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1. Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California 
Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation 
process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RDEIR) for the Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Vision Plan and Overlay Zoning Code (proposed project) during 
the public review period, which began December 23, 2009, and closed February 5, 2010. This document has been 
prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of the Lead 
Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15132. 

1.1 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 

This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested persons commenting on 
the RDEIR; copies of comment letters received during the public review period, and individual responses to written 
comments. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a number 
(A-1 through A-15 for letters received from agencies, and O-1 through O-7 for letters received from organizations). 
Individual comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to 
the corresponding comment number.  

Section 3. Revisions to the Recirculated DEIR. This section contains revisions to the RDEIR text and figures as a 
result of the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors and 
omissions discovered subsequent to release of the RDEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the FEIR. City of Irvine 
staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material constitutes the type of significant new 
information that requires recirculation of the EIR for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the project will result in a significant new environmental impact 
not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, none of this material indicates that there would be a 
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substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that 
there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and public 
agencies that the focus of review and comment of RDEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the document in 
identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant effects of the project 
might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the 
same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably 
feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, 
as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and 
should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported 
by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the 
absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall 
focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204 
(e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a 
document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. The 
responses will be forwarded with copies of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the legal 
standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of Irvine) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the RDEIR and prepare 
written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the RDEIR and the City of Irvine’s responses to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections of the 
RDEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Where changes to the RDEIR text have 
been made, the response directs the commenter to the appropriate section of the RDEIR. 

The following is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the RDEIR during the public review 
period.  

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies 
A1 Airport Land Commission for Orange County February 5, 2010 2-3 
A2 City of Costa Mesa February 5, 2010 2-9 
A3 Irvine Unified School District Construction and Facilities February 5, 2010 2-13 
A4 Irvine Ranch Water District January 28, 2010 2-19 
A5 John Wayne Airport February 5, 2010 2-23 
A6 Native American Heritage Commission December 29, 2009 2-27 
A7 City of Newport Beach February 5, 2010 2-32 
A8 Santa Ana Unified School District February 1, 2010 2-37 
A9 South Coast Air Quality Management District February 5, 2010 2-41 
A10 Southern California Gas Company January 5, 2010 2-50 
A11 State Clearinghouse February 9, 2010 2-54 
A12 University of California Irvine February 4, 2010 2-60 
A13 Orange County Transportation Authority February 3, 2010 2-65 
A14 California Department of Transportation, District 12 February 8, 2010 2-69 
A15 City of Tustin – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP February 16, 2010 2-73 
A15a City of Tustin – Community Development Department February 16, 2010 2-151 
A15b City of Tustin – Smith Engineering and Management February 11, 2010 2-161 
A15c City of Tustin – Hogle-Ireland February 16, 2010 2-197 
A15d City of Tustin – Excerpts from 1992 IBC PEIR Year 1992 2-215 
A15e City of Tustin – Memorandum from LSA Associates, Inc. to Irvine 

Planner Pamela Sapetto 
December 5, 2000 2-239 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Organizations 
O1 The Colton Company February 3, 2010 2-245 
O2 Connor, Fletcher & Williams LLP February 4, 2010 2-249 
O3 Industrial Environmental Association January 29, 2010 2-259 
O4 Kilroy Realty Corporation February 5, 2010 2-263 
O5 Law Offices of Robert C. Hawkins February 5, 2010 2-279 
O6 Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP February 5, 2010 2-406 
O7 Sapetto Group, Inc. February 5, 2010 2-418 
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LETTER A1 – Airport Land Use Commission for Orange County (4 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Kari A. Ragoni, Executive Officer, Airport Land Use Commission for 
Orange County, dated February 5, 2010. 

A1-1 The commenter’s proposed language has been incorporated into Project Design Feature (PDF) 
6-1 and proposed Zoning Code Section 5-8-4(C) (see Appendix B) will be revised at the 
Commenter’s request. 

PDF 6-1 As described in the proposed zoning for the project, related to 
building height limitations, recordation of aviation easements, 
obstruction lighting and marking, and airport proximity disclosures 
and signage shall be provided per Orange County consistent with 
the Airport Environs Land Use Plan standards for John Wayne 
Airport. 

A1-2 Pages 5.6-5 and 5.6-17 of the RDEIR discuss Part 77 of the Federal Air Regulations (FAR). 
Figure 5.6-3 identifies that the entire IBC Vision Plan area is within the FAR Part 77 
Imaginary Surfaces Area. On March 17, 1964, the Orange County Board of Supervisors 
recorded an “Aviation Easement for Orange County Airport” covering approximately 18,500 
acres around the airport. This aviation easement restricts the construction of buildings and/or 
structures into air space at elevations above 203.68 feet above mean sea level (amsl). 
However, the Orange County Board of Supervisors has allowed certain nonresidential 
buildings to exceed this height limitation on a case-by-case basis. At the request of the 
commenter, the additional language has been incorporated in Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C 
(see Appendix B) and in Project Design Feature (PDF) 6-4, which requires that building 
heights that penetrate the 100:1 Notification Surface shall file a Form 7460-1 Notice of 
Proposed Construction or Alternation with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 

PDF 6-4 As required by the proposed zoning code, applications for new 
residential and/or residential mixed-use development shall submit 
data to the Director of Community Development, to evaluate 
compatibility with surrounding uses with respect to issues 
including but not limited to: noise, odors, truck traffic and 
deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, air emissions, and 
soil/groundwater contamination, heliports/helistops and John 
Wayne Airport compatibility. Structures that penetrate the 100:1 
Notification Surface shall file a Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed 
Construction or Alternation with Federal Aviation Administration. 
Residential land uses shall be prohibited in Safety Zone 3.  

A1-3 A small portion of the Urban Neighborhood district is located within the John Wayne Airport 
(JWA) Safety Zone 3. PDF 6-4 requires an assessment of land use compatibility with 
surrounding land uses. As disclosed on page 5.6-27, Safety Zone 3 prohibits the development 
of children's schools, large day care centers, hospitals, and nursing homes and calls for the 
avoidance or limited development of residential uses. At the request of the Commenter, PDF 
6-4 and Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C will be amended (see Appendix B) to specifically 
include an assessment of compatibility with JWA.  

A1-4 While the draft zoning code already limits residential development to an area outside of 
Airport Safety Zone 3, the commenter’s proposed language will be added to Proposed Zoning 
Code Section 5-8-4.C for further clarification. See response to Comment A1-3.  
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Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C will be amended to include similar language as PDF 9-4 (see 
Appendix B).  

A1-5 At the request of the commenter, PDF 6-4 and Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C will be amended 
to specifically include an assessment of compatibility with heliports and helistops. 

A1-6 Consistent with responses A1-1 through A1-5, the proposed General Plan and Zoning Code 
amendments will be reviewed to include the commenter’s proposed language (for 
amendments to the General Plan, see Appendix A). With respect to the commenter’s proposed 
language regarding building heights not penetrating FAR Part 77 imaginary surfaces for JWA, 
see response to Comment A1-2 for proposed revisions to PDF 6-4 which addresses this issue. 
The City does not wish to supersede FAA’s ability to approve waivers for any proposed 
height variations. 
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LETTER A2 – (1 page) 
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A2. Response to Comments Minoo Ashabi, Senior Planner, City of Costa Mesa, dated February 5, 2010. 

A2-1 Comment noted, the City of Costa Mesa concurs with the contribution for State Route 55 
(SR-5)) southbound Frontage Road at Baker Street improvements. 

A2-2 The fair shares for locations outside Irvine are established through the City’s Traffic Impact 
Analysis criteria. Both intersection improvements in Costa Mesa will be funded at a fair share 
level. 
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LETTER A3– Irvine Unified School District Construction and Facilities (3 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from Lorrie Ruiz, Assistant Director, Facilities Planning, Irvine Unified 
School District, dated February 5, 2010. 

A3-1 Capacity and enrollment within the Irvine Unified School District’s (IUSD) schools serving 
the IBC Vision Plan area are noted. The updated capacity and enrollment numbers have been 
updated in the FEIR, as follows. 

