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Notice of Preparation 
 
DATE:  January 8, 2007 
 
TO:  Responsible Agencies and Interested Parties 
 
FROM:  City of Irvine 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
The City of Irvine will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report for the project 
identified below.  We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental 
information which is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed 
project.  Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other 
approval for the project. 
 
The project description, location, and the probable environmental effects are contained in the attached 
materials.  A copy of the Initial Study is attached. Additional information regarding the IBC Vision Plan  and Mixed 
Use Overlay Zoning Code, including the full Initial Study may be found on the City of Irvine’s IBC website at 
http://www.cityofirvine.org/depts/cd/planningactivities/ibc_graphics.asp 
 
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not 
later than Thursday, February 22, 2007, at 5:00 p.m. (45-day extended review period) 
 
Please send your response to the City of Irvine at the address shown below.  We will need the name for a 
contact person in your agency. 
 
Project Title:  Draft Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code 

(Planning Area 36)  
 
Project Applicant, if any:  City of Irvine 

 
Scoping Meeting: The City of Irvine will hold the following scoping meetings for stakeholders and the public: 
 
• Public Stakeholder Meeting 1: Tues., January 23, 2007  8-10 am  Conference and Training Center 
• Planning Commission: Thurs., February 1, 2007 5:30 pm* Council Chambers 
• Public Stakeholder Meeting 2: Fri., February 16, 2007  9-11 am  Conference and Training Center 
• Community Services Commission: Wed., February 21, 2007 6:30 pm* Council Chambers 
• City Council: Tues., February 27, 2007 4 pm* Council Chambers 
*  Meeting start time. Actual start time for IBC discussion may vary based on scheduling of other items on the agenda 
 
The Council Chambers and Conference and Training Center (CTC) are located at City Hall, One Civic Center 
Plaza, Irvine CA 92623.   
 
Send Responses to: Bill Jacobs, AICP, Principal Planner, City of Irvine, P.O. Box 19575, Irvine, CA 92623-
9575. Email: bjacobs@ci.irvine.ca.us. Telephone:  (949) 724-6521. Fax: (949) 724-6440. 



FORM 45-05 (11/03) 

CITY OF IRVINE 
INITIAL STUDY AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

 
1. Project Title:  Draft Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning 

Code 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 19575, 

Irvine, California 92623-9575 
 
3. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 

19575, Irvine, California 92623-9575 
 
4. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Bill Jacobs, AICP, Principal Planner, (949) 724-6521 
 
5. Project Location:  The 2,800-acre Irvine Business Complex (IBC) is located within the western 

portion of the City of Irvine in south/central Orange County. More specifically, the IBC is generally 
bounded by the former Tustin Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) to the north, the San Diego 
Creek channel to the east, John Wayne Airport and Campus Drive to the south, and the Costa 
Mesa (SR 55) Freeway to the west. (see Figure 1, Regional Location and Figure 2, Project 
Location). 

 
6. General Plan Designation:  Urban and Industrial 
  
7. Zoning:  5.0 IBC Mixed-Use, 5.1 IBC Multi-Use, 5.2 IBC Industrial, and 5.3 (including 5.3 A-D for 

specific sites) IBC Residential   
  
8. Description of Project: Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later 

phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its 
implementation. (Attach additional sheets if necessary.) 

 
 The proposed project consists of the following components: 
 

• Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Residential Vision Plan, which outlines the City's policies and 
design guidelines for addressing the influx of residential development within the IBC (Figure 
3, Vision Framework Plan) 

 
• IBC Residential Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code, which defines regulatory zoning districts for 

properties within the IBC, and outlines a process for analysis of compatibility of residential 
development with adjacent businesses. (Figure 4, Overlay Zone Regulating Plan) 

 
• Infrastructure Improvements outlines to improve walkability and connectivity within the IBC, as 

considered by the City Council on July 25, 2006 (Figure 5, Proposed IBC Infrastructure 
Improvements) 

 
The EIR will also review alternatives relating to one or more proposed “Town Center(s)," in which 
higher densities would be permitted in conjunction with mixed use development as part of a 
neighborhood corridor.  
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As part of this project, the provisions of the IBC Vision Plan may be incorporated into the City’s 
General Plan, rather than stand alone as a separate policy document, in which case the Vision 
Plan would be processed as a General Plan Amendment. 
 

 The proposed project in and of itself does not permit additional development within the IBC, 
rather it serves as planning guidance to address the influx of new residential development in the 
area. Residential projects in the IBC must be processed through the existing City processes, 
which include a General Plan Amendment and zone change.  A total of 3,969 dwelling units 
currently exist within the IBC. In addition, 4,147 dwelling units have been approved, and 6,291 
dwelling units are pending approvals.  

 
   For the areas of the proposed Vision Plan in which residential uses are supported (Urban 

Neighborhood, Multi-use, and potential Town Center districts, and excluding the Business 
Complex districts on Construction Circle and west of the Armstrong Channel), a total potential of 
9,096,017 non-residential square feet and 458 hotel rooms remain to be built based on the 
existing trip caps for the area. The theoretical conversion of this remaining potential non-
residential development to residential units would yield a potential total of 24,535 additional units 
beyond the 14,407 existing, pending and approved units noted above, assuming a theoretical, 
but unlikely worst case scenario in which the entire remaining development potential in the IBC 
would be residential. 

 
Additional information regarding the IBC Vision Plan  and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code may be 
found on the City’s website at http://www.cityofirvine.org/depts/cd/planningactivities/ibc_graphics.asp. 

 
9. Existing Land Use 
 

The Irvine Business Complex (IBC), Planning Area 36, is a mixed-use complex covering  
approximately 2,700 acres and is located within the western portion of the City of Irvine in 
south/central Orange County. The majority of the project site is zoned multi-use. The prominent 
land use is office, with substantial amounts of industrial/warehouse uses and several acres of 
medium density residential use totaling approximately 5,700 units.  A 40-acre parcel of the IBC is 
detached and located to the south of the main body of the IBC project site. This parcel is 
bounded by the San Joaquin Marsh and is adjacent to the City of Newport Beach. The IBC is 
bordered by the cities of Newport Beach to the south, Santa Ana and Costa Mesa to the west, 
and Tustin to the north. The residential village of Westpark is located adjacent to the IBC on the 
east. Adjacent to the IBC, on the north, is the City of Tustin and the former MCAS Tustin, 
currently being redeveloped with residential and commercial uses. 

 
10. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: 
 

On the east, separated by the San Diego Creek Channel, the IBC abuts the village of Westpark 
(within Irvine). Although a predominantly residential village, Westpark includes a District 
Commercial Center and the Irvine Civic Center.  The San Joaquin Marsh is located south of the 
405 Freeway and abuts most of the eastern edge of the Irvine Business Complex. The San 
Joaquin Marsh, a preserved natural area, is the upper-most extension of Upper Newport Bay and 
is the only remaining portion of a once extensive marsh which previously covered a good portion 
of Irvine flatlands. Southeast of the IBC, adjacent to the marsh, is the University of California, 
Irvine-North Campus. The City of Newport Beach is also located south of IBC. There is no distinct 
edge clarifying the boundary between the IBC and the City of Newport Beach, as similar multi-
use developments overlap each other forming a cohesive urban form across the City border. The 
John Wayne Airport is located adjacent to the southwest portion of the Irvine Business Complex.  
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The airport is currently served by several hotels and restaurants within the cities of Newport 
Beach and Irvine.  The Newport Freeway (State Route 55) forms the northwest edge of the IBC 
and separates it from the cities of Costa Mesa and Santa Ana. Although currently strong, this 
edge will become less pronounced over time as additional freeway over crossings are 
constructed. Because of the scale and quality of development in the area, projects such as 
Hutton Center, MacArthur Place, and Pacific Center in Santa Ana and the South Coast Metro 
areas of Costa  Mesa, will help to visually extend the IBC urban form across the freeway. As the 
Sakioka Farms property is developed (in Costa Mesa), a major office and commercial corridor 
between the IBC and the South Coast Metro/Performing Arts Center will be established.  
Adjacent to the IBC, on the north, is the City of Tustin and the former MCAS Tustin, which is 
currently being redeveloped with residential and commercial uses. 

 
11. Other public agencies whose approval is required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 

participation agreement.) 
 

1. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Encroachment permits may be required if 
any improvements are proposed within Caltrans right-of-way. 

 
2. Orange County Flood Control Flood Control District (OCFCD): Encroachment permits may be 

required if any improvements are proposed within OCFCD right-of-way. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
X Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources X Air Quality 

 Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils 

X Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

X Hydrology/Water Quality X Land Use/Planning 

 Mineral Resources X Noise X Population/Housing 

X Public Services X Recreation X Transportation/Traffic 

X Utilities/Service Systems X Mandatory Findings of 
Significance

  

 
Determination (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project 
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required. 

X 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based 
on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that 
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon 
the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

 
 
 
________________________for_ _January 5, 2007 __________________ 
Bill Jacobs, AICP Date 
 
 
 
_Principal Planner ____________ __City of Irvine_____________________ 
Title For 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. 
A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the 
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault 
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors 
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based 
on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

 
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist 

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial 
evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” 
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 
4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a 
“Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 

an affect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 1 5063( c) 
(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 

scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

 
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for 

potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or 
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated. 

 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 

agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:     
 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic 
highway? 

   X 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 

X    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

X    

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to 
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional   model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. Would the project: 

    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

   X 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to 
nonagricultural use? 

   X 

III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established 
by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the 
project: 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 

X    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

X    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

X    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? X    
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? X    

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:     
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 Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

  X  
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

  X  

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinances? 

