfires that threatened but caused little or no damage, examples: 4S Ranch and Cielo (San Diego County), Stevenson’s Ranch (Los Angeles County), Serrano Heights (Orange...
	L43-23 As described in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems - in the DEIR (page 5-625), Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) prepared a Northeast Area Planning Study (NEAPS) to assess the capacity of existing water distribution system facilities ...
	The Project Applicant is required to enter into a Development Agreement with YLWD for the provision of water service. Adequacy of water supply was confirmed in the Yorba Linda Water District Urban Water Management Plan which states that water is avail...
	As stated on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project is proposing to provide the minimum fire flow storage of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 2-hour duration with a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi to meet OCFA and YLWD fire flow requirem...
	L43-24 Please see response to Comment L43-23 above.
	L43-25 Please see responses to Comments L43-18 and L43-19 regarding firefighter safety zones.
	This near-miss incident described in the comment, although unfortunate and thankfully ending without injury or death, could have been avoided if the engine had not responded on a service road surrounded by native vegetation (fuels). The Proposed Proje...
	L43-26 Hydraulic fracking is not being considered at this site. Existing oil production occurs away from the development area and the project will comply with OCFA Guideline C-02: Requirements for the Construction of Structures Adjacent to Oil Wells, ...
	L43-27 The commenter suggests that alternative site designs would better protect from wildfire, but provides no substantiation for an alternative. Based on the site fire risk evaluation, the proposed design, which includes managed fuel modification, i...
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	L43-28 Please refer to responses to Comments L43-1 through L43-27 above regarding this commenter's stated opinion on the Proposed Project's analysis of the Proposed Project’s fire safety and provisions for fire safety. The FPEP thoroughly evaluates th...
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	Schumann, Edward
	February 3, 2014
	L44-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Edward Schumann dated February 3, 2014 that expresses his opposition to the Proposed Project.
	L44-2 Commenter requested an extension of the public review period. The County provided for a 62-day review period, which exceeds the 45-day state-mandated review period. Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8.
	L44-3 Section 5.1, Aesthetics, starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR, provides a complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s aesthetic impacts and cumulative impacts. The analysis provides 12 view simulations found a page 5-27 through 5-57. The Proposed Pr...
	L44-4 Refer to response to Comment L43-3 concerning Proposed Project impacts to aesthetics as analyzed in Section 5.1 - Aesthetics - of the DEIR. View 6 found on page 5-41 and discussed on page 5-34 represents views from Casino Ridge Road. Project des...
	L44-5 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Yorba Linda’s General Plan is found in Section 5. 9 - Land Use and Planning, starting on page 5-431 of the DEIR. A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with County...
	L44-6 A complete analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Yorba Linda’s Hillside Development/ Grading/Fire Protection ordinance is found starting on page 5-445 through 5-447 in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning and on page 5-59 and 5-60 i...
	L44-7 A complete project description is provided in Section 4.3 - starting on page 4-11 of the DEIR. Exhibit 5-5, Esperanza Hills – Option 1 on page 5-17 and Exhibit 5-6, Esperanza Hills – Option 2 on page 5-19 provide a three dimensional depiction of...
	L44-8 As discussed in the Section 4.3 - Project Description - starting on page 4-11, the Proposed Project is comprised of single-family homes on large lots with building pads of a minimum of 70 feet wide by 140 feet deep in Area 1 and a minimum of 90 ...
	L44-9 Section 5.2 - Air Quality, page 5-82, provides an analysis of construction impacts to Sensitive Receptors based on a Health Risk Assessment prepared specifically for the Proposed Project. Also, on page 5-84, analysis is shown regarding localized...
	Regarding oil field operations, the active oil wells on the site will continue in operation as they have for several years. No additional oil wells will be included in the Proposed Project. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment has been conducted an...
	L44-10 Please see response to Comment L44-9 above regarding health risk analyses in the DEIR. Valley Fever is most prevalent in the Central Valley area, especially the San Joaquin area, Kern County, Kings County and Fresno County. The disease is repor...
	Ensuring that fugitive dust mitigation (for PM10 and PM2.5) is followed, including wetting the disturbed surface and curtailing grading/excavation when wind speeds increase, will reduce the potential for airborne dispersal of the coccidioidomycosis sp...
	L44-11 Active and inactive oils wells are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR). DOGGR is mandated to supervise the drilling, operation, maintenance and plugging and a...
	L44-12 Commenter summarizes a 2006 study by Union of Concerned Scientists. In the eight years since the report was published, California has made significant strides in the reduction of pollutants, largely as a result of compliance with recent federal...
	L44-13 Slope stability is fully discussed in Section 5.5 - Geology and Soils. As indicated in this comment, the site may be subject to slope stability problems. The geologic assessment prepared for the Proposed Project identified potential slope insta...
	L44-14 Please refer to response to Comment L44-9 above.
	L44-15 Please refer to response to Comment L44-11 above and Mitigation Measures Haz-1 and Haz-2 (page 5-334).
	L44-16 Please see response to Comment L44-11 above regarding regulation of potential methane gas impacts.
	L44-17 Commenter’s experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire is noted. Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for details regarding recently approved evacuation plans and safety features built into the Esperanza Hills community tha...
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	L44-18 Please refer to response to Comment L44-17 above.