Table 5.11-2   
IUSD School Capacity and Current Enrollment 

School Capacity Current Enrollment 
Culverdale Elementary  652 620 645 
Westpark Elementary 640 583 584 
South Lake Middle School 690 567 566 
University High School 2360 2,444 2356 2,444 
Source: Ruiz 2009 2010.  

 

A3-2 The City of Irvine acknowledges that the IUSD is short classrooms to serve the proposed 
project. However, new residential and nonresidential development projects within the IBC 
Vision Plan area are required to pay impact fees, as authorized under Education Code Section 
17620(a) and Government Code Section 65995(b). Although those fees are seldom adequate 
to accommodate the true costs incurred by affected districts to construct new facilities the 
Legislature has declared that the payment of those fees constitutes full mitigation for the 
impacts generated by new development, per Government Code Section 65995. Since all 
projects in the IBC must pay their appropriate impact fees, each future project will provide 
full mitigation pursuant to Education Code Section 17620(a) and Government Code Section 
65995(b).  

A3-3 The revised student generation rates for the IUSD are noted. Changes to student generation 
for the IBC Vision Plan have been revised in the FEIR in accordance with these revised 
student generation numbers. However, it should be noted that the Proposed General Plan 
Amendment will change the allowable density within the IBC from a maximum of 52 units an 
acre to a minimum of 30 units an acre, which would preclude development of single-family 
units. 

Table 5.11-5   
IUSD Student Generation 

Grade Level Total Units 
District wide Generation Rate 

(student per dwelling unit) New Students 
K–6 3,082 0.575 0.201 1,772 619 
7–8 3,082 0.325 0.060 1002 185 

9–12 3,082 0.228 0.127 703 391 
Total 3,276 3,082 1.128 0.389 3,477 1,195 

Source: Ruiz 2009 2010. 
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Table 5.11-8   
Pending IBC Residential Development Projects and Number of Students Generated 

Project 
Name 

Location by 
District 

Total Units (including Density 
Bonus Units) 

Districtwide Generation Rate 
(student per dwelling unit) 

New 
Students 

2851 Alton Irvine Unified School 
District 170 0.402 0.389 68 66 

2852 Kelvin Irvine Unified School 
District 194 0.402 0.389 78 75 

Subtotal Irvine Unified 
School District 364 0.402 0.389 146 142 

 

A3-4 IUSD’s Level 2 Developer Fees are noted. These fees are also listed on page 5.11-11 of the 
RDEIR. 

A3-5 See response to Comment A3-2. The need for IUSD to utilize relocatable classrooms, 
evaluate district boundaries, and construct new facilities is noted.  

A3-6 See response to Comment A3-2. Although developer fees are seldom adequate to 
accommodate the true costs incurred by affected districts to construct new facilities the 
Legislature has declared that the payment of those fees constitutes full mitigation for the 
impacts generated by new development, per Government Code Section 65995.  
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LETTER A4 – Irvine Ranch Water District (2 pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from Paul Weghorst, Principal Water Resources Manager, Irvine Ranch 
Water District, dated January 28, 2010. 

A4-1 The Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) map has been updated to include the appropriate TAZ 
number at the corner of Michelson and Carlson (TAZ 293) (see Appendix E of this FEIR). 
The land uses for the build-out of the IBC Vision Plan assumed 1,000 high-density residential 
dwelling units at the corner of Michelson and Carlson, consistent with planning 
documentation provided to the City. 

A4-2 The Vision Plan Framework has been updated per the commenter’s request in the FEIR. See 
Appendix E of this FEIR. 

A4-3 Table 2-1 has been revised in the FEIR at the commenter’s request. 

Table 2-1   
NOP Written Comment Summary 

Commenting Agency/Person Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
Irvine Ranch Water District The conceptual location for a community park 

must be fully described and analyzed in the EIR. 
Need to discuss the impact of hydrology and water 
quality on the San Joaquin Marsh. The SAMP 
must be updated as specific projects become 
known. 

Sections 5.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, 5.12 5.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems, and 5.14 5.12, 
Recreation 

 

A4-4 Comment noted. Approval of tract maps with 500 or more units will require verification of 
reliable water supplies in accordance with Senate Bill 221. If a water supply verification 
reveals inadequate supplies, the project may not proceed until supplies have been identified 
and secured. (Government Code 66473.7[b][3]). 

A4-5 The Sub-Area Master Plan (SAMP) prepared by EarthTech in February 2008 was based on a 
maximum of 20,000 dwelling units in the IBC Vision Plan area. The proposed project would 
only permit a maximum of 17,038 units (including bonus density units) in the IBC Vision 
Plan area at buildout. Therefore, the SAMP evaluated more units than proposed in the IBC. 
The SAMP included Approved and Pending project units totaling 14,552 in the SAMP and 
the remainder of the proposed units were included in the sensitivity analysis. However, the 
location of these additional units were unknown and therefore IRWD is requesting that the 
SAMP be updated when the location of projects not identified in the SAMP are proposed. 
Consistent with the existing development review process, the City will coordinate with IRWD 
as applications for new development projects are submitted to the City. 
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LETTER A5 John Wayne Airport (2 pages) 
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A5. Response to Comments from Alan L. Murphy, Airport Director, John Wayne Airport, dated 
February 5, 2010. 

A5-1 See also response to Comment A1-1. At the request of the commenter, the additional 
language has been incorporated in Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C (see Appendix B) and in 
Project Design Feature (PDF) 6-1, which requires that building heights not exceed Imaginary 
Surfaces height limitation of FAR Part 77, and structures that do penetrate the 100:1 
Notification Surface shall file a Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation 
with Federal Aviation Administration. 

PDF 6-1 As described in the proposed zoning for the project, related to building height 
limitations, recordation of aviation easements, obstruction lighting and marking, 
and airport proximity disclosures and signage shall be provided per Orange 
County consistent with the Airport Environs Land Use Plan standards for John 
Wayne Airport. 

A5-2 See response to Comment A1-2. At the request of the commenter, the additional language has 
been incorporated in Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C (see Appendix B) and in Project Design 
Feature (PDF) 6-4, which requires that building heights that penetrate the 100:1 Notification 
Surface file a Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation with Federal 
Aviation Administration.  

PDF 6-4 As required by the proposed zoning code, applications for new residential and/or 
residential mixed-use development shall submit data to the Director of 
Community Development, to evaluate compatibility with surrounding uses with 
respect to issues including but not limited to: noise, odors, truck traffic and 
deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, air emissions, and 
soil/groundwater contamination, heliports/helistops and John Wayne Airport 
compatibility. Structures that penetrate the 100:1 Notification Surface shall file a 
Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation with Federal 
Aviation Administration. Residential land uses shall be prohibited in Safety 
Zone 3.  

A5-3 See response to Comment A1-3. A small portion of the Urban Neighborhood district is 
located within the John Wayne Airport (JWA) Safety Zone. PDF 6-4 requires an assessment 
of land use compatibility with surrounding land uses. As disclosed on page 5.6-27, Safety 
Zone 3 prohibits the development of children's schools, large day care centers, hospitals, and 
nursing homes and calls for the avoidance or limited development of residential uses. At the 
request of the commenter, PDF 6-4 and Zoning Code Section 5-8-4.C (as shown in Appendix 
B) has been amended to include an assessment of compatibility with John Wayne Airport 
(JWA).  

A5-4 Any revisions to the Vision Plan project impacting JWA facilities or operations will be 
referred to the Airport Land Use Commission for appropriate review, consistent with the 
Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP). In accordance with Public Utilities Code section 
21676, amendments to a specific plan or general plan affecting the JWA airport planning area 
will be submitted to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for a determination as to the 
consistency with the AELUP. If the ALUC finds that the amendment is inconsistent and the 
local legislative body does not concur, the City Council can either revise its amendment 
proposal or, by a two-thirds vote, overrule the commission's determination. Since ALUC 
review is already required by Public Utilities Code section 21676, an additional mitigation 
measure is not considered necessary. 
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LETTER A6 – Native American Heritage Commission (4 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage 
Commission, dated December 29, 2009. 