  X  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

   X 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:     Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource as defined in § 15064.5? 
X    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

X    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site 
or unique geologic feature? 

X    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

X    

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS:  Would the project?     
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

   X 

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X    
 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? X    
 iv) Landslides? X    
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X    
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or 
collapse? 

X    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

X    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste water? 

   X 
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:  Would the project:     
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
X    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

X    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing 
or proposed school? 

X    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, 
as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

X    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

X    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

   X 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

X    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

   X 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:    Would the project:     
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
X    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

X    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in 
a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off- site? 

X    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner in which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

X    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff and/or generate 
NPDES compliance issues pursuant to the following list? 
1. Potential impact of project construction on storm water runoff; 
2. Potential impact of project’s post-construction activity on storm 

water runoff; 

X    
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

3. Potential for discharge of storm water pollutants from areas of 
material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or 
equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, 
hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading 
docks or other outdoor work areas; 

4. Potential for discharge of storm water to affect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving waters; 

5. Potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of 
storm water runoff to cause environmental harm; and  

6. Potential for significant increases in erosion of the project site or 
surrounding areas. 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X    
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 

federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

X    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

X    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a 
levee or dam? 

   X 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    X 
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING:   Would the project     

a) Physically divide an established community X    
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 

agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to 
the  

general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect 

X    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

   X 

X. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:     
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 

would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 
   X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

   X 

XI. NOISE: Would the project result in:     
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

X    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

X    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

X    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels X    
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 

plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

X    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

   X 

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING:  Would the project:     
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

X    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES:     
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

X    

  Fire Protection? X    
  Police Protection? X    
  Schools? X    

  Parks? X    

  Other Public Facilities? X    

XIV. RECREATION:     
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

X    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have 
an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

X    

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:    Would the project:     
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 

existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in 
a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

X    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

X    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 

  X  
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

substantial safety risks? 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm 
equipment)? 

   X 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? X    
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? X    
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
X    

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:    Would the project:     
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 

Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
X    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?? 

X    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects – and/or would the 
project include a new or retrofitted storm water treatment control 
Best Management Practice (BMP), (e.g. water quality treatment 
basin, constructed treatment wetlands), the operation of which 
could result in significant environmental effects (e.g. increased 
vectors and odors)? 

X    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

X    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

X    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

X    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

 

X    

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:     
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

X    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

X    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause X    
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Issues: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES 
 
 
1. City of Irvine General Plan Comprehensive Update. Prepared by the City of Irvine, March 9, 1999. 
2. City of Irvine Zoning Ordinance, Supplement No. 50, City of Irvine, California.  Published for the City of Irvine, 

July, 1997. 
3. Implementation Agreement Regarding the Natural Community Conservation Plan for the Central/Coastal Orange 

County Subregion of the Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community Conservation Program.  Prepared for the 
County of Orange, May 1996. 

4. Irvine Master Environmental Assessment (MEA).  Prepared by Community Planning Services, Inc. for the City of 
Irvine, April 1986. 
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I. AESTHETICS 

a, b. No Impact.  

The 2,800-acre IBC project area is located in an urbanized area and is currently developed with office, 
industrial, commercial and residential uses.  The proposed project is not located near a state scenic 
highway and will not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista.  As a result, no impacts are anticipated 
and these issues will not be addressed in the EIR. 

c. Potentially Significant Impact.  

The 2,800-acre IBC project area is located in an urbanized area and is currently developed with office, 
industrial, commercial and residential uses.  However, the proposed project would allow for the 
redevelopment of existing industrial buildings for more intense mixed-use development which 
incorporates more mid- and high-rise residential uses.  Further evaluation is required to whether the 
proposed development plan would result in any significant adverse aesthetic impacts.  Further 
evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures 
which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible.   

d.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The majority of the project area is already developed and currently generates light and glare. However, 
the proposed project would allow for the redevelopment of existing industrial buildings for more intense 
mixed-use development which incorporates more mid- and high-rise residential uses.  Future residential, 
mixed-use neighborhoods and non-residential uses would include a variety of outdoor lighting, such as 
street lights, building-mounted and walkway area security lighting, landscape enhancements and other 
ornamental lighting, and possibly other light fixtures in parking areas.  These new sources of outdoor 
lighting could substantially change the nighttime character of the project site and could create off-site 
glare impacts or otherwise adversely affect the aesthetics of this area, as viewed from surrounding areas.  
Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation 
measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES 

a, c.  No Impact. 

No agricultural zoning or operations exist within the vicinity of the project area and the site is not 
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. The proposed 
project would not result in the conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use.  As a result, no impacts 
are anticipated to the environment and this impact will not be discussed in the IBC EIR. 

b.  No Impact. 

The proposed IBCRMU Overlay Zone proposes a mix of industrial, office, retail, and upscale high-density 
urban housing. None of the lands included in the project area are currently under Williamson Act 
contract.  As a result, there is no impact to the environment and this impact will not be discussed in the 
IBC EIR. 
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II. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would the project: 

a.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

This project will increase residential intensity within Planning Area 36.  Further evaluation is required to 
determine whether this project will conflict with the adopted South Coast Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP).  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify 
mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

b, c.  Potentially Significant Impact.  

An air quality analysis is required to determine if the potential mobile and stationary air emissions 
associated with the project would violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level 
of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, 
if possible. 

d.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

An air quality analysis is required to determine if the potential mobile and stationary air emissions 
associated with the project could result in exposure of sensitive receptors to significant concentrations of 
air pollutants.  This evaluation will need to address potential impacts to sensitive receptors in nearby 
communities and any other sensitive receptor locations that would be exposed on a recurring basis to 
substantial air emissions associated with this project.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to 
determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a 
level of significance, if possible. 

e.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

Future residential development could involve minor odor-generating activities such as barbeque smoke, 
lawn mower exhaust, application of exterior paints, etc.   A reduction in industrial land uses could lead to 
odor generating activities related to development of other permitted land uses.  As a result, further 
evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures 
which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

III. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a, b.  Less Than Significant Impact. 

The 2,800-acre proposed project consists of a Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code to 
address residential development in the 2,800 acre IBC. The project site is developed with industrial, 
office, retail, and residential uses and is surrounded by urban uses.  The proposed infrastructure 
improvements for the area include a Creek-walk adjacent to the San Diego Creek. The creek contains 
habitat that would support sensitive species which may include federal or State threatened or 
endangered species  However, no development is proposed within the creek channel, and potential 
indirect impacts of development of the Creekwalk on property adjacent to the creek is anticipated to be 
less than significant though control of runoff per existing federal, state and local regulations. 
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c, d No Impact. 

The project site itself is already developed with industrial, office, retail, and residential uses.  The IBC 
does not contain any riparian habitat, riparian vegetation, wetlands or sensitive natural communities 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife. As a result, no impacts to sensitive, special status species or federally 
protected wetlands are anticipated.  

e.  Less Than Significant Impact. 

The City of Irvine general plan does not identify any biotic resources in the vicinity of the project site 
(Source 1, Figure L-4). The project will not affect any protected biological resources. Decorative trees are 
found throughout the project site, and along the perimeter, however they are not protected specimens. 
Implementation of the project will comply with the City of Irvine’s Urban Forestry Ordinance. Therefore, 
implementation of the project will not cause any significant impacts related to these issues.  

f.   No Impact.  

The NCCP for the Central/Coastal Subregion does not designate any sites within the project area for 
preservation or for open space uses (Source 1, Figure L-4). As a result, the proposed project will not 
conflict with adopted NCCP/HCP or other habitat conservation plan, and no impacts are anticipated. 

IV. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a, b.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

Historical/archaeological sites are known to exist in the project area.  (Source: 1).  Historical landmarks 
on the site include, Michelson Vacuum Tube (Speed of Light experiments), located  near the intersection 
of MacArthur and Fitch; and the Martin Airport, the original site of the Orange County Airport located 
near Main Street and Red Hill Avenue.  Although the 2,800-acre project area is developed and previously 
disturbed, archeological artifacts could potentially include remains of temporary gathering places or 
long-term settlements for indigenous Native American cultures who once inhabited central/coastal 
Orange County.  Future site development and redevelopment also has the potential to affect Native 
American cultural values as well.  Therefore, pursuant to Objective E-1 of the Irvine General Plan Cultural 
Resources Element, a cultural resources survey and report, conducted by a professional archaeologist, 
is required to determine whether there are known or potential areas of archaeological significance that 
could be threatened by the proposed development of the project area.  Further evaluation in the EIR is 
required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts 
to below a level of significance, if possible. 

c.   Potentially Significant Impact. 

The project area is located within a low, paleontological sensitivity zone as designated by Figure E-2 of 
the General Plan.  Nonetheless, there is the potential that paleontological resources on-site, including 
those which may be located in sub-surface deposits, could be exposed and impacted during 
development when grading activities will disturb two feet below the existing ground surface.  Therefore, 
pursuant to Objective E-1 of the Irvine General Plan Cultural Resources Element, a paleontological 
resources survey and report, conducted by a professional paleontologist, is required to determine the 
significance of these resources that could be threatened by the proposed development plan.  Further 
evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures 
which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible.  (Source: 1) 
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d.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

No known human burial sites are located on or in the surrounding areas of the proposed project.  
However, further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine if the project has the potential to disturb 
human remains, the level of significance, and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to 
below a level of significance, if possible. 

V. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

a.   i.  No Impact. 