	Johnson, Kevin K.
	February 3, 2014
	L45-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin Johnson dated February 3, 2014, representing the Protect Our Homes and Hills citizens group.
	L45-2 As stated on page 4-1 of the DEIR, the Friend family owns the property known as and referred to herein as Bridal Hills, LLC. The references are not inconsistent. Because Bridal Hills was assumed to be developed in the future, and access to the s...
	The proposed Cielo Vista project has been adequately considered in the topical chapters of the DEIR and in Chapter 7 - Summary of Cumulative Impacts and Chapter 8 – Growth-Inducing Impacts.
	With regard to Yorba Linda Land LLC, given the topographic constraints of the property, independent of the Proposed Project development would be difficult. Therefore, there is no segmentation or piecemealing with regard to these properties. Refer to T...
	L45-3 The Murdock Property is subdivided and under the ownership of more than one entity. The Proposed Project consists of 469 acres, the proposed Cielo Vista project is 83 acres, Yorba Linda Land is 40 acres, and Bridal Hills is 40 acres. Not all own...
	L45-4 As noted above, the Proposed Project is not governed by the Yorba Linda General Plan. However, to the extent that the Land Use Element recognizes that permanent open space should be provided, the Proposed Project provides substantial open space,...
	L45-5 Commenter provides no specific information regarding what mitigation, alternatives, or impacts are the basis for the comment. Water supply has been addressed in Section 5.15 - Utilities and Service Systems. The Project Applicant will enter into ...
	L45-6 Commenter is referred to page 2-3 for a list of discretionary actions anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Project. Anticipated future annexation to the City of Yorba Linda is included. Page 3-1, paragraph 5, recognizes that LAFCO is ...
	Therefore, all approving agencies and required approvals have been identified. Additional potential annexation information has been included in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning). However, in order to respond to commenter’s concern, the approvals sho...
	L45-7 Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, contains a discussion regarding LAFCO and annexation beginning on page 5-452. The discussion includes details regarding the application and what information is required. With regard to existing services (infr...
	L45-8 Please refer to responses to Comments L45-3 and L45-6 and above. Also refer to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing.
	L45-9 Please refer to response to Comment L45-6 above. The commenter does not provide specific information regarding “all discretionary actions” to be undertaken by the City of Yorba Linda. As noted, the DEIR has identified the approvals potentially r...
	L45-10 Final approval of plans by various agencies cannot occur until after the Proposed Project is entitled and formal applications are submitted to the agencies. Plans that include performance standards are included herein in the Habitat Mitigation ...
	L45-11 Please refer to response to Comment L45-10 above.
	L45-12 A cumulative impacts section is included in the DEIR under each topical analysis. In addition, Chapter 7 of the DEIR - Summary of Cumulative Impacts - provides a table (Table 7-1-2) that discusses the project specific impact and conclusion rega...
	As a point of clarification, the Friend family owns the property known as and referred to herein as Bridal Hills, LLC as stated on page 4-1 of the DEIR.
	L45-13 Table 7-1-1 in Chapter 7 provides a list of related projects and the projected occupancy in year 2020. As shown, all projects with the exception of Mountain Park in Anaheim (1,675 single-family units, 825 condos/townhomes) are projected to be 1...
	L45-14 As noted on page 5-557 of the DEIR, areas considered were Yorba Linda, Anaheim, Brea, Placentia and Orange as well as unincorporated Orange County. The list was compiled with input from planning staff at the cities of Yorba Linda, Anaheim, Brea...
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	L45-15 Commenter opines that analysis of growth-inducing impacts is inconsistent and inaccurate without providing a factual basis and by simply restating the findings in the DEIR. It is unclear why commenter believes that the assumptions are incorrect.
	L45-16 As stated in the Northeast Area Planning Study (NEAPS), the purpose of the study is to evaluate the capacity of existing distribution system facilities and size new infrastructure required to provide water under anticipated operations condition...
	There is little potential for additional growth beyond that already identified for the Proposed Project and surrounding parcels due to Chino Hills State Park and the existing residential development, all of which have been considered in the County and...
	L45-17 As noted in response to Comment L45-16 above, the unincorporated area of which the Proposed Project is part is land locked by Chino Hills State Park and existing development. The potential projects already identified, if developed, have been co...
	L45-18 Commenter confuses “facilities” with “infrastructure” and, therefore, makes inaccurate assumptions about inconsistencies. The cited reference on page 5-650 clearly refers to wastewater treatment facilities, which have adequate capacity to accom...
	Regarding water system improvements meeting the demands of future developments, please refer to response to Comment L45-16 above. Potential development of the adjacent parcels (already considered in the County and City General Plans) will be accommoda...
	L45-19 The DEIR provides Mitigation for the requirement of a Development Agreement prior to the issuance of building permits. This has been clearly stated in the DEIR as cited by commenter (page 5-649). No such agreement currently exists. The Project ...
	L45-20 Commenter is referred to Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) for an analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. Analysis begins on page 5-447 of the DEIR.
	L45-21 CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 - Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize Significant Effects, subsection (c) Mitigation Measures related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions states: Measures to mitigate the significant effects...
	1. Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that are required as part of the lead agency’s decision;
	2. Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of project features, project design, or other measures such as those described in Appendix F. [Appendix F of CEQA Guidelines]
	As noted on page 5-271, the Proposed Project has incorporated all design features feasible to reduce impacts. Table 5-6-9 shows the reductions attainable with implementation of reasonable control measures. Mitigation measure (GHG-2) requires complianc...
	L45-22 Commenter is correct that the reference to long term operational impact Mitigation Measures omitted showing the mitigation. The text is hereby corrected to direct the reader to Section 5.6 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which incorporates the Miti...
	L45-23 Please refer to response to Comment L45-21 above.
	L45-24 Please refer to response to Comment L45-21 above. As stated in the DEIR, page 5-272, local reductions to be implemented on the site would be determined prior to construction based on then-current strategies and technologies. This should not be ...
	L45-25 The Proposed Project includes a General Plan Amendment to redesignate the site. As noted in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, page 5-398, the County applied a land use designation of Open Space to the Project area. The Open Space category in...
	L45-26 The Proposed Project is located in unincorporated Orange County and under County jurisdiction. The City’s Right to Vote Amendment and the General Plan have been considered to the extent that they are applicable to the Proposed Project which is ...
	With regard to the City’s vision for one or more specific plans composed of all eight properties, only two property owners have submitted applications for development at this time. The County cannot compel that individual property owners combine devel...
	L45-27 As previously noted, the City General Plan anticipated a dwelling unit per acre density in excess of what the Proposed Project will provide. Alternative 5 - Yorba Linda General Plan (DEIR Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis) provides analysis usi...
	L45-28 The Proposed Project provides a low density residential community and preserves a substantial amount of open space, hillsides, and ridgelines. It is unclear on what basis commenter is suggesting the analysis is inconsistent with the General Pla...
	L45-29 Project Applicant does not own or control an off-site property to include as an alternative. A reasonable range of five alternatives is presented in the DEIR. As noted in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f) the range of alternatives required in an EIR ...
	L45-30 The DEIR adequately analyzes all environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project and recirculation is unnecessary.

	Johnson, Kevin K.
	February 3, 2014
	The three exhibits referenced in Mr. Johnson’s letter were not included in his transmittal and are therefore not included herein.
	L46-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin Johnson dated February 3, 2014 on behalf of the Protect Our Homes and Hills citizens’ group related to DEIR Section 5.11 (Population and Housing).
	Comment is noted regarding Mr. Johnson’s statement that above moderate income housing is not needed in the region. Commenter is correct that for the 2010-2014 planning period above moderate housing allocations have been met or exceeded.
	L46-2 As noted above, the above moderate category has been exceeded in the 2008-2014 RHNA allocation for unincorporated Orange County. However, commenter is referred to page 5-490, Table 5-11-6, which depicts the RHNA allocation for years 2014-2021. T...
	Because the County, as well as the City of Yorba Linda, anticipated a density of one dwelling unit per acre on the Murdock Property, of which the Proposed Project is a part, it is assumed that residential development would consist of above moderate ho...
	L46-3 Regarding the City of Yorba Linda, it is speculative on the part of commenter to assume income category designations for the identified related projects (Table 5-11-8). The DEIR analysis was based on the fact that the Proposed Project will provi...
	L46-4 Refer to responses to Comments L46-2 and L46-3 above.
	L46-5 Refer to response to Comment L46-3 above.
	L46-6 Development of the Proposed Project site was considered in the County General Plan and anticipated in the City of Yorba Linda General Plan. Therefore, projected growth assuming one dwelling unit per acre for the entire Murdock Property was inclu...
	The DEIR fully analyzed and considered the Proposed Project’s contribution to the RHNA allocations for 2014-2021. There is no adverse environmental impact identified in the County General Plan or the City General Plan if market demand results in addit...
	The three exhibits referenced in Mr. Johnson’s letter were not included in his transmittal and are therefore not included herein.

	Johnson, Kevin K.
	February 3, 2014
	L47-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin K. Johnson dated February 3, 2014 on behalf of Protect our Homes and Hills citizens’ group related to Section 5.13 - Recreation of the Esperanza Hills DEIR. As noted on page 5-542, there are...
	There is no basis or requirement to support commenter’s suggestion that the parks and open spaces should be evaluated and designed for use as buffer zones to provide protection from wildfires. Design of the Proposed Project includes the incorporation ...
	L47-2 Commenter provides no statistics to support the contention that at least 10 additional lighted multipurpose sports fields to meet current demands of youth and adult sports leagues. The City’s General Plan park acreage requirement for new develop...
	The DEIR acknowledges on page 5-542 that local parks may experience additional usage due to implementation of the Proposed Project. While the Draft Report cited in commenter’s letter proposes acquisition of additional parkland due to existing and pro...
	L47-3 Please refer to responses to Comments L47-1 and L47-2 above. In any case, the draft plan has not been adopted and is not applicable, as the Project site is not located in the City.
	L47-4 Section 5.12 (Public Services) states the estimated the number of students generated by the Proposed Project is 177. This age group (elementary through high school) would be the likely participants in youth sports. It is speculative to assume th...
	L47-5 The County population factor of 3.2 is the appropriate number for purposes of analysis because the Proposed Project is within the County’s jurisdiction and this factor is used by the County. In addition, according to the City of Yorba Linda’s Ho...
	L47-6 For recreational purposes, the Proposed Project parks provide play lots for children 2 through 12 years of age, fitness stations, picnic areas and open plan lawn areas similar to other area neighborhood parks. Recreational areas also include mul...
	L47-7 As indicated in DEIR Section 5.13, page 5-536, in addition to trails within the Proposed Project boundaries, which are available to the general public, an off-site trail leading to the Old Edison Trail in Chino Hills State Park will be construct...
	L47-8 Parks are not required to provide buffers in the event of a wildfire. The Proposed Project will provide fuel modification zones for areas adjacent to open space. Commenter is referred to Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Exhibits 5-...
	L47-9 Commenter is referred to responses to Comments L47-1, L47-2, L47-4, L47-6, and L47-7 above.
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	Johnson, Kevin K.
	February 3, 2014
	L48-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Kevin Johnson dated February 3, 2014, on behalf of Protect Our Homes and Hills regarding Geology and Soils and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The Proposed Project’s geology and soil impacts were...
	L48-2 The fault study was completed and approved by the County of Orange on March 31, 2013. An adequate disclosure of findings of the fault study was presented and discussed in Section 5.5 – Geology and Soils.
	L48-3 The commenter presents information from National Geographic News, dated April 14, 2008 concerning southern California in general that is not Project specific. There is no correlation presented that would link a 99.7% chance of a magnitude 6.7 qu...
	L48-4 The commenter concludes that a meaningful risk and impact analysis is required in the DEIR because of the potential for injuries or fatality, directly or indirectly related to ground shaking during earthquakes and the cascade of events stemming ...
	The California Building Code Title 14 has been revised since the 1994 Northridge Earthquake to strengthen building construction to prevent building damage and collapse due to earthquake. The Proposed Project will be constructed in conformance with the...
	Project Design Feature PDF 26 will be revised to include annual distribution of earthquake preparedness information from Orange County Emergency Management Division along with wildfire education as follows:
	PDF 26 The Proposed Project includes earthquake preparedness and wildfire education materials will be distributed annually to each resident and annual evacuation planning meeting will be held by the HOA.
	L48-5 The summary of the Elsevier Article presented in the comment does not accurately represent the Elsevier article. Table 1, “Distance from epicenter and average peak ground acceleration (PGA) by fatal/non-fatal outcome and injury severity; Northri...
	L48-6 Refer to responses to Comments L48-1, L48-3, - and L48-5.