A6-1 This letter identifies various recommended actions to assess project impacts on archaeological 
and historical resources and has no specific comments on the RDEIR. The City has complied 
with the recommended actions through preparation of the RDEIR. 

A6-2 The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) notes that a Sacred Land file (SFL) 
search was conducted and Native American Cultural Resources were not identified within the 
IBC Vision Plan area. The City of Irvine conducted the Native American consultation 
pursuant to Senate Bill 18 by contacting NAHC for a list of significant sites in the area and 
listing of Native Americans within Orange County that may have information regarding the 
area. Tribes listed by NAHC were included on the distribution list for the RDEIR. As part of 
this outreach, the City contacted all tribes on the NAHC list to inquire about the sensitivity of 
the area to yield Native American resources in February 2007 in conjunction with the original 
Notice of Preparation for the project.  

As described in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, a cultural resource records search was 
conducted for prehistoric and historical cultural resources by Cogstone Resource Management 
Inc. The RDEIR identified existing plans, programs, or policies (PPPs) in the event 
construction activities uncovered sensitive archaeological resources to ensure no significant 
adverse impacts would occur to historic and prehistoric resources. In accordance with PPP 4-
1, cultural consultants would be selected from the roll of qualified archaeologists and 
paleontologists maintained by the County of Orange.  

A6-3 The cultural resources evaluation was conducted in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act with regard to National and California historic and archaeological 
resources. Native American consultation was conducted by Cogstone Resources Management 
during their evaluation.  

A6-4 As described in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, PPP 4-1 and PPP 4-2 were identified in the 
event construction activities uncovered sensitive archaeological resources to ensure no 
significant adverse impacts would occur to historic and prehistoric resources. Impact 5.4-3 
includes a discussion on accidental discovery of human remains and PPP 4-2 describes 
compliance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code 7050.5. 

A6-5 The Commenter identifies various recommended actions to assess project impacts on 
archeological resources and has no specific comments on the RDEIR. The City has complied 
with the recommended actions through preparation of the RDEIR. The RDEIR identified 
PPP4-2 in the event construction activities uncovered sensitive archaeological resources to 
ensure no significant adverse impacts would occur to archeological and prehistoric resources.  

A6-6 See response to Comment A6-4. Impact 5.4-3 includes a discussion on accidental discovery of 
human remains and PPP 4-2 describes compliance with Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 and Health and Safety Code 7050.5. 

A6-7 PPP 4-1 describes the City’s requirements for new development projects with regard to 
historic and archaeological resources. In accordance with existing regulations, ground 
disturbing activities would be halted in the event of a discovery until adequate provisions are 
in place to protect these resources. 
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LETTER A7 – City of Newport Beach (3 pages) 
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A7. Response to Comments from Sharon Wood, Assistant City Manager, City of Newport Beach, dated 
February 5, 2010. 

A7-1 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A7-2 The Traffic Study text describing the improvement at intersection #85 MacArthur/Birch is 
correct. The text describing this intersection improvement in Section 5.13, Transportation and 
Traffic, of the RDEIR has been revised to include the improvement of two eastbound-left and 
two eastbound-through lanes: 

Intersection #85: MacArthur Boulevard and Birch Street: Improve the eastbound 
approach to two eastbound left-turn lanes and two southbound 
eastbound through lanes. 

 
The southbound right-turn lane that was proposed as an additional improvement at this 
location as part of the March 2009 DEIR traffic study is no longer needed to bring this 
intersection back to acceptable levels of service (LOS) with the RDEIR. 

A7-3 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A7-4 Proposed building heights for the Urban Neighborhood area 
adjacent to Newport Beach have been reduced to 75 feet, which 
corresponds to the seven stories originally proposed.  

Additionally, the portion of the IBC Vision Plan area adjacent to the San Joaquin Marsh 
including, the west side of Fairchild Road, the north side of Campus Drive, the west side of 
Carlson Avenue, and the north side of Michelson Drive; were recently developed. 
Redevelopment is not forecast to occur adjacent to the San Joaquin Marsh; and as a result, no 
impact on sensitive species resulting from new development in that area is anticipated.  
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LETTER A8 – Santa Ana Unified School District (1 page) 
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A8. Response to Comments from Santa Ana Unified School District, dated February 1, 2010. 

A8-1 Capacity within the Santa Ana Unified School District’s (SAUSD) schools serving the IBC 
Vision Plan area are noted. The updated capacity numbers have been updated in the FEIR. 

Table 5.11-3   
SAUSD School Capacity and Current Enrollment 

School Capacity Current Enrollment 
Monroe Elementary School 486  508 477 
McFadden Intermediate School 974 1,519 1,510 
Century High School 2,048 2,540 2,339 
Source: Dixon 2008.  

 

SAUSD’s September 2009 Level 2 Developer Fees are noted. The FEIR has been updated to 
identify the updated fee schedule for the District. 

… The current SAUSD development fees, as of July 14, 2008 September 9, 2009, 
are $2.97 $4.84 per square foot for residential development and $0.47 per 
commercial and senior housing square foot…  
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LETTER A9 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (5 pages) 
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A9. Response to Comments from Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental 
Review Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources, South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
dated February 5, 2010. 

A9-1 See response to Comment A9-3 below. The City of Irvine evaluated impacts associated with 
the recommended buffer distances included in California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) 
handbook.  

A9-2 Comment noted. Written responses to comments on the RDEIR are provided below in 
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092.5. 

A9-3 The RDEIR evaluated the potential for implementation of the IBC Vision Plan project to 
expose future residents to potentially significant sources of emissions. In accordance with 
PDF 2-1 through PDF 2-5, applicants for new residential projects are required to evaluate 
health risk. PDF 2-1 (projects within CARB buffer distances, excluding freeways), PDF 2-2 
(projects within CARB buffer distances of Interstate 405 [I-405]), and PDF 2-4 (projects 
within 1,000 feet of industrial facilities) require that new residential development either 
mitigate impacts of each source of air toxics to ensure cancer risk of ten in one million or less, 
or be prohibited from constructing new residences proximate to the substantial emitter. 
Development projects not identified in the RDEIR would be required to prepare necessary 
environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  

 The SCAQMD will be included on all future notices of activity.  

 Because the primary pollutant of concern related to health risk from freeways, pursuant to 
CARB’s study, is diesel particulates, use of MERV 14 filters would reduce indoor risks 
associated with proximity to freeways (PDF 2-2). A MERV 14 filter can effectively remove 
90 percent of PM2.5 as well as 90 percent of PM10. In addition, public outdoor active areas 
would be prohibited within 500 feet of I-405. Therefore, use of MERV 14 filters in addition to 
prohibiting public outdoor active areas would be sufficient to mitigate risk from freeways. 
Therefore, at question is whether filters would be effective in removing gaseous pollutants 
from industrial facilities. PDF 2-1 and PDF 2-4 require the future development within 1,000 
feet of an industrial facility or within the CARB buffer distances for listed facilities conduct a 
health risk assessment. If cancer risk exceeds 10 in one million, then applicants for new 
residential developments would be required to show that implementation of specific measures 
either on-site or at the source would reduce risk, or the development of the proposed 
residential land use would be prohibited. If gaseous pollutants contribute significantly to 
health risk, then MERV filters would not be an effective mitigation strategy. Alternative 
strategies would be required or residential development would not be permitted.  

A9-4 The RDEIR incorrectly included the Air Quality Appendix to the DEIR. Appendix C to this 
FEIR includes the correct Air Quality Appendix to the FEIR. In addition, an electronic copy 
of the RDEIR Air Quality Appendix was sent to Dan Garcia on February 11, 2010. The 
URBEMIS modeling output sheets reflect the data included in the RDEIR.  