The project site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Zone thus no impacts due to fault 
rupture are anticipated.  (Source: 1) 

 ii.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The site is located within a seismically active area and is expected to be subject to strong seismic 
ground shaking.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to 
identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. (Source: 
1) 

   iii, iv. Potentially Significant Impact. 

The site is located within Seismic Response Areas (SRA) 1, 2, and 5, as designated by the City of Irvine 
General Plan Seismic Element (Figure D-3).  SRA-1 consists of soft soil with high groundwater and is 
considered to have a greater potential for ground failure in the form of liquifaction.  SRA-2 areas consist 
of denser soils with deeper ground water and localized liquefaction potential is remote.  SRA-5 areas are 
generally less stable geologic formations representing existing mapped landslide areas.  Further 
evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures 
which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. (Source: 1) 

b.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The project area consists of 2,800 acres of developed land.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to 
determine if the project would result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, the level of significance, if 
any, and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if 
possible. (Source: 1). 

c, d Potentially Significant Impact. 

The site is located within Seismic Response Areas (SRA) 1, 2, and 5, as designated by the City of Irvine 
General Plan Seismic Element (Figure D-3).  As indicated above, some areas within the project site 
could contain geologically unstable soil.  Therefore, further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine 
the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance, if possible. (Source: 1) 

e. No Impact. 

The project area is currently developed and sewer service is provided by the Irvine Ranch Water District. 
No septic systems would be required and no impacts are anticipated. 
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VI. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

a.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials is primarily associated with industrial land 
uses. The IBCRMU Overlay Zone proposes establishing districts and development standards for the 
transition of certain portions of the IBC from exclusively industrial and/or office uses into mixed-use 
districts that accommodate office, residential and protect existing businesses.  Therefore, further 
evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures 
which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

b, d. Potentially Significant Impact. 

Further analysis is necessary to characterize the existing conditions within the project area with respect 
to past and current activities involving the handling, use, storage, transport or emission of hazardous 
materials.  Based on the findings, it can be determined whether the proposed project could involve a risk 
of release of hazardous materials into the environment.  Therefore, further evaluation in the EIR is 
required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts 
to below a level of significance, if possible. 

c.   Potentially Significant Impact. 

No release of hazardous materials within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school is anticipated, 
however, further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify 
mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

e.   Potentially Significant Impact. 

The southwest boundary of the project site is adjacent to the John Wayne Airport and is located within 
the Orange County Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP). The majority of the site is located outside 
of the accident potential zones as designated in Figure J-4 of the City of Irvine General Plan; however, a 
small portion is within the clear zone.  Therefore, further evaluation in the EIR is necessary to determine if 
the project would result is a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.  (Source 1) 

f.   No Impact. 

There are no private airstrips are located in the vicinity of the project area.  Therefore development in this 
area would not cause a safety hazard as a result of a private airstrip. 

g.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The IBCRMU Overlay Zone proposes establishing districts and development standards for the transition 
of certain portions of the IBC from exclusively industrial and/or office uses into mixed-use districts that 
accommodate office, residential and protect existing businesses.  Further evaluation in the EIR is 
required to determine the impact to emergency access, if any, the level of significance, and to identify 
mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

h.  No Impact. 

The IBC (Planning Area 36) project area currently consists of flat, graded land.  The site is surrounded by 
urban development and is not adjacent to, or intermixed with, wildlands. The project area is not located 
within a High Fire Severity Hazard area as designated by the City of Irvine General Plan Safety Element 
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(Figure J-2, Source 1).   Introduction of residential development into this landscape will not increase the 
potential for such hazards within the development areas.  As a result, there is no impact to the 
environment and this impact will not be discussed in the IBC EIR. 

VII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

a.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

A hydrological analysis of the existing and post-development hydrology is required to determine whether 
this project could result in the violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.  
Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation 
measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible.  

b.   Potentially Significant Impact. 

The IBC is an urbanized, developed area with a high percentage of impervious surfaces.  
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the covering of pervious surfaces so as to 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  However, portions of the IBC consist of soft soils with 
high groundwater and future development could interfere with groundwater levels.  As a result, a 
hydrological analysis of the existing and post-development hydrology is required to determine whether 
this project would substantial impact groundwater recharge.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to 
determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a 
level of significance, if possible. 

c.   Potentially Significant Impact. 

Further analysis of the existing and post-development hydrology is required to determine whether this 
project could result in significant impacts to erosion or siltation on- or off-site.  Further evaluation in the 
EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce 
impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

d.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

Future development in accordance with the proposed project is not expected to alter current water 
courses, or affect the course or direction of water movements during storm conditions.  However, further 
analysis of the existing and post-development hydrology is required to determine whether this project 
could result in significant impacts due to alteration of the course or direction of existing water courses, or 
flooding.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify 
mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

e.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The IBC is an urbanized, developed area with existing storm water drainage systems.  Future 
development of project area in accordance with the proposed IBCRMU Overlay Zone is not expected to 
change absorption rates, drainage patterns and the rate and amount of surface runoff, compared to the 
current already developed condition. However, analysis of existing and post-development hydrology is 
required to determine whether such changes would result in significant impacts on or off-site, including 
downstream storm drainage facilities.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of 
significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if 
possible. 
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f. Potentially Significant Impact. 

Further analysis of the existing and post-development hydrology is required to determine whether this 
project could result in significant impacts to surface water quality.  Further evaluation in the EIR is 
required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts 
to below a level of significance, if possible. 

g, h. Potentially Significant Impact. 

Portions of the project site are located within a 100-year flood hazard area as designated in Figure J-3 of 
the City’s General Plan. Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance 
and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible.  
(Source: 1) 

i.  No Impact.  

The project area is not located within a Dam Inundation Area therefore no further assessment of this 
issue is warranted.   

j.  No Impact. 

The project area is located several miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and is not subject to tsunami 
hazard.  No reservoirs are located in the project area and the site consists of flat topography.  As a 
result, no further assessment of this issue is warranted. 

VIII. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

a. Potentially Significant Impact 

The IBCRMU Overlay Zone proposes establishing districts and development standards to address the 
market transition of certain portions of the IBC from exclusively industrial and/or office uses into mixed-
use districts that accommodate office, residential and protect existing businesses.  The IBCRMU Overlay 
Zone would potentially decrease nonresidential square footage in the IBC (PA 36) and allow the 
development of non-industrial uses. The proposed project is generally consistent with the existing 
mixed-use nature of the IBC.  However, given the original industrial and commercial nature of the IBC 
area, the transition to residential land uses could potentially divide the existing non-residential 
community.  While the proposed project does not in itself approve specific residential development 
within the IBC, it does propose standards and guidelines for new residential development approved 
under a separate General Plan Amendment and Zone Change process, and as such, could create a 
potentially significant impact through division of land uses in the community, which would require further 
analysis in the EIR  

b.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

The General Plan land use designation for the IBC is Urban and Industrial.  The zoning designations are 
5.0 IBC Mixed Use, 5.1 IBC Multi-Use, 5.2 IBC Industrial, and 5.3 (including 5.3 A-D for specific sites) IBC 
Residential.  The proposed project consists of the Draft Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Residential Vision 
Plan, which outlines the City's policies and design guidelines for addressing the influx of residential 
development within the IBC;  Draft IBC Residential Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code, which defines 
regulatory zoning districts for properties within the IBC, and outlines a process for analysis of 
compatibility of residential development with adjacent businesses;  Infrastructure Improvements are also 
proposed to improve walkability and connectivity within the IBC; and EIR alternatives relating to one or 
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more proposed “Town Centers," in which higher densities would be permitted in conjunction with mixed 
use development as part of a neighborhood corridor.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to 
determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a 
level of significance, if possible. (Sources: 1,2) 

c.  No Impact. 

The Natural Community Conservation Plan for the Central/Coastal Orange County Subregion of the 
Coastal Sage Scrub Natural Community Conservation Program (NCCP) does not designate this site for 
preservation or open space uses. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated. (Source 1, Figures L-2 and L-3) 

IX. MINERAL RESOURCES 

a, b. No Impact. 

The project area is urbanized and is developed with office, retail, residential and industrial uses and is 
surrounded by similar uses. The project area and surrounding areas are not recognized as sources of 
important mineral resources. (Source: 1)  Therefore, this project would have no impact on such 
resources. 

X. NOISE 

a, b, c, d, e.  Potentially Significant Impact. 

A Noise Study is required to develop models of existing and future traffic-related noise levels along the 
adjacent roadways and freeways, and to estimate construction-related noise where construction 
activities would occur near existing sensitive receptors.  The noise study will need to determine whether 
such stationary and mobile noise levels would expose persons to severe noise levels, on or off-site.  If 
significant noise impacts are identified, measures to avoid or reduce such impacts to less than 
significant will also need to be developed, if possible.  The project is also located within 2 miles or less of 
the John Wayne Airport, a public airport.  As a result, further evaluation in the EIR is required to 
determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a 
level of significance, if possible. 

f.  No Impact. 

The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and no potential impacts are anticipated. 

XI. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

a.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

The proposed project consists of a Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code to allow for a total 
of 14,407 dwelling units and 53,620,284 square feet of non-residential square footage within the 2,800-
acre IBC (PA 36). Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to 
identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

b, c.  No Impact 

The proposed project would not displace any housing or a substantial number of people necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The proposed project consists of a Vision Plan and 
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Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code to allow for a total of 14,407 dwelling units and 53,620,284 square feet 
of non-residential square footage within the 2,800-acre IBC. As a result, no impacts are anticipated.  

XII. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a, b, c, d, e. Potentially Significant Impact.   