	Netherton, Laurence, North County BRS Project, LLC
	January 30, 2014
	L49-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Laurence Netherton on behalf of North County BRS Project, LLC dated January 30, 2014. North County is the proponent of the proposed Cielo Vista project.
	L49-2 The commenter objects to the inclusion of off-site property within the analysis of the DEIR. Specifically, the DEIR analyzes several portions of off-site property within the DEIR because the County is required to analyze all reasonably foreseeab...
	Because of the potential access issues, a letter from the County dated September 21, 2012 was sent to the Project Applicant, which states: “We need appropriate documentation that depicted off-site grading will be permitted by the affected property own...
	A clarification letter from the County dated October 4, 2012 confirmed discussions with the County on the access issues. It explained: “As we have discussed, we need you to respond to your plans and actions to date regarding off-site aspects of the pr...
	Option 1 provides for primary access to Stonehaven Drive consistent with the PacAm Easement and the ADI agreement, with emergency access via a 50-foot easement over the western portion of the Virginia Richards Trust property (“Richards Easement”). The...
	Option 2 was the Proposed Project’s original design providing for main access to Aspen Drive, which currently dead ends into the Cielo Vista property with secondary emergency access to Stonehaven Drive along the existing unimproved road. The Option 2 ...
	The Project Applicant researched legal entitlements for access to Stonehaven Drive, and discovered three additional easement agreements that provided access to Stonehaven Drive or Via del Agua – an agreement between Ahmanson Development and David Murd...
	On January 30, 2013, the commenter sent a letter to the County requesting that another option be considered, which was fully analyzed in the DEIR as Alternative Option 2A. options 2A and 2B utilize the “Potential Access Corridor” contained on pages 31...
	L49-3 Commenter contends that the Proposed Project as described is not feasible due to the absence of the adjacent property owners’ approval to grade, conduct fuel modification, or provide access. Please refer to response to Comment L49-2 above. Under...
	An EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain the project’s basic objectives while reducing or avoiding any of its significant impacts and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (Califor...
	L49-4 Commenter is referred to responses to Comments L49-2 and L49-3 above. As noted above in the response to Comment L49-2, ongoing litigation regarding the easement in question has been decided in favor of Yorba Linda Estates. The provision of four ...
	The Subdivision Map Act, at California Government Code §66475 states in pertinent part that: “There may be imposed by local ordinance a requirement of dedication or irrevocable offer of dedication of real property within the subdivision for streets, a...
	Accordingly, under these provisions the County Subdivision Committee has the right, and in fact would be expected, to condition development of the Proposed Project on the acquisition of road rights of way for the Esperanza Hills project as it is ultim...
	L49-5 Please refer to response to Comment L49-4 above.
	L49-6 As shown in the DEIR, fuel modification could extend onto the Cielo Vista property depending on the option selected. However, lots located at the Project’s western edge can be pulled back as shown in Option 2B (Exhibit 6-19 in the DEIR) eliminat...
	L49-7 See response to Comment L49-6 above. Option 1 has been redesigned to provide for off-site grading as follows.
	First, there is off-site grading onto the Bridal Trail, LLC property to the north of the Yorba Linda Estates LLC property and the west of the Nicholas/Long property, both of which are part of Esperanza Hills. There is a Cut/Fill Agreement between Yorb...
	Second, there is off-site grading that will occur in the 50-foot easement area on the Virginia Richards Trust property, which will then extend south to Via del Agua. There are three easements or road dedications that allow for this off-site grading as...
	Finally, there is off-site grading that would occur from the southern portion of the Virginia Richards Trust property to Via del Agua. Existing easements allow this, including the 50-foot easement created by the Partition Judgment that extends south b...
	As noted in response to Comment L49-2 above, the County recognizes that “. . . actual ‘documentation’ will not be required until the actual grading or improvement. We note that such timing has adequate precedent in the processing and approval of subdi...
	L49-8 American Geotechnical, Inc. conducted the geological testing and authored the Geotechnical Report included as Appendix G in the DEIR and the Fault Hazard Assessment Report included as Appendix H in the DEIR, approved by the County. American Geot...
	With regard to commenter’s assertion that additional future geological studies are deferred mitigation, Mitigation Measure Geo-8 ensures compliance with County regulations and coordination with staff. Geo-1, as well as Mitigation Measures Geo-1 throug...
	L49-9 Please refer to responses to Comments L49-2, L49-3, and L49-4 above.
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	Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger
	February 3, 2014
	L50-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Gabriel Ross of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger dated February 3, 2014. The information presented below responds to the comments presented in this and following comments asserting that the Draft EIR fa...
	L50-2 The DEIR provides a complete and thorough analysis of all environmental impact topics identified in the CEQA Guidelines checklist. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, detailed information, including technical reports and studies prepared to a...
	L50-3 Chapter 4 – Project Description provides a comprehensive description of the Proposed Project, including development acreages, proposed residential details, access options, recreation amenities, infrastructure, and provision of fuel modification ...
	With regard to the commenter’s statement that the Proposed Project consists of three components, the Proposed Project, Bridal Hills LLC, and the proposed Cielo Vista project are owned by separate, private entities, requiring separate approvals and an...
	L50-4 The commenter is correct that the Proposed Project DEIR and the Cielo Vista DEIR were released within weeks. Access will not be constructed as part of the proposed Cielo Vista project, but may traverse the property, which was thoroughly analyzed...
	L50-5 Esperanza Hills is seeking approval of a Specific Plan and a Tentative Map while the proposed Cielo Vista project is not. Therefore, there are significant differences in the process. Please refer to Topical Response 5 – Segmentation/Piecemealing.
	The DEIR included study areas beyond the Proposed Project site footprint. However, the Proposed Project itself will not be built beyond what has been proposed and analyzed. Therefore, future expansion of the Proposed Project is not a reasonably forese...
	The proposed Cielo Vista project is not a foreseeable consequence of Esperanza Hills. As previously noted, in response to Comment L50-3 above, a span of years occurred between the submittal of an application for the proposed Cielo Vista project and th...
	With regard to the provision of water services and facilities, the DEIR states that the 1200 Zone and 1390 Reservoirs proposed for the Proposed Project are sized to include storage for the Esperanza Hills project only unless agreements are reached wit...
	L50-6 Cielo Vista submitted an application for project approval long before Esperanza Hills was contemplated. However, an application was submitted to LAFCO to initiate the annexation process for Esperanza Hills. To date, LAFCO has declined to advance...
	L50-7 Please refer to Topical Response 5 related to preparation of a single EIR.
	L50-8 Contrary to commenter’s statement, the analysis is the DEIR has identified cumulative impacts if the Proposed Project and the proposed Cielo Vista project are constructed at the same time. The Proposed Project will contribute greenhouse gas emis...
	L50-9 Refer to response to Comment L50-8 above.
	L50-10 Approximately 339 acres of the Project site will be disturbed for residential pads, roads, parks, and landscaping. The proposed Cielo Vista project consists of a total of 83 acres, and even if the entire site were graded, which it will not be, ...
	L50-11 Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Land were considered for potential cumulative impacts. There will be no concurrent construction impacts, because neither Bridal Hills nor Yorba Linda Land will be constructed at the same time as the Proposed Project...
	L50-12 A complete analysis of Proposed Project impacts to aesthetics is found in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR. Project consistency with the Orange County General Plan, the Yorba Linda General Plan, the Yorba Linda Zoning C...
	L50-13 A complete analysis of Project impacts to aesthetics is found in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) starting on page 5-1 of the DEIR. On page 5-9 is a discussion of thresholds of significance criteria from the Environmental Checklist found in Appendix G ...
	L50-14 View 12, described on page 5-44 in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR was chosen to simulate the off-site views from Chino Hills State Park because San Juan Hill Vista is a designated public scenic vista in the Chino Hills General Plan and be...
	A complete analysis of Project Impacts from View 12 is found on page 5-44 in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. The DEIR states; “With adherence to the proposed development regulations, aesthetics impacts related to this area of the project will be...
	Project design features and mitigation measures are incorporated in to the project PDF 1 through PDF 10 and Mitigation Measure AE-1 to minimize visual impacts. Therefore, the DEIR concludes, based on substantial evidence, the Proposed Project’s aesthe...
	Off-site views from South Ridge Trail, public access via Rimcrest Park Entrance, and Old Edison Trail, public access will be provided via Blue Mud Canyon with implementation of the Proposed Project, are not included in the view simulations because the...
	A discussion of Proposed Project consistency with Chino Hills State Park General Plan is found on page 5-449, Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A discussion of the feasibility of providing landscape screening of views from CHSP is found...
	L50-15 The commenter requests the evaluation of additional viewpoints from CHSP because the park permits overnight camping. The CHSP is open from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. October through March and 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. April through September. Therefor...
	The project impact on light and glare is discussed on page 5-57 and page 5-58, Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The DEIR analyzes the project impact on the immediate vicinity as well as from distant vistas and states that the Proposed Project wil...
	L50-16 The Proposed Project’s aesthetics impacts were evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA. A detailed analysis of Proposed Project consistency with the Orange County General Plan is found starting on page 5-413 in Land Use and Planning ...
	The Proposed Project’s biological resources impact, including riparian habitat (wetlands) is found in Biological Resources starting on page 5-139 (Section 5.3) of the DEIR. Project Design Features PDF 11 through PDF 16 and Mitigation Measures Bio-1 th...
	A discussion of the Proposed Project’s consistency with Yorba Linda Zoning Code Chapter 18.30 – Hillside Development, Grading and Fire Protection is found on pages 5-59 and 5-60 of Aesthetics (Section 5.1) of the DEIR. The standard specified in this C...
	L50-17 Project Alternative 5 - Yorba Linda General Plan discusses development of the Proposed Project using the Yorba Linda General Plan goals and policies, the Yorba Linda Zoning Code, and ordinances for development regulation. Because the City’s reg...
	L50-18 Concerning response to comment for additional viewpoint analysis from CHSP because of nighttime camping, refer to responses to Comments L50- 14 and L50-15 above. As discussed in response to Comment L50-14, View 12 provides adequate analysis of ...
	L50-19 The Proposed Project’s aesthetics impacts on CHSP were evaluated consistent with the requirements of CEQA in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. As described therein, the project would not result in any significant impact under project or cum...
	L50-20 A complete analysis of project impact to light and glare is provided in Aesthetics (Section 5.1) on pages 5-57 and 5-58 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes that Proposed Project aesthetics impact on light and glare with the implementation of Mitiga...
	L50-21 Refer to responses to Comments L50-14 and L50-15 regarding the adequacy of the analysis of aesthetics impacts of the Proposed Project concerning nighttime views from CHSP.
	L50-22 The DEIR provides detailed analyses of consistency with the Orange County General Plan, particularly Land Use Element Policy 8 on page 5-415 of Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) and Natural Resources Policy 5 on page 5-422 of the DEIR. A deta...
	L50-23 The Proposed Project’s consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan is provided in Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) stating on page 5-431 of the DEIR. Project consistency with Yorba Linda Land Use Element Goal 3 and Land Use Policy 3.4 are ...