A9-5 During construction activities, construction contractors for new development projects would 
be required to adhere to all statewide and local regulations to reduce construction emissions. 
Additionally, PDF 2-6 requires that construction contractors in the IBC Vision Plan area go 
above and beyond existing requirements, including use of Tier 3 construction equipment. 
While significant unavoidable construction air quality impacts would still remain, the 
mitigation measures suggested by the commenter would have a nominal affect on emissions 
generated by project construction and would not change the significance findings for 
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construction-related air quality impacts. SCAQMD has requested the following additional 
measures to reduce air pollutant emissions from construction activities:  

• Idling restrictions have been incorporated into PDF 2-7.  

• Large construction equipment, which generates the vast majority of NOx emissions, is 
only powered by diesel fuel because of the horsepower required to move heavy 
machinery and construction materials. Electric-powered, gasoline-powered, and 
alternative fuel-powered heavy construction vehicles are not available and therefore 
cannot be legally imposed. 

• This mitigation measure is not feasible as electricity may be unavailable on an 
undeveloped site, and electricity must be purchased from the electrical provider. 

• This mitigation measure is not enforceable as no performance standard is indicated 
(i.e., “minimize” is not a performance standard as this cannot be measured). 

• The City of Irvine requires that applicants for new development projects obtain a 
grading permit (Chapter 5-10). Section 5-10-127 of the City’s Municipal Code requires 
that public roadways are not restricted. Per the City Code, there must be 300 feet of 
clear, unobstructed sight distance to the intersection from both the public roadway and 
the access road or flagmen are required. 

• The City of Irvine requires that applicants for new development projects obtain a 
grading permit. Per Municipal Code section 5-10-127, the City requires applicants to 
submit a haul route for review and approval. In addition, access roads to the 
construction sites must be approved and designated on the grading plan. 

• The City of Irvine requires that applicants for new development projects obtain a 
grading permit. Per Municipal Code section 5-10-127, the City limits the hours that 
grading operations and loading and transportation of earth materials can occur. In 
addition, grading operations are prohibited between 3:00 PM and 9:00 AM within the 
travelway of an arterial highway unless approved by the Chief Building Official. As 
the City limits the hours of occurrence of haul trips, no additional mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

• The City of Irvine requires that applicants for new development projects obtain a 
grading permit. Per Municipal Code section 5-10-127, the City requires applicants to 
submit a haul route for review and approval. As a plan detailing the movement of soil 
haul vehicles is already required, no additional mitigation measures are necessary.  

• PDF 13-1 provides for the establishment of a Transportation Management Association 
(TMA) within the IBC Vision Plan area. As part of the TMA, the City will monitor 
travel demand, offer employers and property owners assistance with transportation 
services, and deliver transportation services within the IBC Vision Plan area.  

A9-6 During construction activities, construction contractors for new development projects would 
be required to adhere to all statewide and local regulations to reduce construction emissions, 
including SCAQMD Rule 402. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires suspension of all ground 
disturbing activities when wind gust exceed 25 miles per hour (mph). As this is already an 
existing regulation, a mitigation measure is not warranted to restrict activities when wind 
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speeds exceed 25 mph. In addition, all roadways in the IBC Vision Plan area are already 
paved.  

A9-7 At the request of the commenter, PDF 2-6 has been modified as follows in the FEIR: 

PDF 2-6 Applicants for new developments in the Irvine Business Complex 
shall require that the construction contractor utilize off-road 
construction equipment that conforms to Tier 3 of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, or higher emissions 
standards for construction equipment over 50 horsepower that are 
commercially available. The construction contractor shall be made 
aware of this requirement prior to the start of construction 
activities. Use of commercially available Tier 3 or higher off-road 
equipment, or:  

• of year 2006 or newer construction equipment for engines 
rated equal to 175 horsepower (hp) and greater; 

• year 2007 and newer construction equipment for engines rated 
equal to 100 hp but less than 175 hp; and 

• 2008 and newer construction equipment for engines rated 
equal to or greater than over 50 hp horsepower but less than or 
equal to 100 hp.  

The use of such equipment shall be stated on all grading plans. The 
construction contractor shall maintain a list of all operating 
equipment in use on the project site. The construction equipment 
list shall state the makes, models, and numbers of construction 
equipment on-site.  

A9-8 SCAQMD’s “SOON” program is noted. 

A9-9 The RDEIR evaluates impacts in accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168). No significant impacts were identified with regard to truck idling 
as described on page 5.2-23 of the RDEIR. Therefore, measures in addition to the PPPs and 
PDFs already included in the RDEIR are not required.  
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LETTER A10 – Southern California Gas Company (1 page) 
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A10. Response to Comments from Eric Casares, Technical Services Supervisor, Pacific Coast Region – 
Anaheim, Southern California Gas Company, dated January 5, 2010. 

A10-1 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A11 – State Clearinghouse (3 pages) 
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A11. Response to Comments from Scott Morgan, Acting Director, State Clearinghouse, dated February 9, 
2010. 

A11-1 The letter acknowledges that the City of Irvine has complied with State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for RDEIR, pursuant to CEQA. No response is required.  

 For the comment letter sent to the State Clearinghouse from the Native American Heritage 
Commission, see response to comment letter A6. 
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LETTER A12 – University of California, Irvine (3 pages) 
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A12. Response to Comments Richard Demerjian, Director, University of California, Irvine, dated 
February 4, 2010. 

A12-1 Existing campus facilities and future campus facilities detailed in the University of California 
– Irvine’s (UCI) 2007 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) are noted. 

A12-2 Growth associated with UCI’s 2007 LRDP was accounted for in the RDEIR (see response to 
Comment A12-3 below). Development within the IBC Vision Plan area would not hinder 
UCI’s ability to implement the 2007 LRDP. 

A12-3 The land uses for the IBC Vision Plan assumed 435 dwelling units and 950,000 square feet of 
Mixed Use for the North Campus Site. The forecasts for the North Campus are roughly 
15,000 average daily trips (ADT) higher than the LRDP study. This is a result of including 
uses not included in the LRDP, such as the FDA facility, and a conversion of approximately 
100,000 square feet to retail land uses after 2026 based on the mixed-use zoning designation. 
The City’s forecasts for the main campus are approximately 7,000 ADT higher than the 
LRDP. Again, the City is assuming some intensification beyond 2026 based on UCI’s 
previously approved Mitigation Measure No. 123. Since the City’s forecasts are higher than 
the LRDP, no new significant impacts of the Vision Plan would occur if the intensity of UCI 
were reduced. 

A12-4 Access to the North Campus area is assumed along Jamboree, Fairchild, and Campus. Based 
on the level of detail for the traffic analysis, individual driveways are not identified. 

A12-5 The following text has been revised in the FEIR at the commenter’s request. 

UCI owns and operates a property along the east side of Jamboree Road between Campus 
Drive and Fairchild Road, adjacent to the IBC. According to the UCI 2007 LRDP, the site, 
known as North Campus—which is currently occupied by academic and support facilities, an 
arboretum, and a child development center—is planned to be redeveloped with up to 950,000 
square feet of office/research space and 455 435 multifamily dwelling units by the year 2036. 

A12-6 No roadway improvements are proposed on streets bordering north UCI campus. 

A12-7 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A12-8 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A12-9 No specific designs for gateway monumentation are proposed at this time. For discretionary 
projects located at gateway intersections noted on the Vision Plan Framework, the City 
wishes to work with applicants to design gateway features into their projects. 

A12-10 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A13 – Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) (2 pages) 
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A13. Response to Comments from Charles Larwood, Manager, Transportation Planning, Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA), dated February 3, 2010. 

A13-1 At the commenter’s request, the following language has been modified in the FEIR:  

… The IBC Vision Plan traffic study has determined that 6 lanes are 
unnecessary for both of these roadway segments under buildout conditions. 
Thus, the City of Irvine will initiate an MPAH Amendment by entering into a 
cooperative study with the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to 
determine the feasibility of downgrading both Alton Parkway and Von Karman 
Avenue. Once this study is complete, both agencies can move forward with 
amendments to the General Plan and MPAH to downgrade both Alton Parkway 
between Red Hill Avenue and Jamboree Road as well as Von Karman Avenue 
between Barranca Parkway and Michelson Drive. In order for the City of Irvine 
to maintain eligibility for Measure M funding, prior to amending the City’s 
General Plan to downgrade both Alton Parkway between Red Hill Avenue and 
Jamboree Road and Von Karman Avenue between Barranca Parkway and 
Michelson Drive, the City and OCTA will work to prepare amendments to the 
County MPAH to be approved by the OCTA Board of Directors. If the MPAH 
is approved by the OCTA Board, the City can move forward with downgrading 
the arterial segments. 