Development of additional residential units in the IBC would increase the demand for public services, 
including fire protection, police protection/law enforcement and local schools and libraries.  Consultation 
with the Orange County Fire Authority, the Irvine Police Department, and the Irvine Unified School 
District, Tustin Unified School District and Santa Ana Unified School District is required to estimate the 
level and type of demand associated with additional residential development, to determine the type and 
significance of impacts to existing and planned levels of service, and to develop measures to avoid or 
reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant, if possible.  Further evaluation in the EIR is 
required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts 
to below a level of significance, if possible. 

XIII. RECREATION 

a, b. Potentially Significant Impact.   

Development of additional residential units in the IBC would increase the demand for parks and 
recreational facilities, of various types.  However, future residential uses will be required to dedicate 
parkland including a variety of public and private recreation areas that would serve the future on-site 
population, in accordance wit the City of Irvine’s standard of five acres of parks for every 1,000 residents.  
Therefore, it is expected that potential impacts will be mitigated through compliance with the City’s 
parkland dedication ordinance.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of 
significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce potential impacts to below a level of 
significance, if possible. 

XIV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

a, b. Potentially Significant Impact.   

The IBCRMU Overlay Zone proposes establishing districts and development standards to address the 
transition of certain portions of the IBC from exclusively industrial and/or office uses into mixed-use 
districts that accommodate office, residential and protect existing businesses.. A comprehensive traffic 
impact study is required to evaluate the traffic generation and distribution associated with this potential 
level of development to determine where significant congestion is likely to occur. Further evaluation in 
the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which 
reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

c.  Less than Significant Impact 

The proposed project will no have a significant impact on air traffic patterns.  Regional air traffic 
demands would be accommodated by Los Angeles International Airport, John Wayne Airport, Ontario 
Airport, Long Beach Airport, and San Diego International Airport.  As a result, less than significant 
impacts are anticipated and no further assessment of this issue is warranted. 

d.  No Impact.   

The City has adopted roadway design standards which would preclude the construction of any unsafe 
design features.  Therefore, no impact is anticipated and this impact will not be discussed in the EIR. 



Checklist Discussion 

 27 1/8/2007 

e.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Further evaluation is required to determine whether the traffic generated by future development of the 
IBC, as proposed, could result in inadequate emergency access within the project site, or to nearby land 
uses.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify 
mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

f. Potentially Significant Impact. 

Future development will be required to provide adequate parking, on-site, in accordance with the City of 
Irvine Zoning Ordinance standards.  However, the State of California’s density bonus law (SB 1818–
Government Code Section 65915) allows applicants who provide at least five percent of the total units of 
a housing development for very low income households, as defined in Section 50105 of the Health and 
Safety Code, to provide reduced parking rates on site upon request of the applicant. The State’s density 
bonus law supersedes local parking codes by establishing State parking standards. The State parking 
standards are applicable to the entire project, not just the affordable units. Those State rates equate to 
one space per one-bedroom unit and two spaces per two-bedroom unit, inclusive of guest and 
handicapped parking. Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and 
to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

XV. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

a.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

The proposed development of additional residential dwelling units would substantially increase the 
generation of wastewater.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance 
and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

b.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Future development of the IBC would substantially increase the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment services.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to 
identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

c.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

A hydrology study will be prepared as part of the EIR to determine whether existing stormdrain facilities 
will adequately collect and convey developed site runoff without any significant impact to off-site storm 
drain facilities, or if new facilities would be needed to handle the runoff from the developed site.  Further 
evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures 
which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

d.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Future development of the IBC would generate a substantial demand for water for domestic and 
irrigation purposes.  The potential volume of this demand needs to be estimated and compared to 
existing and planned water supplies, to determine whether development of the IBC would result in 
significant impacts on local or regional water supplies.  Communication with the Irvine Ranch Water 
District is needed to discuss this project’s impact on their water supplies and to determine whether 
provision of adequate water service to the project would necessitate the construction or expansion of 
any major water treatment or distribution facilities.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine 
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the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance, if possible. 

e.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Future development of the IBC would generate a substantial volume of wastewater on a daily basis.  The 
potential volume of wastewater needs to be estimated and compared to existing and planned off-site 
sewer capacities, to determine whether development of IBC would exceed such capacities.  
Consultation with the Irvine Ranch Water District and the Orange County Sanitation District is also 
required to determine whether provision of adequate sewer service to the IBC would necessitate the 
construction or expansion of any major sewage treatment or collection facilities.  Further evaluation in 
the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and to identify mitigation measures which 
reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

f,g. Potentially Significant Impact.   

Future residential development in the IBC would generate a substantial volume of solid waste on a 
recurring basis.  This volume needs to be estimated and an analysis made of the impact of this solid 
waste stream on the City of Irvine’s ability to comply with its obligations to reduce disposal at landfills, 
pursuant to AB 939.  Further evaluation in the EIR is required to determine the level of significance and 
to identify mitigation measures which reduce impacts to below a level of significance, if possible. 

XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Potentially significant biological impacts are unlikely because the project area is located within a 
developed urban area and there are no rare or endangered plants or animal species within the project 
area. Based on the preceding responses, however, this project has the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, and may impact important archaeological and historical resources, which requires 
further analysis within an EIR.   

b.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Further analysis is needed to estimate the extent and significance of potential cumulative impacts 
resulting from the combined effects of the proposed project plus other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. 

c.  Potentially Significant Impact.   

Based on the preceding responses, this project would result in environmental effects which could result 
in substantial adverse impacts to human beings, either directly or indirectly which requires further 
analysis within an EIR. 



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































The Salter Group 
23 Sandstone ~ Irvine, CA 92604-3612 ~ USA 

Phone (949) 551-9543 ~ Fax (949) 551-9543 ~ E-mail: rsalter23@aol.com 
 
To:  Irvine City Council 
 
From:  Rich Salter, IBC Manufacturers Group 
 
On behalf of:  Ray Diradoorian, Allergan 

Mary Ann and Tony Desmond, Deft 
Paul Queyrel, MPC Industries 
Dave Marzullo, Parker Hannifin 
Mike Derderian, Royalty Carpet Mills 
 

Date:  February 27, 2007 
 
Subject: IBC EIR scoping 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping for the new IBC EIR.   We 
offer the following suggestions to be taken into account when the EIR is prepared.  

Protecting the Existing Job Base 

Page 1 of the staff report lists the first goal of the CC as “Protect Existing Job Base 
within the IBC,” and our suggestions in italics below are in reference to the bullets listed 
under that goal:  

A. Establish Mature Industrial District in which residential uses are prohibited.  

This District as currently shown has turned out to be Construction Circle and the 
land under the airport landing/take-off zone west of Armstrong and MacArthur.  Let’s 
face it: The reason residential is being prohibited west of Armstrong is due to the 
low-flying aircraft – not because we have deliberately established it to “protect 
existing job base in IBC.”   We have not seen any analysis of economic impact of 
saving jobs in this area vs. any other areas of IBC – how many jobs are saved in this 
Mature Industrial District vs. how many will be lost in the other areas of IBC?  What 
types of jobs have been saved and lost?  What is the total economic impact (jobs, 
wages, goods and services output) of saving only the jobs in this small area vs. losing 
jobs in the other areas?  For example, most of our Manufacturers Group facilities are 
along Von Karman Avenue, and most have been doing business there for more than 
30 years, so why was the Von Karman Avenue corridor not designated as a Mature 
Industrial District?   

Please perform an economic impact analysis of the proposed Vision Plan and Zone 
Change, and please move the boundary of the Mature Industrial District to easterly of 
Von Karman Avenue.  
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B. Retain Zoning rights for existing commercial and industrial uses.  

What is provided to insure that future residents do not force existing commercial and 
industrial users to limit their business hours or expansion plans, and thereby force 
them out of IBC?  For example, the legal council of the residential developers of 2323 
Main (before it converted back to commercial use) offered several ideas for legal 
instruments to insure that future residents would not use legal means to limit business 
uses.   The EIR should analyze these and other alternatives, and propose ways to 
insure that the Zoning rights for existing commercial and industrial uses are indeed 
retained.  

C. Require a pre-application review to determine land use compatibility with 
surrounding businesses prior to submittal of a formal discretionary application.  

It is very good to know that there will be a “pre-application” review to determine 
land use compatibility, and this will include the Industrial Adjacency Analysis within 
1000 feet.  It is important that this be done before application is made to flip a 
property to residential so that the City learns whether it is compatible before the 
developer expends significant funds on plans, drawings, and screen checks (staff 
time) and thereby cements his claim to new residential entitlement.  

Also, the IAA needs to have specific limits (acceptable levels) of incompatible 
conditions (e.g., noise, odors, light and glare, truck traffic, proximity to hazmat, et 
al).   We do not want to be here before the PC month after month with each 
residential application arguing over what is the acceptable noise level and what is 
unacceptable. Note that our City standards for acceptable noise levels differ for 
residential districts vs. industrial districts.  The businesses and the developers both 
need and deserve certainty with respect to these acceptable limits so that they can 
make plans for their future land uses. 

D. Establish a presumptive 200-foot buffer zone around existing key businesses in which 
residential units are prohibited.    