	L50-24 Refer to responses to Comments L50-14 and L50-15.
	L50-25 Refer to responses to Comments L50-1 and L50-2. Section 5.5 (Geology and Soils) provides an extensive discussion of the seismic hazards, including ground surface rupture related to the Whittier Fault. This discussion not only characterizes the ...
	L50-26 Please refer to the American Geotechnical, Inc. “Summary of Geotechnical Exploration and Engineering Analysis” dated March 12, 2014. The report summarizes the explorations performed by American Geotechnical, as well as other geotechnical profes...
	L50-27 The Fault Study prepared for the Proposed Project has been reviewed by County and State Geologists. The report findings were also reviewed by geologists on staff with the California Geologic Survey. The County approved the study in March 2013, ...
	L50-28 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, and L50-27 above. The commenter provides no factual evidence to support the contention that the County has not convincingly mapped the active secondary faults in the Project area. The commenter is refer...
	L50-29 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, L50-27, and L50-28 above.
	L50-30 Commenter is referred to Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning, Table 5-9-15 - Yorba Linda General Plan Public Safety Element Consistency for analysis regarding the Proposed Project’s consistency with Goal 1. The commenter provides no factual evi...
	L50-31 See responses to Comments L50-25, L50-26, and L50-27 above. In addition, the Proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the County of Orange and is consistent with the Orange County General Plan as evidenced by the County’s approval of the ...
	L50-32 As previously indicated, the Proposed Project has been designed to comply with all Alquist-Priolo mandates applicable to development in proximity to such designated fault zones. Specifically, no habitable structure will be located within 50 fee...
	L50-33 Generally, the commenter is referred to response to Comment L43 for information regarding fire hazards, analysis, and mitigation related thereto. Also please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for...
	A complete discussion of Proposed Project’s consistency with County of Orange goals and policies concerning fire hazards is found on page 5-419 of Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) of the DEIR. A complete discussion of the Proposed Project’s consist...
	L50-34 Refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for additional information. The Proposed Project will result in an increase in the size of the area’s wildland urban interface; however, with implementation of t...
	As discussed on page 5-338 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, the Proposed Project has the potential to expose people or structures to significant risk of fire. The DEIR states that the Proposed Project will greatly reduce t...
	As discussed on page 5-306 through 5-310 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, alternative FMZs for Zones C and D are proposed for Lots 7, 8 and 9 of Option 1 and Lots 8, 9 and 10 of Option 2 as depicted on Exhibit 5-72, Lots w...
	L50-35 Refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for additional information. Concerning the safe evacuation of Proposed Project residents in the event of a wildlands fire, refer to the discussion of the Propose...
	L50-36 As discussed on page 5-325 and 5-326, Fire Risk Assessment, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR the implementation of the Proposed Project will reduce on-site fire potential since all fuels within the development portion o...
	L50-37 A discussion of Proposed Project impacts of originating a fire within the Proposed Project is found on pages 5-325 and 5-326 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. Refer to response to Comment L50-36 above for a discussio...
	L50-38 The DEIR is not relying solely on fuel reduction and evacuation as mitigation for wildland fire hazards as presented by the commenter. As discussed on page 5-315 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR, project design featu...
	The commenter’s presentation of the conclusion that “the problem isn’t fires; the problem is people in the wrong places” from Land Use Planning and Wildfire: Development Policies Influence Future Probability of Housing Loss, 2013 (Syphard) and attache...
	A complete discussion of emergency evacuation is found on pages 5-315, 5-316, and 5-317 through 5-325 of Hazard and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR and Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. The Propos...
	L50-39 Refer to response to Comment L50-38 concerning emergency evacuation analysis both for the Proposed Project and cumulative impacts. As discussed on page 5-317, Project Emergency Plan, in Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR,...
	The DEIR discusses and evaluates the Community Evacuation Plan and as stated on page 5-317. A key factor in the Proposed Project’s Community Evacuation Plan is allowance for adequate time to evacuate so that the roads do not become congested and the O...
	L50-40 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan.
	L50-41 In addition to providing designated emergency access roads under each of the four Options included in the DEIR, fire department staging areas have been designed at appropriate locations within the community as discussed on page 5-339 in the DEI...
	L50-42 A complete analysis of the existing oil wells is found on pages 5-290 through 5-295 of Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 5.7) of the DEIR. As detailed in Table 5-7-5, Oil Well Observations for Contaminants on page 5-294, petroleum odors ...
	The Combustible Gas/Methane Assessment Study is to provide further detailed analysis prior to grading operations of the area to be graded near the oil wells. The Proposed Project provides full mitigation for impacts from oil well operations and abando...
	L50-43 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for a summary of the design features and evacuation planning that will address safety, not only for residents of Esperanza Hills but also adj...
	L50-44 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan.
	L50-45 See response to Comment L50-43 above and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan.
	L50-46 The DEIR, in Section 5.13 - Recreation, acknowledges that the Proposed Project will result in additional use of local parks by residents. The provision of open space, including multi-use trails, is similar to the amenities found in Chino Hills ...
	Clearly, the CHSP has the authority to govern and determine access points to the Park. However, as noted above, both the County and the CHSP encourage trail system connectivity. CHSP is a state park and is, therefore, open and available to the general...
	L50-47 Commenter is referred to Table 5-9-3 - Orange County General Plan Transportation Element Consistency in Section 5.9 (Land Use and Planning) for analysis of Proposed Project’s consistency with applicable policies (refer to Policy 6.7 in Table 5-...
	L50-48 Refer to response to Comment L50-47 above.
	L50-49 The DEIR recognizes and acknowledges that short-term construction noise impacts will not exceed the County’s exterior noise threshold with compliance to the County Noise Ordinance. Overall operational noise levels with the Proposed Project will...
	L50-50 Because the noise impacts are due to traffic noise at existing intersections and along existing roadway segments in existing residential neighborhoods (within the City of Yorba Linda) or the proposed Cielo Vista project, the installation of sou...
	L50-51 As noted in response to Comment L3-18, USFWS does not suggest that the Project site is located within a regional wildlife corridor and consequently would not affect such movement. USFWS notes that the Proposed Project would potentially affect l...
	d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
	Relative to the potential for the Proposed Project to affect movement by cougars a number of points need to be addressed. First, it is clear from “Exhibit I, M6 Cougar Corridor Movement Study” that the majority of east-west movement depicted on the ex...
	The exhibit connects GPS points, which in some cases were as much as 10 miles apart, by drawing straight lines between points. The commenter inappropriately represents that such lines are actual cougar movement paths. In fact, two of the three lines t...
	A wildlife corridor for cougars between the Santa Ana Mountain Range and the Chino Hills will allow cougars to use an area (the Chino Hills) that cannot support a population of cougars if it were to become isolated (Beier 1993). Quite simply, if there...
	No corridor has been established linking areas on opposite sides of the SR-91 Freeway, and only an undercrossing at Coal Canyon is in place with essentially no use by cougars since the use by Cougar M6 in the early 1990s. To represent that that the si...
	Regarding other potential impacts to wildlife movement see responses to Comment Letter L3 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) and Comment Letter L5 (California Department of Parks and Recreation).
	L50-52 The topography with and immediately west of Planning Area 2 is characterized by a series of steep northeast to southwest trending ridgelines and canyons, which would be the typical travel routes by wildlife. Use of these canyon bottoms or ridge...
	L50-53 The Proposed Project is under the jurisdiction of the Orange County General Plan. The Proposed Project is consistent with the OCGP as detailed in Section 5.9 - Land Use and Planning. In addition, consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan, t...
	More specifically, following is information regarding topical consistency analyses as presented in Section 5.9 of the DEIR:
	Since the commenter does not provide specific goals and policies to support the contention of inconsistency, and since a very thorough analysis was conducted for each policy and plan, the analysis in the DEIR remains complete.
	L50-54 Please refer to responses to Comments L50-27 through L50-32 related to geology/soils and safety.
	L50-55 Please refer to responses to Comments L50-33 through L50-42 and Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2 related to fire hazards and evacuation plans.
	L50-56 Please refer to responses to Comments L50-47 and L50-48 regarding transportation systems.
	L50-57 CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 related to Alternatives states: “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather is must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision ma...
	L50-58 The commenter offers no specific information to support the opinion that an accurate accounting of the Proposed Project’s impacts could significantly alter the substance and conclusions of the DEIR’s alternatives analysis. As identified and des...
	L50-59 The DEIR has included consideration of the Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Land parcels related to those parcels gaining access via the Proposed Project. Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing, for information rela...
	L50-60 Commenter’s opinion regarding the Alternative presented is noted, and the commenter is referred to Table 6-4-1, page 6-5 of the DEIR, which provides a topic-by-topic summary of the analysis of the impacts of each alternative identified in Chapt...
	L50-61 Please refer to response to Comment L50-60 above.
	L50-62 Please refer to response to Comment L50-60 above. Alternative 4 was included for consideration as an alternative that reduces the total number of residences. The other four alternatives assume the same or greater density/residential units.
	L50-63 Please refer to response to Comment L50-60 above. Commenter opines throughout the letter that the Proposed Project must provide consistency with the Yorba Linda General Plan yet finds fault with an Alternative that analyzes the Proposed Project...
	L50-64 Please refer to responses to Comment L50-57 through -60 above. Contrary to commenter’s opinion, the Proposed Project does not result in “truly extensive impacts.” All impacts have been mitigated to a less than significant level, with the except...
	L50-65 An off-site alternative is neither reasonable nor feasible under CEQA as the Project Applicant is the owner of the Project site and does not own a similar parcel in Orange County. Option 1 provides access that does not include crossing the prop...
	L50-66 Commenter’s statement that alternative locations across the state should be analyzed is unreasonable. CEQA does not require that analysis go beyond what is feasible and reasonable. One of the measures of feasibility is whether the proponent can...
	L50-67 As noted, Option 1 in the DEIR provides primary access via Stonehaven Drive and does not enter the Cielo Vista property. Option 1 also proposes an emergency access road that would utilize an existing roadway and utility easement across the Ciel...
	L50-68 Potential development of Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Lands for access and infrastructure improvements is analyzed in Hydrology/Water Quality and Transportation and Traffic sections of the DEIR. Refer to Topical Response 5, which describes the ...
	L50-69 Based on the development constraints for both Bridal Hills and Yorba Linda Lands, it is not anticipated that substantial growth will occur. The DEIR included analysis for a potential of 38 units for Bridal Hills. Development potential for Yorba...
	L50-70 Environmental impacts due to the development of Esperanza Hills have been fully analyzed in the DEIR and mitigation has been included to reduce identified impacts. The analysis provided in the DEIR remains adequate and recirculation is not requ...