A13-2 The impacts and mitigation stemming from buildout of the IBC Vision Plan are based upon a 
constrained network in which the Von Karman downgrade (to existing conditions) is assumed 
and no high occupancy vehicle (HOV) drop-ramps to Interstate 405 (I-405) are assumed. 
However, an alternative buildout scenario “Post-2030 With Project (MPAH Network)” was 
evaluated in Section 5.13.3.7 of the RDEIR and Chapter 7 of the traffic study (Appendix N). 
This sensitivity analysis assumed the HOV ramp improvement and the widening of Von 
Karman consistent with the current MPAH, and the results indicate no changes to the impacts 
at Interstate 5 (I-5)/MacArthur, and I-5/Jamboree intersections. The City will continue to 
coordinate with OCTA in preparing a cooperative study and/or additional analysis to further 
identify any potential impacts as part of the MPAH Amendment process. 

A13-3 Estimates on the number of Metrolink trains have been incorporated into the FEIR at the 
commenter’s request: 

… There are several almost sixty Amtrak and Metrolink trains per weekday 
serving the Irvine station and 25 Metrolink trains per weekday serving the 
Tustin station both stations, and Irvine Station is also served by Amtrak. There 
is a current planning effort underway to implement a service expansion program 
by Metrolink by the year 2010. This expansion will reduce the headways of 
trains between Fullerton Metrolink station to the north of the study area and 
Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo station to the south of the study area. This 
expansion will improve services at both the Irvine and Tustin Metrolink 
Stations. 

A13-4 At the commenter’s request, the following language has been modified in the FEIR: 

MacArthur Boulevard between Main Street and SR-55 cannot be mitigated to 
below a level of significance without changing the MPAH road classification 
upgrading the segment from a Major Arterial (six lanes) to a Principal Arterial 
(eight lanes). The classification would not need to be upgraded in the MPAH, as 
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the MPAH designations represent a minimum standard which jurisdictions, such 
as Irvine or Santa Ana, may build upon. Reclassification would provide one 
additional lane in each direction and potentially would require an amendment to 
the City of Santa Ana General Plan. This forecast deficiency constitutes a 
project related significant impact according to the City of Santa Ana’s 
performance criteria. The City of Irvine is responsible for a fair-share for this 
improvement for the Post-2030 future scenario. 
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LETTER A14 – Caltrans (2 pages) 
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A14. Response to Comments from Christopher Herre, Branch Chief, Local Development/Inter 
governmental Review, Caltrans, dated February 8, 2010. 

A14-1 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. The City will continue to work with the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on a Traffic Mitigation Fair Share Agreement. See 
also response to Comment O6-12. 
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LETTER A15 – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP (49 pages) 
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A15. Response to Comments from Jason W. Holder, Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, dated 
February 16, 2010.  

A15-1 The commenter notes that it may submit additional comments based upon certain additional 
data that it has requested be produced to it and based further upon responses to separate 
Public Records Act requests. The comment conveys information to the City but does not call 
for any specific response. Please see response to Comment 05-16. 

The public review period for the RDEIR closed on Friday, February 5, 2010. The City granted 
a 12 day extension to the City of Tustin, which concluded on Wednesday, February 17. A 
copy of the City’s response to the extension of the public review comment period is included 
as Appendix D to this FEIR. No unusual circumstances arising from this project justify an 
extension of the public review period beyond the mandated 45-day review period required 
under Section 15105 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

The requested external station data is regional data used by the City of Irvine but not 
produced by the City of Irvine. This regional data is available on the City’s website at: 

http://www.cityofirvine.org/cityhall/cd/planningactivities/ibc_graphics/default.asp 

A15-2 Comment A15-2 is generally a set of introductory remarks. It calls for no specific response 
from the City of Irvine (Please see response to Comment O5-16). The specific assertion that 
the City of Tustin’s “long-standing concerns regarding traffic, parks, and broad cumulative 
impacts have gone unheeded and unaddressed.” is; however, an inaccurate characterization. 
The City of Irvine has held multiple recent meetings with the City of Tustin concerning these 
issues. Indeed, Tustin staff has indicated that it had no remaining concerns with the traffic 
analysis conducted in connection with the RDEIR. Unfortunately, Tustin’s staff level 
approval of the analysis contained in the RDEIR is not reflected in the comment letter from its 
counsel. 

Comment A15-2 also asserts that “Irvine has not yet provided a robust and forthright analysis 
concerning the transformation of the IBC that the cities have urged for years.”  The RDEIR 
assesses, comprehensively and expansively, the impacts of all future development within the 
IBC, whether residential, office, or industrial in nature. To the extent specific criticisms of the 
RDEIR are offered elsewhere in the comment letter, appropriate responses to those comments 
have been provided. 

Finally, the commenter suggests that Tustin’s “concerns regarding the Project’s impacts must 
be considered in the context of the history of intensive development in the IBC without 
adequately mitigating the impacts that previously approved projects within the IBC have 
caused both directly and cumulatively.”  To the extent this comment suggests that long since 
approved projects in the IBC are the subject of Tustin’s concerns, Irvine notes that the period 
of limitations for challenging those projects has long since expired. (Pub. Res. Code § 21167.)  
Indeed, the City of Tustin notes that it has “provided comments concerning IBC projects for 
almost as long as the IBC has existed.”  Therefore, the City of Tustin was clearly aware of 
and had the opportunity to comment or otherwise meaningfully participate in the approval 
process for past projects. In addition, the City of Irvine notes that the environmental effects of 
all past projects are included in the environmental baseline for this project, i.e., the existing 
conditions as of the date of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation. Thus, the effects of past 
projects are accounted for in the environmental analysis conducted in the RDEIR. Please see 
responses to Comments O5-5 and O5-17. 
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A15-3 The baseline environmental setting for the RDEIR is based on existing conditions as they 
existed on July 10, 2009, as stated on page 3-19 of the RDEIR. Traffic counts taken before 
July 2009 we adjusted based on the Orange County Transportation Authority’s (OCTA) 
guidelines and methodology, as described in the Traffic Study, included as Appendix N to the 
RDEIR. This date was also cited in Appendix F of the RDEIR. The baseline analysis was 
updated from the date listed in the Notice of Preparation so that the baseline environmental 
setting was not stale. 

 As to the assertions regarding land use assumptions (i.e., future development assumptions), 
the City of Irvine took the opportunity it had in connection with the preparation of the RDEIR 
to provide the most current practicably available forecast data in conducting the land use 
analysis. As the commenter is aware, these recessionary times have caused changes in future 
land use assumptions, and changes in the list of pending projects. Therefore, as reflected on 
page 3-19 of the RDEIR, the City updated the existing land use assumptions to be the most 
currently available information. 

A15-4 Please see Response to Comment O5-5. The commenter claims that the use of the Notice of 
Preparation publication date as the environmental baseline date is somehow inappropriate in 
this context. That environmental baseline date, however, is authorized by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125. The period of time that it has taken for the City to prepare the environmental 
impact report for this project is based in large measure on the City’s attempt to respond 
comprehensively and meaningfully to the comments of, among others, the commenter. As a 
practical matter, the City cannot be required to update baseline conditions continuously. 
Furthermore, as noted in response to Comment A15-3, the City did update land use 
assumptions so that future development assumptions are, to the extent feasible and practical, 
based on the most recent available data. The baseline environmental setting is based on 
existing conditions as they existed on July 10, 2009 for the RDEIR, as stated on page 3-19 of 
the RDEIR.  

A15-5 In this comment, the commenter focuses on various CEQA cases concerning “piecemealing.”  
However, the comment calls for no specific response by the City of Irvine. Rather, it serves as 
an introduction to Comment A15-6. Please see response to Comment O5-16.  