It is good that staff is recommending some hard-zoned buffer, but 200 feet is not 
nearly the 1000 feet that we need.   It is important to point out that all uses other than 
residential are allowed in the buffer: high-rise office, retail, manufacturing, etc.  This 
buffer has already been enacted in other cities (as previously testified by Patti Krebs 
of IEA), and it is a real need for our survival: environmental laws require us to notice 
residents within 1000 feet when we propose to use new hazardous materials, and 
condo owners would obviously oppose this.   The lack of a buffer would effectively 
limit our ability to expand and operate our businesses.  The EIR should analyze a 
plan with a 1000 foot buffer around key businesses. 
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Economic impact 

The staff report does not list economic impact as one of the issues to be studied in the 
EIR, and we strongly request that this impact be studied.  While you might at first glance 
think that economic impact is not a CEQA issue, it certainly is in this case because the 
economic implications of this rezoning will cause large physical changes in IBC.   For 
example, the addition of 20,000 to 39,000 housing units will displace millions of square 
feet of commercial and industrial uses, resulting in a massive change to the economic 
output and physical environment in IBC. 

There are standard economic impact models that allow the forecasting of Direct, Indirect, 
and Induced impacts of business or housing projects on the area’s economy.   Both the 
broader Economic impact (jobs, wages, population supported, and output) should be 
studied as well as the Fiscal impact (incremental taxes and fees that flow to the City’s 
coffers). 
 
We have utilized economic models and shared the results with staff: the types of jobs 
displaced (and their jobs multiplier) are the keys to the economic impact.   For example, 
our model shows that an Aircraft Parts Manufacturer has a jobs multiplier of 2.768, 
meaning that if it has 500 direct employees, it would support 1384 jobs, including 415 
Indirect jobs (subcontractors, service providers, etc.) and 469 Induced jobs (those 
supported by the spendable income of its direct and indirect employees).   This company  
supports a population of 1062 people with its Direct Jobs, 880 more with its Indirect 
Jobs, and 996 more with its Induced Jobs, for a total population supported of 2939 
(nearly 3000 people supported by those 500 direct jobs).  It also generates an economic 
output of $240,000,000 annually.   This is just the impact of a single 500-employee 
manufacturing business, so you can imagine how many jobs and people are supported by 
all businesses in IBC that will be displaced by 20,000-39,000 condos, and how much 
economic output will be lost.   
 
Displacing manufacturing jobs with housing or even retail jobs has a large economic 
impact.   Retail is often a favorite with cities because it generates sales tax dollars.  
However, the basic wage rate for retail is lower than manufacturing and its jobs 
multiplier is half (1.3 vs. 2.7), so that the total economic benefit of retail is much much 
lower than manufacturing. 
 
Another aspect that requires study is the fiscal impact (taxes and fees) – we do have a 
Fiscal Element in the General Plan and we need to keep it in balance with all the changes 
to the other elements (e.g., the new land use element with all the changes proposed in 
IBC).  What is the fiscal impact of 20,000-39,000 housing units displacing commercial 
uses?  I have been told that the property tax increment from housing that flows to the City 
does not cover the expense of services required (police, fire, etc), and that after about 10 
years residential is a fiscal drain on the City.   When will this long-term fiscal impact be 
identified?   This is surely a subject that requires extensive study during the EIR process. 
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The City’s decision makers need to have this economic and fiscal impact information in 
order to make an informed decision about whether it makes sense to replace 
manufacturing uses with retail or residential.  Please add economic impact analysis to the 
EIR process. 
 
Negative Fiscal Impact of Residential  
 
Staff has indicated that the EIR will analyze a 20,000 du cap for IBC, and at the statewide 
average of 2.6 residents per du, this will result in about 52,000 residents for IBC.  Note 
that this is nearly twice the population of Woodbridge, the City’s largest village to date. 
 
These 52000 residents will need services including schools, libraries, parks, police, 
firemen, paramedics, etc., and the cost to provide these services will exceed the revenue 
that they will generate for the City by about 10%.   That is, for every $1.00 in property 
taxes and other income they generate for the City, we will spend about $1.10 for their 
required services.    How will this deficit impact the rest of the City?  This negative fiscal 
impact must be analyzed by the EIR. 
 
New Traffic Study and Mitigation Program 
 
We are very much looking forward to seeing the methodology to be applied to the new 
traffic study to be conducted for this EIR.   Specifically, we expect that the IBC 
intersections that are now projected to operate below Irvine’s residential standards will be 
mitigated to upgrade them to the same level of service (LOS) that is standard in our other 
residential villages.   This mitigation program must be funded by the new development 
that causes the traffic problem, not by existing businesses.  
 
Also, we expect that the traffic study will be based on realistic estimates of internal trip 
capture for mixed use sites based on data from truly comparable sites, and expect that you 
will use a reasonable estimate of the number of residents who can be expected to both 
live and work in IBC, again based on hard data such as surveys from existing IBC 
residents and businesses. 
 
New Community Park Program 
 
Our City requirement for park land is 5 acres per 1000 residents, 3 acres of neighborhood 
park and 2 acres community park.  Assuming a 20,000 du cap for IBC, at the statewide 
average of 2.6 residents per du, this will result in about 52,000 residents for IBC.  These 
52,000 residents will require 104 acres of community-level parkland, and at a price of  
$5M per acre these 104 acres will cost $520M.   The EIR should identify areas for these 
104 acres of community level parkland, and the $520M to purchase it (or dedicate it) 
should come from developers who generate the need, not from new fees on existing 
businesses. 
 
Another issue with regard to the parkland requirement was surfaced by the PC   It was 
discovered that the City currently uses a number of 1.3 residents per housing unit for 
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High Density (50 units/acre) residential, rather than the statewide average of 2.6.  This 
number of 1.3 residents per condo is obviously too low (i.e., How many people do you 
know who can afford to buy a $500,000 condo and only have one person living in it?!).  
If we do not change this artificially low number, then the park land dedication or in-lieu 
fees required of condo developers will be half the required amount.  The lack of sufficient 
park land in IBC will increase the usage of community parks in other parts of town 
resulting in a level of service decrease for all residents.  
 
 
Delay further residential until EIR is completed 
 
If the 14,407 du already in process are allowed to become entitled before the EIR 
analyzing the 20,000 du cap is completed, then 72% will be approved and only 28% of 
the cap will remain to bear the burden of new mitigation measures (costs for traffic 
mitigations, parks, etc.).   Faced with this fact, it is prudent that the CC halt the 
processing of residential projects in IBC until after the EIR is completed to insure that all 
residential projects participate per their fair share of mitigations.   To not do so risks the 
very real possibility that there will not be enough participants to fund the items required 
to achieve the new mixed-use urban village that the City desires. 
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IBC EIR Scoping Meeting Notes 
Planning Commission -  February 1, 2007 

 
Staff Presentation 
 
Community Development staff and their consultants presented an overview of 
the project and sought input from the Commission.   
 
Bill Jacobs, Principal Planner, mentioned that the City has retained The Planning 
Center as the EIR consultant, PB as the transportation consultant, and EDAW as 
the planning/design consultant.   
 
He also mentioned that they have retained the transportation planning firm Fehr 
and Peers to do an internal capture analysis that would encourage mixed use 
and alternative modes of transportation.   
 
Bill indicated that at present the sum of residential dwelling units (DU) in the IBC, 
existing, approved, and in the review process is approximately 14,000, and that a 
theoretical conversion of remaining non-residential intensity in the IBC would 
yield a theoretical, but unlikely additional 24,000 units. He added that the EIR 
would consider an alternative for an more likely overall cap of 20,000 total units 
in the IBC.    

 
Public and Comments: 
 
Rich Salter (provided handout with detailed issues), representing MPC 
Industries, Royalty Carpets, Parker Hannifin, Allergan, and Deft 
 
• City attempted to initially bring this through on a Negative Declaration, but 

due to their involvement, the environmental review will now be EIR 
• The longtime companies in the IBC feel neglected, and certainly feel this 

neglect with the new “Jamboree Village” name, which ignores the business 
history in the area.   

• Businesses need to be able to provide input before changing over the name 
• The number of new residents will have ramifications:  new residents may 

experience a great deal of traffic 
• Businesses request a full traffic study with good mitigation measures, 

especially roadway improvements funded by the new residential projects only; 
existing businesses should not be held responsible for the new roadway 
improvements. Vision Plan currently only noted pedestrian mitigation 

• Most roadways and intersections in the IBC are already at capacity 
• Businesses want a traffic study with realistic estimates of internal trip capture; 

wants real numbers of how many residents of the IBC work in the IBC 
• Businesses than the City for keeping the IAA a pre-application process and 

think it would be very bad if the IAA were required concurrently. 
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Planning Commission -  February 1, 2007 
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• A 1,000 foot non-residential buffer is needed – there is a concern with the 

presence of 24/7 residents 
• Concerns with economic impacts – want an economic model used for review 

– economic impact of replacing jobs with residential needs to be reviewed 
and should be part of the EIR process (page 3 of the handout provided) 

• Economic impact should also consider the types of jobs being displaced 
(indirect and direct), displacing manufacturing jobs even with retail jobs will 
have an impact 

• Compare the fiscal and economic impacts, including the long term fiscal 
impacts 

• Parks – there is no requirement for dedication of open space in exchange for 
residential; there is a need for a community level park for new residential; EIR 
should address this; in-lieu fees good up to a point, but there is a need for 
more open space land 

• Residential caps: businesses support the introduction of a residential cap, but 
feel that 20,000 units is still high 

• Town Center – the group has consistently been supportive of a Town Center 
concept; not in favor of residential not attached to a Mixed Use or Town 
Center core 

• Existing residents should be surveyed to see if they actually work in the IBC 
and to gather information on how realistic the live/work theory is 

 
Lana Weiss, in response to question from Adam Probolsky, noted approximately 
$10 million dedicated for parks in the IBC at this time, and that the City is looking 
at sites in the IBC 
 
Adam P. noted that the City needs a park in the IBC; in reference to the 
displacement of jobs – some of the development has not affected the job rich 
areas; the City needs to be cognizant of the job loss;  
 
Adam P, in reference to the pre-application process, asked if applicants can 
apply at any time, and whether there is a desire to change that Doug Williford. 
responded that all applicants have been encouraged to submit and IAA to catch 
issues as early as possible.  Adam noted he would not support any formal pre-
application process. 
 