	Comment Letter L51
	Department of Conservation
	February 11, 2014
	L51-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from the California Department of Conservation (DOGGR) dated February 11, 2014. The letter was received after the close of the public comment period but responses are provided herein. A detailed summar...
	L51-2 Mitigation Measure Haz-2 requires the preparation of a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) to be reviewed and approved by the Manager of OC Planning to identify the abandoned well locations prior to issuance of grading permits. All DOGG...
	L51-3 As noted on page 14 of the Phase I ESA, representatives from American Geotechnical, Inc. visited the site and conducted field observations of three active wells, four previously abandoned wells, five storage tanks, and numerous runs of active an...
	L51-4 Pursuant to the comment and to clarify the regulations that DOGGR implements concerning well operation and abandonment, refer to California Public Resources Code, Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4, §3208 and §3208.1. Section 3208 establishes regu...
	L51-5 Refer to response to Comment L51-4.
	L51-6 Refer to response to Comment L51-4.
	L51-7 The Orange County Oil Code, Sections 7-8-1 through 7-8-53, requires the written evidence of DOGGR approval and compliance with state law of any well abandonment pursuant to Section 7-8-40 prior to Orange County approval. Since written approval b...
	L51-8 Page 5-412 Land Use and Planning (Section 5.9) is revised pursuant to the comment to add a reference to the applicable California Public Resources Code that specifies the role of DOGGR in supervising the drilling, operation, maintenance, and aba...
	The operation and closure of the oil facilities is subject to California Public Resources Code, Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 3106 and the Orange County Code, Oil Code, Section 7-8-1 through 7-8-53 of the Orange County Code of Ordinances.
	L51-9 Refer to responses to Comments L51-4 and L51-7.
	L51-10 Information regarding DOGGR mandates and its role in the supervision of wells is noted. The information presented in the comment is consistent with the Mitigation Measures Haz-1, Haz-3, and Haz-4.
	L51-11 Information on previously plugged and abandoned wells and applicable State law is noted. The information presented in the comment is consistent with the Mitigation Measures Haz-1, Haz-3, and Haz-4.
	L51-12 The County of Orange Oil Code requires bonds pursuant to section 7-8-32 consistent with State law. The County of Orange Oil Code, section 7-8-30 and 7-8-40 requires evidence of written approval by DOGGR prior to any change to physical condition...
	L51-13 State requirements for notice to witness all operations specified in the permit to change the physical condition of any well is required in Mitigation Measure Haz-4, which requires the preparation of a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) prior to the cl...
	L51-14 State requirements for adequate safety measures to prevent unauthorized access to oilfield equipment specified in the permit to change the physical condition of any well is required in Mitigation Measure Haz-4, which requires the preparation of...
	L51-15 State requirements for plugged and abandoned wells that are damaged during excavation as specified in the permit to change the physical condition of any well is required in Mitigation Measure Haz-4 which requires the preparation of a RAP prior ...