A15-6 The commenter begins Comment A15-6 by focusing on a trial court decision that is currently 
on appeal and that dealt with a specific residential project in the IBC. For a general response 
to assertions regarding the binding nature of the trial court decisions in those other cases, 
please see response to Comment O5-17.  

Next, the commenter states that “the potentially significant impacts caused by numerous IBC 
projects that have already been approved are relevant to the cumulative impacts of the IBC 
Vision Plan Project.”  The statement is true, as far as it goes. All past approvals have been 
integrated into either the baseline conditions (if approved projects have been built), or future 
development assumptions (if approved projects have not yet been built). Thus, those past 
approvals are part of the environmental impact analysis. If those past approvals plus 
forecasted future approvals plus approval of the Project result in an identified cumulative 
impact, and the Project has a cumulatively considerable contribution to that identified 
cumulative impact, then further mitigation has been required in the RDEIR and/or a 
significant unmitigable impact has been disclosed. 

If and to the extent the commenter suggests that the IBC Vision Plan Project is required to 
provide mitigation for the impacts of past approvals, the City of Irvine does not agree (Please 
see Response to Comment O5-17). Those past approvals were subject to their own public 
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review processes. The public, including the commenter had a full and fair opportunity to 
participate in those processes and to raise and pursue concerns it may have had with those 
approvals. The commenter has emphasized that it has participated meaningfully in approvals 
in the IBC since at least 1992. In short, the environmental review process is designed to 
identify and mitigate the impacts, direct, indirect, and cumulative, of the Vision Plan Project. 
It is not, however, designed to revisit the wisdom of the approval of past projects. 

The commenter next claims that the City “sweeps [the impacts of past projects] under the rug 
by considering them as part of the environmental baseline.”  Far from sweeping the impacts 
under the rug, the City of Irvine has specifically considered the impact of past approvals by 
including those matters in the environmental baseline. If past approvals led to adverse existing 
conditions, that fact is clearly disclosed in the RDEIR. 

The commenter next generally claims that impacts on recreation of past residential approvals 
in the IBC have not been adequately analyzed. Again, the commenter had a full and fair 
opportunity to comment on recreation impacts in connection with past approvals. The City 
has consistently required Quimby Act compliance in connection with past approvals. Beyond 
its general statements concerning recreation impacts, the commenter does not identify any 
specific deficiencies in past or current analysis in Comment A15-6. 

The commenter next criticizes the RDEIR for referring to a “community park and several 
neighborhood parks within the IBC, but not providing any more specific analysis of those 
parks.”  A site for a community park and/or neighborhood parks has not yet been selected. 
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines recognize that in connection with programmatic 
environmental analyses, more generalized, i.e., vague, project assumptions must be utilized. 
Because the Vision Plan does not direct or dictate specific sites for future residential 
development, it is impossible at this stage to determine the precise location, timing, size, or 
sequence for the construction of future parks. If and when factors are ultimately selected, an 
appropriate environmental analysis will be performed. (See response to Comment O5-31.)  

A15-7 As an initial matter, the commenter claims that the RDEIR does not address Accessory Retail 
Business (ARB) zoning designation. However, RDEIR states at page 4-8 that “for purposes of 
the IBC Vision Plan, the utilization of the ARB designation has been assumed, although that 
assumption does not, by definition, yield any additional traffic generation.”  Thus, the Vision 
Plan Project description does include an assumption that the ARB zoning designation will be 
in place. Further, as the commenter noted in its Comment Letter on the ARB use zoning 
approvals, to the extent the application of the ARB use designation requires a demonstration 
that no additional traffic will be generated by the installation of an accessory retail use, the 
commenter has no concerns. The City of Irvine has confirmed, based on the clear zoning test, 
that that is the case. In implementation of the ordinance, the city of Irvine will require an 
affirmative demonstration that a proposed accessory retail use generates no additional traffic. 
Absent such a demonstration, the proposed used will not qualify for the ARB zoning 
designation. 

The commenter also makes reference to The i-Shuttle in Comment A15-7. However, beyond 
a single reference, it does not explain how The i-Shuttle is relevant to its comment. In point 
of fact, The i-Shuttle was approved by a Notice of Exemption CEQA clearance document, 
and the time period for challenging that Notice of Exemption has long since expired. 

A15-8 While the ARB provisions of the code meet similar goals of the Vision Plan, these provisions 
provided a definition of accessory retail businesses sufficiently narrow as to reasonably 
conclude that such uses would be limited to nearby users, and that such uses would not 
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generate additional environmental impacts. The provision has independent utility —the city 
would have (indeed, did) pursued the ARB provisions with or without the implementation of 
the Vision Plan. Thus, while the ARB provisions are consistent with some of the concepts 
behind the Vision Plan, they are not essential to the Vision Plan. Research into the 
development of the definition of accessory retail uses included review of mixed-use projects 
in other cities, including Newport Beach and Santa Ana. 

A15-9 See also response to comment A15-8. The plain text of the ARB designation zoning ordinance 
requires that accessory retail businesses generate no additional traffic. In order for an 
applicant to successfully utilize the rights under that accessory retail business designation 
ordinance, it must affirmatively demonstrate that no additional traffic would be generated. 

The commenter also suggests that an unlimited number of retail businesses would be 
permitted under this designation; however, the provision of the current zoning code outline a 
specific set of uses and size limitations for neighborhood-oriented retail uses. 

A15-10 The commenter continues to assert that ARB designation did not comply for the CEQA 
common sense exemption which was applied to it when the ARB designation zoning 
ordinance was approved by the Irvine City Council. The issues being argued in this comment 
do not relate to the RDEIR. However, see response to Comments A15-8 and A15-9 
explaining that the ARB designation is part of the assumptions for the IBC Vision Plan and 
further that ARB designations are available only to projects that will generate no additional 
traffic.  

The comment concludes by stating “the ARB designation should be considered part of the 
Vision Plan Project, or at the very least, should be considered in the cumulative impact 
analyses.”  Again, at page 4-8 of the RDEIR, the City of Irvine stated “for purposes of the 
IBC Vision Plan, the utilization of the accessory retail use designation has been assumed, 
although that assumption does not, by definition, yield any additional traffic generation.”  
Thus, the ARB designation is considered as part of the Vision Plan Project. 

 The commenter notes that the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) manual indicates that 
accessory retail uses within retail and office complexes generate a percentage of stand-alone 
trips. If such a demonstration is made in the context of a specific development proposal, it 
will not qualify for treatment as an ARB use under the ARB ordinance. Further, no reference 
is made to the specific numeric edition of the manual used and the City is not aware of a June 
2004 version of the manual (The 7th edition of the manual is dated 2003 and the current 8th 
edition is dated 2008). In addition, no definition of the ITE’s accessory retail designation has 
been provided, and may be broader than the City’s narrow definition.  

A15-11 The commenter broadly states that an exemption from the transfer of development rights 
(TDR) mechanism for the ARB designation “raises further concerns regarding the associated 
potentially significant impacts and Irvine’s commitment to address them.”  However, the 
commenter does not provide any specifics beyond the traffic generation issues addressed in 
Comments A15-8, A15-9, and A15-10. Absent further detail, further response is not possible. 

As noted in comment A15-8, the definition of ARB is sufficiently narrow as to reasonably 
conclude that such uses would be limited to nearby users, and that such uses would not 
generate additional environmental impacts. As such, no additional intensity under the City’s 
current Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) provisions would be applicable. 

A15-12 See response to Comment A15-7 through A15-11. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

IBC Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code Final EIR City of Irvine • Page 2-127 

A15-13 The commenter attempts to wrap The i-Shuttle into the Vision Plan Project. However, The i-
Shuttle has already been approved, a notice of exemption for the I-Shuttle has been issued, 
and the period for challenging The i-Shuttle has long since expired. (See Pub. Res. Code § 
21167.)  Furthermore, The i-Shuttle is part of the existing environment. It is actually running 
in the IBC today. As a result, The i-Shuttle is not part of the Project, but rather part of the 
baseline conditions. 