Bill J., in response to question from Doug S. regarding if a traffic study would be 
prepared, noted that PB has been identified for the traffic and Fehr and Peers 
will be responsible for the trip capture. 
 
Doug S. asked Rich S. if all the businesses represented by Salter applied for 
Industrial Business status. Rich responded that some have applied. 
 



IBC EIR Scoping Meeting Notes 
Planning Commission -  February 1, 2007 
Page 3 
 
Bill J, in response to Doug. S, added that staff has received appx. 20 requests for 
the Industrial Business designation, but determinations have not yet been issued 
(proceeded by an explanation of industrial businesses and IAA process) 
 
Doug S. asked how hazardous materials issues work into this process, either in-
use at the site or in transit to the site. Bill J. noted different levels of hazardous 
materials review; mitigation to address will be included in the EIR and project 
conditions of approval. Doug S. takes issue with any residential mitigation that 
would be “shelter in place” 
 
Aaron Harp: Assistant City Attorney for Newport Beach: 
 
 There needs to be a designation of what type of EIR this is (Master, Program, 

Tier 1); clearly identify – although NB believes this should be a Program level 
and all individual applications/EIRs should be delayed until the program EIR 
for the IBC is finalized 

 The full traffic study should be comprehensive and analyze the impact of 
existing deficiencies as well as the TDRs that have taken place to date.  It 
should also analyze impacts of trip distributions since residential trip 
distribution is very different than an office/industrial use trip 

 Urban Neighborhood- Bldg. heights up to 7 stories along Irvine border with 
Newport beach need to be analyzed in EIR 

 City needs to identify the number and location of Town Centers 
 The Vision Plan should be identified as a GPA or else the Vision plan is 

inconsistent with the City’s General Plan 
 The Vision Plan should be reviewed in all impact categories- not just the two 

identified in the NOP 
 Describe the current setting, ultimate number of units, cumulative impact of all 

existing and pending projects and the projects in the region 
 There needs to be an accurate description of the existing traffic, the TDR 

process, and trip budgets 
 The relocation of trip generation hasn’t changed the number of trips in the IBC 

and Newport Beach 
 Land use planning – this is patchwork land use; previously approved projects 

did not provide for parks 
 Irvine residents impact parks in Newport Beach 

 
Adam P. asked if there was any data of the number of residents from Newport 
Beach that use the parks in Irvine or number of residents from NB that use 
Jamboree to access the 405? Harp responded that the majority of residents use 
the 55 or 73; Irvine residents use the Newport Beach parks. 
 
Adam P. asked if there should be a joint traffic study between Newport Beach 
and Irvine. Harp noted he cannot address that at this time. 
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Adam P. asked if any there were any plans to develop Newport Beach in the 
area adjacent to the IBC.  Harp confirmed plans to develop in the area, but there 
are development caps in the area and they plan to do an EIR before approving, 
rather than using an old EIR. Doug W. clarified that all IBC residential projects 
are being reviewed with a new EIR. 
 
Karen Blakensee, Pacific Planning Consultants, representing RHC Communities:  
 
• Mixed use cores should be focal centers – should include libraries, parks, 

school, daily retail uses 
• There should be a substantial reduction of the speed limits 
• There should be landscaped medians and parks 
• Don’t use overlay zone to justify approval of new residential projects- need to 

continue business development 
• There is already a trail on the east side of the creek – doesn’t feel there 

needs to be an additional creek walk on the west side- better to just enhance 
current trail 

• There are no staging areas, no scenic vistas associated with the existing trail 
system 

• Phasing of the construction should be considered 
• Types of housing should be identified for the area 
 
Karen B. elaborated on the type of housing in response to Maryann Gaido 
question- housing in relationship to the types of jobs – need to do market housing 
research and jobs/housing balance 
 
John Toner, representing Verizon: 
• Verizon site on Main is the backbone to the company providing services for 

the entire network west of the Mississippi; facility is operated 365 days a year, 
24 hours a day. 

• Generator and air conditioner are run all the time 
• Generates noise within the existing parameters for industrial; residential 

standards are significantly lower than the industrial 
• EIR should mitigate the negative impact of residential adjacent to industrial 
• Existing businesses cannot be forced out by the new residential  
• The IAA should include participation of existing uses – no residences within at 

least 200 feet  
 
Monica Burke, representing Intelenet:  
• Regional data center on Von Karman, in the beginning phases of IAA with 

adjacent residential project (Kilroy) 
• Networks cannot go down and need to be secure 
• They have noisy operations, especially with the emergency generators and 

air conditioning systems 
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• Believe there should be a delay in progress on the pending applications, there 

is a need for global planning 
• Noted blackouts requested from Edison in response to Adam P. question. 

During blackouts, large power uses need to be on generators 
• In response to question from Doug. S., the size and type of generators, she 

noted both are diesel 5000 gallon diesel fuel; tested by SCAQMD; the 
generators are run at night and fans are run 24/7 to keep the facility cool; 
cannot move this operation to a new region 

• In response to question from Doug. S. regarding noise mitigation. She noted 
there is a concrete wall for aesthetics, but the sound is louder at higher 
elevations (residences) that are adjacent to the generator 

 
In response to question from Maryann G, Bill J. noted that comments be 
addressed in the EIR and will be determined if they require additional 
consideration. 
 
Robert Hawkins, representing Deft (produces wood finishes, coating materials for 
the military) 
 Compared Planning Commission duties for the Great Park and the IBC – with 

the Great Park land is unoccupied, the IBC poses a huge challenge due to 
the existing uses/businesses 

 The PC needs to pay attention to these issues (existing uses/businesses) 
 Deft as an industrial business/key businesses – required application, but 

won’t submit one due to Figure 4 in the Design Guidelines (already 
recognized as an industrial business) – they have taken steps to enter in 
agreement with the IAA 

 The current Industrial Business designation process doesn’t say anything 
other than it requires IAA process for adjacent residential projects 

 Went through truncated IAA process for previous project (2323 Main) and 
believes more information/detail is required for that project 

 The IBC does not have existing caps according to the 1992 IBC EIR; and the 
new cap comes from the trip budget in the 1992 EIR; the new EIR needs to 
address the 1992 EIR 

 Traffic study assumptions of the 1992 EIR should not be carried forth 
 Agrees with Newport Beach that this should be a program EIR 
 Infrastructure will need additional review 
 The project description of the Draft Design Guidelines and Vision Plan don’t 

include anything about preserving the existing land uses 
 There are 3 districts – Urban, Mixed Use, and Business District, although 

there aren’t any key businesses in the Business District.  
 Suggests industrial nodes 
 Business District is important for buffers – need 1,000 foot buffer 
 Deft needs 1,000 feet minimum due to the hazards of Deft’s operations – 

believes IAA should incorporate 2,500 foot buffer; need to protect residential 
uses and industrial businesses; need to bring same concerns of siting 
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residential next to industrial as you would siting industrial next to residential in 
other areas of the City of Irvine 

 
Adam P. noted that there are already thousands of people close to Deft all the 
time while at work; doesn’t see the difference between the workers who are 
already exposed to Deft and potential residents. Hawkins responded noting that 
Deft is basing the buffer of 1,000 feet from State ARB (Air Resources Board) 
guidelines.  Adam P asked that if Deft this dangerous – should the City be 
working to eliminate all uses around Deft (industrial/commercial 
office/retail/residential). 
 
Commission Discussion and Comments 
 
Nancy Neudorf asked what would be the density of the IBC if the cap is 20K 
units. Bill J. responded that an overall density would not be appropriate for the 
whole IBC area given the mix of uses. Need to review on a project by project 
basis, and that there is an existing general plan density cap of 52 dwelling units 
per acre 
 
In response to Nancy N question as why is there a town center west of Von 
Karman, when the area west of Von Karman was considered “off-limits” for 
residential, Bill J. noted that this town center is south of the 405 freeway and 
adjacent to the airport – Von Karman north of the 405 is under the flight path for 
JWA 
 
Nancy N asked if the developer did an IAA, what if a business in question 
changes operations (either intensifies the use or ceases to operate)?  Is the EIR 
going to contain any evaluation of health affects of living within a certain range of 
the 405 (particulate exposure)?   
 
Nancy N also asked if the City look into the health benefits of creating a lively, 
active community, safety of revised neighborhood?  Doug W. responded that 
these issues are assumed to be part of the project. 
 
Maryann G asked what is tipping point of residential to force a transit operation; 
are there models to check the viability of transit?  Will there be different cap 
levels? Doug W. responded that there will be continued review of units to achieve 
the goals in the vision. 
 