	Comment Letter L52
	Constance Spenger
	April 2, 2014
	L51-1 The County acknowledges receipt of a letter from Constance Spenger dated April 2, 2014, which is past the February 5, 2014 close of the public review period. Therefore, this letter is considered late. However, the County has included the followi...
	The commenter provides historical and mitigation information specifically related to Braunton’s milk-vetch, a special status designated species plant. No specific comments were provided regarding the Proposed Project or environmental issues or concern...

	C. Responses to Comment Emails
	Comment Email E1
	Monroe, Bill and Diana
	December 12, 2013
	E1-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Bill and Diana Monroe and the information related to the traffic conditions during the 2008 fire.
	E1-2 The DEIR addresses topics that are related to environmental issues. CEQA does not require consideration of economic issues related to the cost of or income from a proposed project. Therefore, no additional response is provided.
	E1-3 As outlined in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section of the DEIR (Section 5.7), extensive analysis was conducted regarding the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. The Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP), included as Appendix J in th...
	Extensive geotechnical analysis, including trenching and boring to more accurately identify faults in the Project area, resulted in the establishment of setback zones to minimize potential earthquake impacts to residences. The homes will be built to ...
	E1-4 The DEIR analyzed four ingress/egress options (Section 5.14 - Traffic and Transportation and Alternatives Analyses Sections 6.6 and 6.7). Traffic volumes will vary based on which alternative is selected. However, the Traffic Analysis prepared for...
	E1-5 Please refer to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan. The Project in and of itself will not create an increased risk due to wildfire danger. Adherence to evacuation plans that have been formulated by the OCFA,...
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	Comment Email E2
	Murphy, Carla and Mark
	December 13, 2013
	E2-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Carla Murphy on December 13, 2013. Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan information.

	Comment Email E3
	Dayles, Mary Ann and Paul
	December 27, 2013
	E3-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Paul and Mary Ann Dayles dated December 27, 2013 detailing their opposition to the Proposed Project.
	E3-2 Contrary to the commenters’ statement, the DEIR analyzed all environmental impacts as required in the CEQA Guidelines checklist and found that unavoidable adverse impacts will occur in the areas of greenhouse gas emissions, and traffic only if th...
	E3-3 The commenters’ opinion regarding development of the Project site and its approval are noted. The comments do not raise specific environmental issues.
	E3-4 The commenters are referred to Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, for the complete analysis of projected traffic related to the Proposed Project. The analysis used standard trip generation rates assumed within the Institute of Traffic Engi...
	E3-5 Please refer to response to Comment Email E3-4 above. The Project includes mitigation for a traffic signal at Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua, for which the Project would pay a fair share contribution, assuming the City of Yorba Linda appr...
	E3-6 The commenters are referred to Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for analysis regarding potential fire hazards and proposed evacuation plans. Topical Response 1 and Topical Response 2 also provide additional information related to eva...
	E3-7 With regard to the provision of public services (schools, fire protection, police protection) the commenters are referred to Section 5.12, Public Services, for details about existing and future conditions. Beginning on page 5-508 in the DEIR, mit...
	E3-8 The commenters present no factual support for the contention that existing residents will face increased costs for utilities and taxes or that property values will decline. No environmental issue is identified.
	E3-9 Comment noted. No new environmental issues have been raised.
	E3-10 Commenters’ concerns are noted. The DEIR for the Proposed Project includes conditions of approval, mitigation measures, and project design features to minimize environmental impacts. Please see responses to Comment Email E3-1 through -9 above.
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	Comment Email E4
	Mahony, Michael A.
	January 3, 2014
	E4-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Michael Mahony dated January 3, 2014. To clarify, a CEQA determination of environmental impacts is based on the assumption that the project will be implemented. Therefore, any identified impacts co...
	E4-2 Please see Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan for a discussion of the evacuation plans that will be implemented in the event of an emergency evacuation situation.
	E4-3 The commenter’s remarks have been included in the Responses to Comments document and will be considered as part of the Project approval process.

	Comment Email E5
	Ruge, Debra
	January 6, 2014
	E5-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Debra Ruge dated January 6, 2014. The commenter identifies the evacuation challenges during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire from her home to Stonehaven Drive or Via del Agua. Please refer to Topical ...
	E5-2 As stated in the DEIR, Section 5.14 - Transportation and Traffic, the Project will add approximately 3,617 daily trips. The intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua is currently operating at an unacceptable Level of Service F (LOS)....
	The traffic analysis regarding impacts to the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Stonehaven show that under Option 1, the LOS will change from LOS A to LOS C, which is an acceptable level of service as set forth in the City of Yorba Linda Gene...

	Comment Email E6
	Sparkman, David
	January 7, 2014
	E6-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David Sparkman dated January 7, 2014 and appreciates the commenter’s explanation of evacuation conditions during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. It is noted that the commenter provided an attachment...
	E6-2 The commenter is referred to Topical Response 1 - Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. As stated in the DEIR Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, extensive analysis has been performed related to the 2008 Freeway Complex ...
	The Project includes emergency access roads that were not available during the 2008 fire. Each of the four access options included in the DEIR provides specific emergency routes as shown below:
	The Project will enhance options for vehicular movement south and east in an evacuation which is an improved condition over the existing single exit to Yorba Linda Boulevard. Therefore, options and alternatives will be in place to assist in emergency...

	Comment Email E7
	Brown, Charles
	January 14, 2014
	E7-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Charles Brown on January 14, 2014. The commenter is concerned with the additional vehicles on Stonehaven Drive that would result if the Proposed Project is developed. The commenter’s attention is c...
	The Traffic Impact Analysis determined that the existing traffic volume for Stonehaven through two separate days of traffic counts was 1,966 vehicles per day, which is LOS A, the highest level of service. Under Option 1, the LOS for Stonehaven will b...
	Commenter’s residence is within the Project study area for traffic analysis. Traffic volumes were analyzed for the study area using major intersections to determine Level of Service (LOS). The intersection of Stonehaven and Aviemore was not specifica...
	The Traffic Impact Analysis included recommendations, which were included as Mitigation Measures in the DEIR, to reduce Project traffic impacts. Depending on the access option selected, the Project will contribute a fair share payment to the installa...

	Comment Email E8
	Sparkman, David
	January 17, 2014
	E8-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David Sparkman dated January 17, 2014. The commenter disagrees with the evacuation plan presented in the DEIR and discussed at the January 16, 2014 public information meeting for Esperanza Hills. I...
	E8-2 Commenter is incorrect. Controlled intersections are included in the evacuation plans, but there is no plan to close the south side of Yorba Linda Boulevard. In addition, as noted on page 5-288 of the DEIR, while law enforcement agencies do not h...
	E8-3 It is the intent of all proposed evacuation plans to prevent bottlenecks as identified by the commenter. The plans, working in concert during an emergency condition, are anticipated to provide a controlled traffic flow on major arterials and the ...
	E8-4 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) included traffic counts that were taken during peak AM and peak PM hours. Peak hour count summaries and computer model printouts are included as Appendix B-1 to the TIA (Appendix O in the DEIR Technical Appendice...
	E8-5 Please refer to Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. In addition, the Fire Protection and Emergency Plan (Appendix J of the DEIR) notes on page 42 that Blue Mud Canyon will be significantly improved from a fi...
	E8-6 The Proposed Project provides four options for ingress/egress to the site, in addition to dedicated emergency vehicle roads and staging areas. The suggestion for an evacuation road to the north is not feasible, as Chino Hills State Park lies to t...
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	Comment Email E9
	Schock, Mark
	January 21, 2014
	E9-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Mark Schock dated January 21, 2014. The County appreciates information provided by commenter regarding a video of the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire, which is available to the public for viewing. This v...
	E9-2 The County also acknowledges receipt of an email from the commenter during the IS/NOP review period, which was included in the DEIR as Appendix B, along with all comment letters received.
	E9-3 Contrary to commenter’s assertion, the email from the commenter dated February 1, 2013, was included in the print copies of the DEIR Technical Appendices available for review at the January 16, 2014 public information meeting. Unfortunately, the ...
	E9-4 Mr. Michael Huff of Dudek has acknowledged his conversation with the commenter and has since been provided with a copy of the video identified by commenter. As noted in responses to Comment Email E9-1 and -3, the video did not change the analysis...
	E9-5 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-3 above confirming that commenter’s emails were received and included in the DEIR.
	E9-6 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-4 above. Commenter is directed to the Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan (FPEP) (Appendix J). Specifically, the FPEP describes the conditions that were considered in the preparation of the m...
	E9-7 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-3 above.
	E9-8 The commenter has requested an extension of the deadline for the public review period for the DEIR. The County provided a 62-day review period (December 4, 2013 to February 3, 2014), which is 17 days longer than the 45-day review period required ...
	In addition, CEQA Guidelines §15103(c) states that the review period must be at least as long as the review period established by the State Clearinghouse. In a letter dated January 21, 2014, the State Clearinghouse noted that their review period bega...
	E9-9 With regard to posting the video on the County website, the video is available at: https://cms.ocgov.com/gov/pw/cd/planning/land/projects/esperanza_hills.asp. The County appreciates provision of the video by the commenter. The commenter’s email h...
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	Comment Email E10
	Nelson, Marlene
	January 22, 2014
	E10-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Marlene Nelson dated January 22, 2014. The commenter requests an extension of the public review period for the DEIR from February 3 for an additional 15 days. The commenter has requested an extens...
	Please see response to Comment Email E9-8.