Separately, the commenter emphasizes that the City deleted text from the proposed General 
Plan Amendment relating to The i-Shuttle. Because The i-Shuttle had independent utility, 
and because it was approved separately from the Vision Plan, there was no need to include 
further description of The i-Shuttle in the General Plan Amendment being processed as part 
of the Vision Plan Project. (See generally Guideline 15165 [“Where one project is one of 
several similar project of a public agency, but is not deemed a part of a larger undertaking or a 
larger project, the agency may prepare one EIR for all projects, or one for each project, but 
shall in either case comment upon the cumulative effect.”].) 

 A15-14 The City of Irvine’s separate consideration of The i-Shuttle and the ARB zoning does not 
constitute piecemealing. Rather, those projects had independent utility and were approved on 
a separate track. Equally important, once approved, those projects became part of the existing 
environmental baseline. Leaving no ambiguity concerning this issue, the ARB zoning has in 
fact been wrapped into the Project under analysis in the Vision Plan EIR. This treatment of 
the ARB zoning was possible, in large measure, because the ARB provisions have not yet 
been utilized by any party in connection with accessory development in the IBC. 

The commenter asserts that “because the RDEIR failed to analyze the entire project, it has 
potentially understated the potentially significant impacts.”  However, as noted, The i-Shuttle 
and ARB zoning are accounted for in the RDEIR and, in any event, have no environmental 
impacts. The ARB zoning by definition cannot generate additional traffic. The i-Shuttle is a 
transit program that serves to reduce, not increase traffic impacts. 

The comment concludes that the ARB designation and The i-Shuttle must at the very least be 
considered in the cumulative impact analyses. The comment serves to confirm that both 
projects were considered in the context of cumulative impacts, but neither project resulted in 
any impacts and therefore did not contribute toward any cumulative impact. 

A15-15 The commenter speculates that the City of Irvine may increase the residential development 
cap in the IBC to 20,000 units. That is not what is proposed by the IBC Vision Plan Project. 
The RDEIR studies the project under analysis which is an increase to 15,000 residential 
dwelling units (plus applicable density bonuses). The fact that Irvine Ranch Water District’s 
Water Supply Assessment assumes 20,000 residential unit cap in the IBC does not render a 
20,000 residential cap a probable future project, as it is not representative of the City of 
Irvine’s Project as analyzed in the RDEIR.  

A15-16 The commenter states that the City was somehow required to perform an environmental 
analysis of recreational facilities that may be constructed in connection with the buildout of 
future residential development in the IBC pursuant to the Vision Plan. However, as noted in 
response to Comment A15-6, the location, size, timing, and sequence of the construction of 
future parks is not currently known and cannot be forecasted with any reliability. This is not, 
as the commenter suggests, a case of piecemealing. Indeed the idea of constructing future 
parks is acknowledged in the RDEIR. (See, pgs 3-26 and 5.12-10)  Rather, pursuant to 
Guideline Section 15145, if a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for 
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate its discussion of the impact. 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-128 • The Planning Center July 2010 

Here, the location of future parks is not known, and therefore a more specific impact 
evaluation cannot be conducted at this stage. Further, the level of detail provided in the 
RDEIR is consistent with Guidelines 15146 and 15152 which contemplate a more 
generalized, non-construction specific, analysis in a broader EIR such as the RDEIR with later 
environmental analyses to be used on narrower projects (i.e., specific park improvements). In 
those circumstances, the later project would “incorporate by reference the general discussion 
from the broader EIR; [the later analysis would concentrate] solely on the issues specific to 
the later project.”  Here, the level of detail with regard to the RDEIR does not include specific 
park siting; and therefore, the City’s actions are consistent with the Guidelines. 

Community park facilities that would serve the IBC Vision Plan area are listed in Table 5.12-
1 of the RDEIR. The Vision Plan expands the criteria for neighborhood parks so that more 
types of neighborhood open space may be used for neighborhood parks, and suggests a 
potential location for a future community park adjacent to the IBC, where sufficient land is 
available. 

A15-17 See response to Comment A15-16. The analysis in the RDEIR is consistent with the level of 
detail for the Vision Plan Project. Specific infrastructure improvement locations have not been 
identified, sized, or assigned to a specific location or specific time frame for construction. 
Further, the Vision Plan does not contemplate assignment of specific future residential 
development locations. Accordingly, consistent with Guideline Section 15152(b), the level of 
detail contained in the Vision Plan EIR need not be greater than that of the Vision Plan itself. 
See also, Guideline 15146 [“The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to 
the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR”]. 

A15-18  See response to Comment O5-34. The seven specific projects analyzed in the RDEIR are 
analyzed at the level of detail that can reasonably be assigned to those projects. The locations 
of the Projects are known and the general details concerning the level of intensity of 
development of those projects are known. However, given changing economic conditions, 
more specific details are not currently available. Therefore, the City of Irvine has integrated 
into the RDEIR the level of detail that it believes it can reasonably and responsibly include 
with regard to those seven projects. Each of those projects remain subject to a future 
discretionary process. If at the time those projects are brought forward, they are consistent 
with the Vision Plan EIR and will not result in impacts above and beyond those studied in the 
Vision Plan EIR, then the Vision Plan EIR may serve as an environmental clearance 
document. However, until those specific development projects are brought forward, that 
judgment cannot be made. 

In addition, please note that while pending residential development projects were identified in 
the EIR, certain site-specific project analyses were not completed as part of the EIR, primarily 
with respect to site-level noise, circulation, access and land use compatibility issues. 
Therefore, once the conditional use permit (CUP) is ready to proceed, staff will conduct a new 
initial environmental evaluation to determine the scope of any changes to the project and/or 
the surrounding environment, and will make a determination at that time regarding any 
additional environmental review necessary for the CUP. 

To the extent the commenter requests that assurance be provided that subsequent 
environmental review will be required for the individual projects, this response to Comment 
serves as that assurance. Each subsequent project will be analyzed under CEQA.  

The commenter also requests to know how the Vision Plan EIR relates to the entitlement 
processing for the seven identified projects. The Vision Plan EIR supplants and updates the 
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prior draft project specific environmental analyses. While portions of the analyses in those 
prior environmental documents may prove useful for some future purpose, that judgment 
cannot be made until those projects proceed forward for project-specific entitlement 
approvals. As to the Martin Street and 2851 Alton projects, if those projects are allowed to 
proceed based upon their existing effective entitlement approvals and independent 
environmental impact reports (i.e., if the judgment of the Superior Court is reversed on 
appeal) then the analysis in the RDEIR will prove redundant and duplicative to some extent. 
If the judgment of the Superior Court is sustained on appeal, then the RDEIR will serve as the 
environmental analysis document for those two projects, and, as necessary, any additional 
environmental analysis will be conducted in connection with the re-approval of those projects.  

A15-19  The RDEIR evaluates impacts in accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168). The City of Irvine, as required by Government Code Section 
66477 derives the average persons per household (city wide) based on the most recent Federal 
Census, with those factors codified in Municipal Code Section 5-5-1004-D. The City uses the 
1.3 residents per unit value to estimate population, based on the approved 2000 Federal 
Census for the densities from 31.1 to 50 dwelling units per acre. Number of bedrooms for the 
pending projects is not necessary to determine population estimates. At this time, given 
changing economic conditions, the City believes that the average of 1.3 persons per unit is the 
accurate forecast for the IBC Vision Plan area. Physical environmental impacts are based on 
buildout of number of units (see Table 3-1). Further, specification of specific bedroom 
configuration on specific development projects is a level of detail that is not currently 
available to the City in a form that can be relied upon.  

A15-20 The reality demonstrated by numerous approvals following 1992 is that the TDR has 
repeatedly and consistently been applied to residential development. It is also accurate that the 
IBC zoning text contemplates the use of the TDR mechanism for residential development. 
The commenter nonetheless focuses on language in the 1992 EIR that specified that project 
assumptions were based upon a cap of 3,898 residential dwelling units. The statement is true 
as far as it goes. Following 1992, however, the City on several occasions amended the 
General Plan to allow more residential dwelling units, and in doing so utilized the TDR 
mechanism as the device to shift from office or industrial uses to residential uses. Thus, in 
1992, a cap of 3,898 residential dwelling units was envisioned. When the cap was expanded, 
the TDR mechanism was used, as authorized by the 1992 Zoning text, as the device that 
allowed for the conversion of non-residential development to residential development. 