Maryann G. added the following:  
• The City should look into ways to reduce individual vehicle use 
• Salter’s economic impact review: Many aerospace businesses left and the 

City needs to look at the marketability of the land and needs to review future 
land utilization, determine if industrial uses will stay;  

• Need for services in the IBC 
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• Review childcare needs for residences and businesses in the IBC 
 
Greg Smith:  
 
• Analysis of relationship between the 1992 EIR and the proposed project (how 

the two work together) 
• Economic analysis – “Destination Irvine” – experts convinced the City to 

generate business climate rather than emphasize tourism, big box 
commercial – businesses help sustain economic health of City of Irvine 

• Economic analysis at loss of existing jobs, job base (existing vs. residential) – 
residential tends to be a drain (tax service analysis), costs in services so it 
pays for itself – i.e. service industry such as a Starbucks should not replace 
an engineering firm 

• Examine rental vs. ownership (advantage of ownership district) 
• IBC has no schools, parks, commercial services don’t want IBC to impact 

existing village areas – worried about overloading services in adjacent 
villages: how is the area served by large scale development; schools (how 
are the students transported); use of medical and retail services 

• Vision Plan comments: 
 

o Concerns with the minimal setbacks; 7 story heights, shared parking 
o Study should be done with realistic assumptions to evaluate shared 

parking 
o Emphasis on play space – how will children and families be served 
o No existing industries should be impacted or displaced by the proposed 

residential 
o Overlays should not impact key employers/businesses 
o City of Irvine has been recognized internationally as a well planned city – 

with a master plan – people need to know why transitioning from an 
industrial area to a residential area is a benefit to the City   

 
Doug Sheldon: 
  
 Economic analysis and housing type analysis need to be identified/completed 
 City needs to speed up the designation of Industrial Businesses 
 A resident’s reasonable expectation of safety is different from industrial – this 

needs to be explored/addressed 
 Residential has disabled, elderly and stay at home parents, which is different 

from industrial, day to day work operations 
 IAA should look at the adjacency issue from the perspective of future 

residents 
 
Adam Probolsky: 
 
• Need a park site in the IBC (analysis of this) at least one site in the IBC 
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• Shared parking – wants specific outside examples and how it can work in 

Irvine, need it to be a viable option 
• Library – what kind of library would be appropriate in IBC, wants specific 

examples of what it would look like 
 
Maryann Gaido: 
  
• Look into the possibility of a magnet school to be used by all districts (Irvine, 

Tustin, Santa Ana) Possibly specializing in sciences- – does it need to be 
institutionally zoned land? 

• Identify a library that would benefit the businesses and the residents 
• Would like to see the analysis be done in a way to assess the impact of 

pedestrian, shuttle, and transit 
• Higher density should be evaluated to encourage transit 
 
 



IBC Scoping Meeting Notes 
Community Services Commission 

February 21, 2007 
 

Community Development staff and their consultants  
 
Bill Jacobs, Principal Planner, presented an overview of the project and the EIR 
process and sought input on the EIR from the Commission. Vishal Bhargava 
from EDAW presented town center concepts. 
 
Bill mentioned that the City has retained The Planning Center as the EIR 
consultant, PB as the transportation consultant, and EDAW as the 
planning/design consultant.  He also mentioned that they have retained Fehr 
Peers to do the internal capture analysis.   
 
Bill indicated that at present the sum of residential dwelling units (DU) in the IBC, 
existing, pending, and in the review process is approximately 14,000.  Bill 
mentioned that the while the NOP stated a higher theoretical estimate for 
additional units in the IBC, the EIR would analyze a potential maximum of 20,000 
DU (additional appx. 6,000 DU).  He also mentioned that the Vision Plan plans to 
incorporate internal trip capture and how that would encourage mixed use and 
alternative modes of transportation. 

 
Public Comments: 
 
Dr. Maryann Desmond:  co-owner of Deft 
 

 Needs to be full analysis of residential transformation in EIR 
 Need 1,000 foot buffer for the protection of both industry and residences 
 Stresses the need for CSC to consider that there are adequate park space 

in a safe place within the IBC 
 The EIR needs to include a long term analysis of water supply 
 Strongly against the continued piecemeal of project approvals – against 

CEQA policy 
 
Rich Salter:  representing Deft, Allergan, Royalty Carpets, Parker Hannifin, and 
MPC Industries 
 

 EIR is to analyze a dwelling unit cap of 20,000, which results in a 
population of approximately 52,000 residents in the IBC 

 EIR needs to include review of public services including but not limited to 
parks, schools, libraries 

 Per his estimates/calculations, the costs to operate these services will 
exceed the revenue of the new mixed-use residential development by 
about 10% 

 EIR should identify costs of service to City. 
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 Analyze the park need – he estimates 100 acres of park space is needed 
using the 52,000 resident assumption 

 New residents need to pay for parks, should not be a financial burden on 
existing businesses 

 The current high rise population calculation identifies only 1.3 residents 
per unit, instead of 2.6 residents per unit (statewide average) – park 
calculations may be off if using this ratio – this should be corrected in the 
EIR to ensure the needs is properly analyzed 

 
In response to question form Maryam Khosravani regarding the accuracy of the 
1.3 or 2.6 pph figures from Rich S., Bill J. noted 1.3 is the adopted U.S. Census 
for high density development, while 2.6 is likely a number for lower density. 
 
Maryam K. noted concerns about park space and the supply for both the IBC and 
all of the City. 
 
J. Luong:   

 Has attended most meetings on the IBC and believes that the insufficient 
land for a park is a major issue.   

 Noted that the city needs to be sensitive to the land price and there should 
be an effort to balance the land uses. 

 Consider revisiting the issue of a buffer – has City staff met with the 
businesses regarding a buffer? 

 
B. Jacobs responded that an appropriate buffer is based on the outcome of the 
Industrial Adjacency Analysis (IAA) prepared to IBC residential projects, per 
direction given by Council July 25, 2006 
 
In response to Maryam’s question regarding whether there is an example of a 
town center in Orange County, Vishal noted there were none of the smaller scale 
proposed for the IBC, but larger examples can be found in Fullerton, Orange. 
 
Bill Jacobs clarified overlay zone concept in response to request from Tim 
Cheng. 
 
M. Khosravani asked about current parks in the IBC. B. Jacobs noted there are 
private parks located throughout each residential development; however the IBC 
design guidelines and Vision Plan identify the need for a community park.  It is 
difficult to find a site for the community park within the IBC – originally funding 
was for Bill Barber, now it is in a separate fund for the IBC. 
 
Bill J. provided more information on the proposed creek walk in response to 
question from Maryam K. 
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J. Luong would like a thorough review of the adequacy of the water supply in the 
EIR. Bill J. responded that as part of the EIR process, IRWD will be conducting a 
water assessment analysis 
 
In response to T. Cheng’s question regarding status and timing for providing 
input for the town center concept. 
 
B. Jacobs responded that the scoping meeting was the opportunity to provide 
input for the EIR and that the NOP period ended Tuesday. Additional comments 
regarding the town center and the process could be made to the Council-
appointed task force via Commissioner Luong.   
 
T. Cheng:  Will forward additional comments through J. Luong 
 
J. Luong asked if the name Jamboree Village had been formally adopted. Bill J. 
responded no.  J. Luong added that Jamboree Village doesn’t give any 
recognition of industrial business – things IBC should remain the name out of 
respect for the existing businesses.   
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Community Development staff and their consultants 
 
Doug Williford, Director of Community Development, and Bill Jacobs, Principal 
Planner presented an overview of the EIR for the IBC Vision Plan/Design 
Guidelines, the NOP/EIR process, and provided an update on the project.  Staff 
identified that the key issues identified at the Planning Commission Scoping 
meeting and the Community Services Commission meeting are an increase in 
traffic, a need for park facilities, dwelling unit caps, and the town center 
alternatives.  Steve Kellenberg from EDAW presented town center concepts. 
 
Doug indicated that at present the sum of residential dwelling units (DU) in the 
IBC, existing ,pending, and in the review process is approximately 14,000.  Doug 
mentioned that while the NOP stated a higher theoretical estimate for additional 
units in the IBC, the EIR would analyze a potential maximum of 20,000 DU 
(additional approximate 6,000 DU).  He also mentioned that the Vision Plan plans 
to incorporate internal trip capture and how that would encourage mixed use and 
alternative modes of transportation. 
 
Public comments: 
 
Pamela Gordon – Irvine resident 
 

 Wants name of Jamboree Village not the Irvine Business Complex, wants 
area to have “good name” 

 
Laura Dietz – member of the Newport Beach Environmental Quality Advisory 
Committee  
 

 Speaking for herself – not the committee 
 Received a letter from counsel for Tustin/Newport Beach with direction to 

highlight a few points 
o Newport Beach completed a traffic study that demonstrated impact 

to Irvine – needs to be reciprocal 
o EIR needs to include economic development study and a 

comprehensive traffic study 
o The EIR needs to include a full spectrum review of the project 
o EIR needs to consider height restrictions for the skyline  

 
Scott Reekstin – Senior Planner for the City of Tustin 
 

 The type of EIR needs to be determined (program, master, or tier) 



 City should postpone consideration of projects that are in the process until 
EIR is completed and adopted 

 EIR should identify the total number of town centers included with the 
project 

 Identify the significant impacts in urban neighborhoods 
 The Vision Plan should be a General Plan Amendment – should be 

codified 
 The EIR should evaluate the Vision Plan 
 There should be an accurate description of the existing project character 
 EIR should include the cumulative impacts 
 EIR should include the growth inducing impacts 
 Within Traffic section:  There should be an accurate description of current 

traffic and trip conditions 
 Within Land Use section:  EIR should identify all impacts to the existing 

land uses 
 Within Parks and Recreation section:  Previous projects have not had to 

address the impacts of residential on the parks and recreation needs of 
the City of Irvine 

 
Monica Burick:  General counsel for Intelenet 
 

 Intelenet has a back-up generator that produces noise, is run on diesel 
fuel 

 Submitted written comments 
 The pending residential project on Von Karman will impact this existing 

facility 
 Requests a postponement on proceeding with the individual projects 

 
William Desmond:  co-owner of Deft 
 

 EIR should evaluate the risk of impact of private aircrafts that utilize John 
Wayne Airport and residential 

 Safety is a priority and should be addressed, especially with the increased 
density 

 Jamboree is the return route for disabled aircraft 
 Will OCFA have high enough ladders for the high rise condominiums 

proposed? 
 