	Comment Email E11
	Viva, Conrad
	January 22, 2014
	E11-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Conrad Viva dated January 22, 2014. The commenter states that development of the Project is an extreme fire risk to people who live in the area. The development of the Esperanza Hills project is n...
	E11-2 The Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR (Section 5.14) discusses the results of a Traffic Impact Analysis prepared specifically for the Project. Please refer to Topical Response 3 for further discussion about estimated daily trips, pr...
	E11-3 As detailed in the Public Services section of the DEIR (Section 5.12), the Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School District has experienced a trend towards declining enrollment. It is estimated that the Proposed Project’s 340 residences will contri...
	E11-4 Devaluation of property is a speculative issue and not considered an environmental impact related to residential housing development.
	E11-5 As noted in the Transportation and Traffic section of the DEIR (Section 5.14), based on the Traffic Impact Analysis, the intersection of Yorba Linda Boulevard and Via del Agua has been identified as benefiting from the installation of a three-ph...
	E11-6 Chapter 4 - Project Description of the DEIR (page 4-25), Section 4.6 states that construction will occur in several phases, so it is accurate that construction of the entire Project could extend over several years. However, grading for Planning ...
	E11-7 It is unclear what the commenter refers to as “oversaturation.” The addition of houses and people to the Project site was envisioned in the County and City of Yorba Linda General Plans and is consistent with the densities identified therein. The...
	E11-8 The commenter’s environmental concerns have been addressed in responses to Comment Email E11-1 through -7 above.
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	Comment Email E12
	Shepard, Jeffrey G.
	January 22, 2014
	E12-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Jeffrey Shepard on January 22, 2014. Mr. Shepard is a member of Yorba Linda Land, LLC, the owner of property east of the Proposed Project. There is no intent to eliminate existing access for adjac...
	E12-2 The commenter notes that the Project applicant has accommodated request for access and utilities to the eastern boundaries of Yorba Linda Land, LLC. The County encourages agreements between adjacent landowners for continuing access. Utilities wi...
	E12-3 The commenter is correct that the Yorba Linda General Plan envisioned development and access to the Esperanza Hills project site and the adjacent properties. Comments are noted regarding access and utility easements through the proposed Cielo Vi...
	E12-4 The commenter correctly notes the elevations of the two underground water reservoirs proposed on the Project site. The commenter correctly notes that provision of water for adjacent properties will require agreements with the Yorba Linda Water D...
	E12-5 Access and utilities to adjacent properties via existing and/or proposed facilities will be required as part of the approval process to ensure development rights for such properties.
	E12-6 See response to Comment Email E12-5 above.
	E12-7 The County appreciates the support of Yorba Linda Land LLC related to fire staging areas, fuel modification, emergency ingress/egress, and trails. These project features have been designed in consultation with appropriate agencies to ensure that...

	Comment Email E13
	Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted
	January 21, 2014
	E13-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated January 21, 2014. The commenter has requested an extension of the public review period from February 3, 2014 to February 18, 2014. Please see response to Comment Emai...

	Comment Email E14
	Schumann, Edward L.
	January 22, 2014
	E14-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Edward Schumann dated January 22, 2014. Commenter is referred to response to Comment Email E9-8, regarding an extension of the public review period.

	Comment Email E14A
	Schumann, Edward
	February 3, 2014
	E14A-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an additional email dated February 3, 2014, which included an article by Gloria Sefton. Water availability is discussed in Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) in the DEIR. Greenhouse Gas emissions are...
	As a general response to the article, the Esperanza Hills Project has worked closely with governmental agencies and service providers to ensure adequate protection of the environment while providing the services required to support the proposed devel...
	With respect to greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and climate change, the DEIR acknowledges that the Project will result in increased GHG emissions due to operational conditions. However, the DEIR also outlines strategies that will be implemented to red...

	Comment Email E15
	Spellman, David and Lizette
	January 23, 2014
	E15-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David and Lizette Spellman dated January 22, 2014. The commenter is referred to response to Comment Email E9-8, regarding an extension of the public review period.

	Comment Email E16
	Johnson, Kevin K.
	January 31, 2014
	E16-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Kevin Johnson dated January 31, 2014. An attachment included the same comments as the email and, therefore, is not addressed separately. The commenter requests an extension of the public comment p...
	E16-2 Commenter is referred to Topical Response 5 - Segmentation/Piecemealing. The Cielo Vista and Esperanza Hills properties are owned by separate, unrelated entities. Utility infrastructure will be based on agreements with the providers of such serv...
	With regard to disputed access, the Esperanza Hills DEIR analyzed four access options. If agreement cannot be reached with the adjacent Cielo Vista project proponents, another option can be selected, thereby eliminating the dispute to which the comme...
	The County has discretion to approve or not approve projects independent of each other. The project sites are owned by different parties and are proposed to be developed by different developers who are completely unrelated. The scope of the governmen...
	E16-3 The commenter notes that there are “multiple instances of deferred assessment and mitigation identification in the DEIR because impact assessment work is on-going.” The County cannot respond, as no information is provided about specific mitigati...
	E16-4 Commenter does not cite anything or identify issues that raise unusual circumstances. The DEIR has addressed safety concerns (Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and air quality (Section 5.2, Air Quality and Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas...
	E16-5 The commenter’s email has been incorporated as part of the DEIR Responses to Comments, which will be included for review by the County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors during the public hearing process.

	Comment Email E17
	Slonkosky, Douglas
	January 31, 2014
	E17-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Douglas Slonkosky dated February 2, 2014. The commenter is referred to response to Comment Email E9-8 regarding a request to extend the public comment period. The January 16, 2014 informational me...

	Comment Email E18
	Bartels, Robert
	February 1, 2014
	The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Robert Bartels dated February 1, 2014. Mr. Bartels also submitted a letter to the County dated January 20, 2014 containing identical comments as those contained in the email. The letter is included here...
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	Comment Email E19
	Carboni, Ron
	February 3, 2014
	E19-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Robert Carboni dated February 2, 2014. Section 5.2, Air Quality and Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions both provide an analysis of existing air quality conditions and conditions during construc...
	Beginning on page 5-82, the DEIR includes a discussion of sensitive receptors, defined as “persons with asthma, the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise.”...

	Comment Email E20
	Ebinger, Kent
	February 3, 2014
	E20-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Kent Ebinger dated February 2, 2014. As noted in the commenter’s email, technical analyses and reports were prepared for the Esperanza Hills DEIR. The reports were prepared by experts in their res...
	E20-2 The traffic analysis conducted for the Project relates to the amount and movement of traffic to determine impacts to the identified study intersections under “Existing” and “Future With Project” conditions. A separate study was also conducted us...
	E20-3 The commenter does not raise an environmental issue.
	E20-4 The commenter does not raise an environmental issue.
	E20-5 The commenter does not raise an environmental issue.

	Comment Email E21
	Ramocinski, David
	February 3, 2014
	E21-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from David Ramocinski dated February 3, 2014. Section 5.5, Geology and Soils, page 5-204, describes the existing condition related to regional faulting and seismicity. Page 5-206 specifically identifie...
	No change in the state-mandated 50-foot-wide seismic setback zone to the south was recommended, as there are no habitable structures designed to occur south of the main trace of the Whittier Fault.
	E21-2 It is unclear whether the comment related to “moving tens of thousands of cubic yards of dirt” refers to geologic impacts or air quality impacts. Geologic-related impacts are analyzed in Subsection 5.5.3 of Section 5.5, including the considerati...
	E21-3 As noted on page 5-634 of the DEIR, the Project will provide a minimum fire flow storage of 1,500 gallons per minute for a 2-hour duration with a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi to meet OCFA and Yorba Linda Water District fire flow requireme...
	E21-4 The commenter fails to provide specific information regarding his statement about “faulty analysis” in the DEIR. The Project is conditioned to comply with all building and safety codes in place at the time of construction. Expert analysis has be...

	Comment Email E22
	Challacombe, Renee
	February 3, 2014
	E22-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Renee Challacombe dated February 3, 2014 detailing the Challacombe family experience during the 2008 Freeway Complex Fire. Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan for information rega...
	R22-2 The commenter’s statements related to a trail “around the bend toward Via del Agua” are assumed to refer to any trail that is located in Blue Mud Canyon, as there are no trails designed directly north of Via del Corral. The trails that will be d...

	Comment Email E23
	Gass, Brian
	February 3, 2014
	E23-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Brian Gass dated February 3, 2014 with additional comments attached in a letter. All comments are addressed herein.
	The applicant has coordinated with Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) to assess the Proposed Project needs and adequacy of the water supply. The YLWD Urban Water Management Plan indicates that water supply will be sufficient to meet demand, including ...
	E23-2 Comments noted. Please refer to Topical Response 2 - Evacuation Plan.
	E23-3 Comment noted.
	E23-4 Section 5.1 - Aesthetics, page 5-57, provides discussion regarding the light and glare that could potentially result from the Proposed Project. As noted, no lighting currently exists on the site, because it is substantially vacant with the excep...
	E23-5 See response to Comment Email E23-4 above.
	E23-6 The Project has developed PDF 13 to limit the potential impacts of lighting on areas of adjacent open space, which would in turn limit the effects of lighting on wildlife species. Regarding potential adverse effects on coyotes, owls, bobcats, an...
	Owls were not documented on the site; however, it is likely that barn owls and/or great horned owls forage at least occasionally on the site. As noted for the coyote, neither the barn owl nor the great-horned owl has any special status, and as such, ...
	Mountain lions would be at best uncommon visitors to the site (see Shute Mihaly Weinberg response to Comment Letter L50-52) and according to Paul Beier (see Shute Mihaly Weinberg response to Comment Letter L50-52), the Chino Hills are not important h...
	Relative to potential effects on the commenter’s residence, including pets due to increased predation, such impacts are beyond the scope of the CEQA analysis relative to the significance of potential biological impacts. The commenter has chosen to li...
	E23-7 Section 5.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials - pages 5-305 through 5-110, contain descriptions of the fuel modification zone vegetation. As noted, in each zone there is a requirement for: maintenance including ongoing removal and/or thinning of...
	E23-8 Comment noted. Commenter is referred to Section 5.1, Aesthetics, Section 5.3, Biological Resources, and Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials for analysis regarding the environmental issues raised in the commenter’s email and letter.

	Comment Email E24
	Lopez, Venessa and Wayne Martin
	February 3, 2014
	E24-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email form Venessa Lopez and Wayne Martin dated February 3, 2014.
	E24-2 The commenter is referred to Section 5.3, Biological Resources, in the DEIR, which provides an analysis of impacts to plant and animal species in the Project area. Page 5-116 of the DEIR, Subsection-2, details the special status wildlife that wa...
	Although the Study Area provides habitat for small wildlife and may support movement on a local scale, it does not function as a regional wildlife movement corridor because it does not connect two or more habitat patches due to the surround development.
	The major wildlife corridors in the vicinity of the biological resources study area are all in preserved lands within Chino Hills State Park. The Biological Technical Report (Appendix D to the DEIR) determined that, with mitigation, there would be no...
	E24-3 The Applicant has coordinated with the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD) to assess the Project needs and adequacy of the water supply. The YLWD Urban Water Management Plan indicates that water supply will be sufficient to meet demand, including ...
	E24-4 The Murdock property, of which the Proposed Project is a part, was anticipated to be developed as a residential housing development of one unit per acre under the City of Yorba Linda General Plan adopted in 1993. Refer to Section 5.9 (Land Use a...
	E24-5 As discussed in Section 5.12, Public Services, page 5-505, the Placentia-Yorba Linda School District is experiencing a trend towards declining enrollment. The Proposed Project is expected to add approximately 177 K-12 students, which will not ne...
	E24-6 Please see Topical Response 1 – Fire Hazard and Topical Response 2 – Evacuation Plan. Regarding impacts to local traffic, please refer to Topical Response 3 - Traffic/Ingress-Egress.
	E24-7 Comment noted related to the commenter’s 2008 Freeway Complex Fire experience.
	E24-8 Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8.

	Comment Email E25
	Spellman, David and Lizette
	February 3, 2014
	E25-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email with attached comments from David and Lizette Spellman dated February 3, 2014. Comments noted regarding previously requested extension of time for public review of the DEIR.
	E25-2 Because it is unknown exactly what is going to be approved, it is impossible to design structures or roads. The Geotechnical Report that has been prepared and approved by the County contains the appropriate level of detail. More precise analysis...
	E25-3 The existing Fault Hazard Assessment Report (Appendix H in the DEIR) was required to be prepared and required to be approved by the County. The report was reviewed and approved by the County and State geologists. Once approvals are received, add...
	E25-4 See responses to Comment Email E25-2 and -3 above.
	E25-5 Option 2A is fully discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives, in the DEIR. The Option 2A Alternative is substantially the same as Option 2 with the exception that access to the site will be provided via a main access roadway connected to San Antonio ...
	E25-6 As noted on page 4-19 of the DEIR, Project Entry, the emergency road for Option 1 would occur along an existing 50-foot-wide roadway and utility easement. Final Project access will be determined by the County during the approval process. Regardl...
	E25-7 The 70-foot roadway will taper appropriately to meet the existing roadway widths at Aspen Way and San Antonio. Regardless of which Option is approved, emergency access will be required and provided per existing law and regulation. Emergency acce...

	Comment Email E26
	Francke, W. Bradford
	February 3, 2014
	E26-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Brad Francke dated February 3, 2014 objecting to the use of Stonehaven Drive for Project-generated traffic. Please refer to Topical Response 3 – Traffic/Ingress-Egress. As shown in the table on pa...

	Comment Email E27
	Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted
	February 3, 2014
	E27-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated February 3, 2014 submitting a comment letter and attachments. The comment letter, attachments, and responses are included herein as Comment Letter L34.

	Comment Email E28
	Byrne, Joe and Paulette
	February 3, 2014
	E28-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Paulette Byrne dated February 3, 2014. Commenter notes that the 300-foot radius minimum for notification about the Project is inadequate. The County notice regarding the Esperanza Hills Project wa...
	E28-2 Please refer to Topical Response 4 – Water Provision/Capacity.
	E28-3 The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared consistent with the appropriate Guidelines and did include analysis of Yorba Linda Boulevard and the SR-91 Freeway. Roadways as proposed were analyzed for capacity, safety, and design adequacy and w...
	E28-4 The commenter is referred to Section 5.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) in the DEIR beginning on page 5-625. As stated on page 5-643, Section 2. Sanitary Sewer Service, Preliminary Sewer Reports were prepared for the Proposed Project. The repo...
	With regard to solid waste management, page 5-647 of the DEIR, Subsection 3. Solid Waste, notes that the Operations Manager of Yorba Linda Disposal has confirmed that the Olinda Alpha landfill can accommodate the Project solid waste. The landfill is ...
	E28-5 Comment noted. As noted on page 5-121 of the DEIR, although the Project area provides habitat for small wildlife and may support movement on a local scale, it does not function as a regional wildlife movement corridor, because it does not connec...
	E28-6 DEIR Section 5.10 (Noise) on page 5-482 identifies an unavoidable adverse impact as a result of increased traffic noise. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. As identified in Topical Response 8 – Noise Impacts (beginning on pag...
	With regard to light pollution, design features have been included to minimize light and glare. Please refer to Section 5.1, Aesthetics. As noted on page 5-57, the Project will incrementally increase the amount of light because the Project site does ...
	E28-7 The commenter is referred to Section 5.9, Land use and Planning, beginning on page 5-395. As noted on page 5-398, the Orange County Zoning Code provides for a maximum of 1 dwelling unit per acre. The Yorba Linda General Plan states the potential...

	Comment Email E29
	Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted
	January 29, 2014
	E29-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated January 29, 2014, requesting an extension for the DEIR review period to February 18, 2014. Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8.

	Comment Email E30
	Rehmeyer, Sharon and Ted
	January 30, 2014
	E30-1 The County acknowledges an email from Sharon and Ted Rehmeyer dated January 30, 2014 as a follow-up to an earlier email requesting an extension of the DEIR public review period. Comment noted.

	Comment Email E31
	Nelson, Marlene
	January 31, 2014
	E31-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Marlene Nelson dated January 31, 2014 following up on a request for an extension of the DEIR public review period. Comment noted.

	Comment Email E32
	Richards, Kathleen
	January 31, 2014
	E32-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Kathleen Richards dated January 31, 2014 forwarding an email to Supervisor Todd Spitzer. The commenter is requesting an extension of the DEIR public review period. Please refer to response to Comm...

	Comment Email E33
	Slonkosky, Douglas
	February 1, 2014
	E33-1 The County acknowledges receipt of an email from Douglas Slonkosky dated February 1, 2014 requesting an extension of the DEIR public review period. Please refer to response to Comment Email E9-8.

	D. Public Meeting Comments
	Public Meeting Travis Ranch School Thursday, January 16, 2014
	The comments contained in this matrix are summarized. Most of the comments were responded to at the meeting and the verbal responses are included in the transcript. Commenters will be directed to the transcript, Topical Responses in the Response to Co...
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