David Hunt: Counsel for Allergan 
 

 There needs to be a comprehensive document 
 The continuation of processing applications is like putting the cart before 

the horse – projects should be delayed until IBC EIR is completed 
 Wanted to know if the IBC Task Force was to be a legislative body under 

the Brown Act. 
 



Sharon Landers, Assistant City Manager responded that the IBC Task Force is in 
fact a legislative body. 
 
Tom Boylan:  Deft 
 

 There needs to be a clear definition of compatible uses and there needs to 
be a 1,000 foot buffer 

 The IAA process forces businesses to constantly be evaluated and 
threatened 

 Business owners should be allowed to focus on running a business rather 
than worry about constant new residential development 

 
Maryann Desmond:  Co-owner of Deft 
 

 Emphasized the need to retain the existing job base and retain the base 
zoning for existing parcels 

 The IAA only represents a snapshot rather than a full picture 
 There needs to be a 1000 foot buffer for safety; businesses need to be 

able to run at the full capacity; and with what they use, store, and emit, 
there needs to be a 1000 foot buffer 

 There needs to be a way to identify the industrial uses – Deft has been in 
operation for 32 years 

 All new residential should be put on hold 
 
Balco Mahrer (?):  Deft 
 

 OSHA info: businesses have to provide information to all employees 
regarding the risks at work with hazardous materials – will they have to 
provide this to the new residents? 

 Deft has hazardous materials at a level 4 for flammability and toxicity 
 There is always human error – he provided examples of 2 facilities with 

paint that resulted in neighborhood evacuations based on this 
 There is a need for a 1000 foot buffer zone 

 
Rich Salter:  Representative for Deft, Allergan, MPC, Royalty Carpets, Parker 
Hannifin 
 

 Noted that he is appreciative of staff’s effort to complete an EIR 
 Highlighted his letter submitted to the Council 
 The City needs to complete an economic impact study as part of the EIR 

process 
 Every time a new residential project is approved; retail and office is lost 
 The EIR should evaluate the economic loss of jobs, examine the industrial 

and office vs. residential tax revenue 
 
 



Robert Hawkins:  Represents Deft 
 

 Stop the processing of the applications for residential  
 Adjacency Analysis – comparison to the non-smoking ordinance passed 

this evening – concerned of the residential owners/users adjacent to 
hazardous, carcinogenic materials 

 Figure 4 has already identified key businesses – there should be an 
industrial node created 

 
City Council: 
 
Kang: 
 
Councilmember Kang asked how long the EIR process will take and how much it 
will cost. 
 
Doug Williford responded that the process will conclude with hearings in the first 
quarter of 2008 and that the final cost will depend on the impacts that need to be 
reviewed.  A rough estimate is $700,000-800,000, which will be paid by the City. 
 
Councilmember Kang asked how many projects are in the works – how many 
have been approved and how many have been submitted. 
 
Doug Williford acknowledged that the development has slowed and that there are 
approximately eight projects that will go to hearing within the next 12 months.  
These projects result in approximately 1,200-1,500 units. 
 
Councilmember Kang inquired on the difference between a Program, Master, or 
Tier 1 EIR? 
 
Bill Jacobs responded that the city is completing a program EIR for the IBC 
Design Guidelines and Vision Principles, but that each individual project will be 
required to prepare subsequent EIRs. 
 
Doug Williford added that all projects currently under review are preparing 
individual program level EIRs. 
 
Councilmember Kang asked what will be included in the EIR, will the town center 
concept by included? 
 
Bill Jacobs indicated that yes, the town center will be included in the EIR.  An 
alternative is also looking at residential caps for the IBC. 
 
Councilmember Kang asked about the caps and whether or not the 20,000 unit 
cap was realistic or if it would be a cap of 13,000-14,000 units as previously 
noted. 



 
Doug Williford indicated that the 14,000 unit level includes the totals the City has 
for existing, approved, and submitted for review projects.  The remainder comes 
from what the remaining potential is without going to an extreme.  The City 
believes that this is a reasonable estimation of the cap. 
 
Councilmember Kang asked if the City of Irvine is in continuous dialogue with the 
City of Tustin and Newport Beach?  Also, has the City been in contact with the 
businesses? 
 
Doug Williford indicated that yes, the City of Irvine has been in dialogue with the 
City of Tustin and Newport Beach and that the City as provided an extensive 
opportunity for other jurisdictions and businesses to provide input. 
 
Councilmember Kang noted that the plan should include consideration of a park 
site in the IBC. 
 
Choi: 
 
Councilmember Choi noted that the focal point of this effort is to conduct a 
comprehensive EIR that will hopefully answer all questions.  He would like the 
EIR to include analysis of 20,000 unit cap.  He inquired on the density/dwelling 
unit for the IBC? 
 
Doug Williford indicated that the standard for high density is 1.3. 
 
Councilmember Choi noted that he believes a calculation of 2 people per 
dwelling unit is more realistic.  He also wants to ensure that all comments from 
previous meetings are considered.  Other points included the following: 

1. Consider the availability of schools – the IBC is shared by all three 
districts and there will be impacts to IUSD, SAUSD, and TUSD.  
There should be informal meetings between the three school 
districts. 

2. Other public facilities – evaluate the need for a library, which has 
always been overlooked in previous EIRs/projects.  The City is 
below its library provisions and the libraries are impacted since 
there is no expansion opportunity at University Park. 

3. Recreation – the EIR needs to evaluate the need for open 
space/park area.  San Diego Creek could be used as park/open 
space – through the Creek Walk. 

 
Shea: 
 
Councilmember Shea thanked staff for their efforts.  She indicated that she is not 
a critic of what is being done in the IBC, supports the concept of innovation in the 



IBC, and believes the EIR will address some significant impacts.  Councilmember 
Shea identified the following issues: 

 Residential Cap:  She is supportive of identifying one, but believes a cap 
of 20,000 units is too much.  She believes having a cap is a good idea.  If 
20,000 units is the cap, this results in approximately 40,000 residents and 
that number of people combined with the existing and new businesses will 
create traffic impacts in the IBC.  She likes the idea of the Jamboree 
Corridor, but knows there will be traffic; density will create problems that 
large metropolitan areas have. 

 Why go through the EIR process while other projects are in the pipeline?  
The City doesn’t have a design yet and we seem to be doing the process 
backwards.  Councilmember Shea noted that we need to stop moving 
forward if we are to create a great town center. 

 Include a traffic study, noise, and 1000 foot buffer/setback should be 
considered. 

 We shouldn’t be building residential next to industrial – these are concerns 
that will continue with business expansions.  We need to slow down 
development/approvals. 

 
Agran: 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Agran noted that the people who want a moratorium should 
come forward; he, however, does not support a moratorium on the projects in the 
pipeline.  He provided a brief amount of history on the IBC, indicating that the 
Irvine Industrial Complex became the Irvine Business Complex and that the 1992 
EIR opened up a revolution of uses and residential moving towards a mixed use 
IBC. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Agran noted his concern with the traffic in the IBC, which is due 
to the approximately 90,000 who work in the IBC and this number does not 
include those associated with the university.  One reason the City wants 
residential is so that residents can walk to work from where they live. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Agran stated that there are currently approximately 10,000 
people who live in the IBC and these are people who have chosen to live there. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Agran asked when the transit/Jamboree shuttle will be 
constructed/implemented and whether or not there would be new behaviors for 
the transit considered? 
 
Doug Williford noted that yes, the City will try to consider these new behaviors 
through trip capture. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Agran concluded his remarks by identifying the following 
additional issues: 



 Cultural Issues:  The City wants cultural amenities in the IBC – there is a 
need for libraries in the IBC. 

 In regards to the proposed 20,000 unit cap:  Mayor Pro Tem Agran noted 
that 20,000 units might be too high for the cap and should be backed off, 
but that it should be used for the study 

 The City needs to ensure that we include the stakeholders in the process; 
particularly, the City should include the 10,000 residents that are principle 
stake holders – there should be outreach and focus groups. 

 
Krom: 
 
Mayor Krom asked how the IBC EIR deviates from a traditional “village” EIR. 
 
Bill Jacobs noted that with previous EIRs, the environmental was completed after 
the placemaking was determined by the applicant, and in this case, the City is 
establishing the placemaking through the environmental. 
 
Mayor Krom noted that the IBC is a special part of the City of Irvine and serves 
as a connector to Newport Beach, Tustin, Costa Mesa, and Santa Ana and a 
regional hub.  As a priority to her, the IBC needs to be successful for all 
stakeholders.  Mayor Krom stated that there is an imbalance between jobs and 
housing (a 3:1 imbalance) and that quality of life is a determinant.  There is an 
opportunity to create an integrated community that will offer people less of a 
commute time to the IBC. 
 
Mayor Krom noted the following other issues that should be included in the EIR: 

 Human scale issues; retail access, child care, amenities 
 Park and open space (San Diego Creek Channel) 
 Smaller blocks and how to plan for these 
 Trip capture 
 Review every conceivable element/stakeholders in EIR – it doesn’t have 

to be an “either/or” situation, take a look at creating a cohesive community 
 
Following individual comments from the City Council, Mayor Pro Tem 
recommended that City staff commence preparation of the EIR for the IBC 
exploring the proposed dwelling unit cap and the town center concept.  The 
motion was seconded by Councilmember Kang and was moved with a vote of 5-
0. 
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