The commenter next states that “Irvine has never comprehensively analyzed the impacts of 
applying the TDR program to allow increased residential development in the IBC.”  Without 
debating the accuracy of the commenter’s statement with regard to the multitude of projects 
that have been approved and are long since beyond any period for legal challenge, it suffices 
to note that the RDEIR provides an analysis of residential conversion in the IBC, including 
conversion associated with the use of the TDR program. Effects associated with the past use 
of the TDR Program are included in the environmental baseline conditions. See response to 
Comments O5-5, O5-17, A15-2 and A15-6. 

The commenter next notes that “residential uses have different impacts than non-residential 
uses.”  While the statement does not itself call for a response, the City agrees, and residential 
uses have been assumed and examined in the RDEIR. 

The commenter next states that “Irvine must comprehensively analyze these impacts before it 
applies the TDR mechanism in this manner.”  The RDEIR provides that analysis by making 
reasonable assumptions concerning transfers of development rights and applying those 
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assumptions in forecasting future residential development. See Traffic Study, included as 
Appendix N to the RDEIR (and Appendix J within the traffic study). Given the nature of the 
program and the level of detail currently available, the City of Irvine has made the most 
reasonable assumptions that it could. If its assumptions prove inaccurate at a later date, those 
corrections will be addressed in connection with a future environmental review. This 
approach is consistent with Guideline 15152. 

A15-21 The commenter claims that “while the RDEIR acknowledges that the Project involves 
increasing the residential development cap in the IBC Vision Plan Area through the 
reallocation of permitted development intensity within the IBC (RDEIR, p. 1-6; see also Id at 
p. 3-10), it fails to acknowledge this development intensity will result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts.”  The commenter fails in Comment A15-21 to explain how it arrives at 
its conclusion. To the extent that explanation is offered in a later comment, the expressed 
concern will be addressed in response to that later comment. The RDEIR evaluated impacts 
associated with increasing residential intensity in the IBC Vision Plan area in Chapter 5, 
Environmental Analysis. Chapter 6, Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, identifies 
several significant unavoidable impacts associated with the project. 

A15-22  The commenter suggests that the conclusion regarding the impacts of the buildout of the IBC 
provided in a 1992 IBC Program EIR are somehow binding on the conclusions reached in the 
RDEIR. The conclusions in the 1992 IBC Program EIR were based upon a forecast of 
conditions that was conducted in 1992. Those forecasts have proven incorrect in many 
respects, and the 1992 IBC Program EIR is not an accurate representation of what the City of 
Irvine currently forecasts to be probable future conditions.  

Consistent with that reality, while the 1992 IBC Program EIR concluded that the ultimate 
buildout of the IBC could result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the RDEIR does not 
reach the same conclusions. With the benefit of 18 years experience in managing, mitigating, 
and avoiding impacts, and with the benefit of significant changes in land use assumptions, and 
with the benefit of significant changes in ambient growth assumptions, it is not surprising that 
the RDEIR concludes that some of the impacts forecasted in the 1992 IBC Program EIR will 
not ultimately come to pass.  

As the commenter notes, residential development results in different impact patterns than 
office and industrial development. To the extent the plan studied in the RDEIR includes more 
residential development (15,000 dwelling units vs. 3,892 dwelling units) and less office and 
industrial development, one would and should expect that the impacts resulting from buildout 
of the Vision Plan Project would be different from the impacts resulting from buildout as 
contemplated in the 1992 IBC Program EIR. Thus, the City correctly forecasted future 
conditions and impacts by assuming buildout of the Vision Plan Project and stacking the 
impacts of that growth on existing environmental conditions. To achieve this analytic 
structure, the City did not need to, and did not, rely upon the 1992 IBC Program EIR. Chapter 
6, Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, identifies several significant unavoidable 
impacts associated with the project. 

A15-23 See response to Comment A15-6 and A15-22 regarding the 1992 Baseline. The existing trip 
budgets for each parcel in the IBC and proposed TDR’s under the Vision Plan are detailed in 
Appendix F of the RDEIR.  

A15-24 The commenter claims “by permitting increased residential development to more than 15,000 
units, however, the Project is contributing to an overall increase in traffic in the IBC up to the 
total envisioned at the time Irvine adopted the development intensity caps for the IBC.”  As an 
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initial matter, it is true that any increased development in the IBC Vision Plan area will result 
in increases in traffic over existing conditions. The Traffic Study contained in the RDEIR 
studies that increase in traffic up to the maximum development envisioned under the Vision 
Plan Project (see Table 3-1). In performing that analysis, the Traffic Study identifies areas 
where direct or cumulative impacts will be identified. Where possible, it then suggests 
feasible mitigation for those impacts. Whether traffic is more, less, or different than that 
“envisioned at the time Irvine adopted the development intensity caps for the IBC [in 1992]” 
is not an environmental issue but a land use planning policy issue. From an environmental 
analysis standpoint, the impacts of the additional development over and above the baseline 
conditions have been included in the traffic analysis, studied, and where feasible, mitigated. 

As discussed in Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, the proposed project would generate 
significant unavoidable traffic impacts at Jamboree Road and Michelson under the 2015 and 
Post-2030 scenarios and significant unavoidable traffic impacts at Caltrans main-line 
segments and ramps. 

A15-25 See responses to Comments A15-22 through A15-24. The traffic and air quality analyses are 
based upon assuming a full buildout of the IBC Vision Plan project and adding that full 
buildout to existing conditions. This is precisely the analysis required by CEQA. (See 
Guideline 15126.2 [“in assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the 
Lead Agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical 
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published, 
or where no Notice of Preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis 
commenced.”])  

The commenter asserts that the City was required to “acknowledge” the significant and 
unavoidable impacts previously found in the IBC EIR.”  The Vision Plan EIR acknowledges 
those significant and unavoidable impacts that are identified for the Vision Plan Project and 
studied in the RDEIR. The RDEIR does not tier off of or rely upon the 1992 IBC Program 
EIR; and therefore, the commenters reliance on Communities for a Better Environment v. 
California Resources Agency is inapposite. (103 Cal.App.4th 98, 124-125 [“responsible 
public officials must still go on the record and explain specifically why they are approving the 
later project despite its significant unavoidable impacts”].)  First, the Vision Plan Project is 
not a “later project” within the meaning of the Communities for a Better Environment case 
inasmuch as the Vision Plan EIR does not tier off of or rely upon the 1992 IBC Program EIR. 
Second, the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Vision Plan Project are clearly and 
concisely disclosed in the RDEIR. 

The commenter next states “by asserting that the proposed additional residential development 
will be offset by reduced non-residential development, without acknowledging and addressing 
the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the permitted non-residential 
development intensity, the RDEIR perpetuates a scheme designed to obscure impacts rather 
than reveal them.”  There is no effort to obscure impacts here. The RDEIR studies the 
complete buildout of the IBC, including all residential and non-residential development. In 
doing so, it assesses the ultimate environmental impacts, in interim and in final buildout 
conditions, and discloses those impacts clearly and concisely. The development assumed in 
the Vision Plan Project is different in character than the development studied in the 1992 IBC 
Program EIR. The tools used to determine whether impacts would exist are different from 
those utilized in the 1992 IBC Program EIR. The development patterns that have materialized 
between 1992 and the present in the IBC are different than those assumed in the IBC Program 
EIR. The traffic improvements which have been constructed in neighboring jurisdictions are 
different than those assumed in the 1992 IBC Program EIR. For all of these reasons, the 1992 
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IBC Program EIR was treated as a stale document. Rather than relying on the analysis, 
assumptions, or conclusions contained in that document, a new analysis has been provided in 
the RDEIR. This approach is not, as Tustin asserts, a “scheme designed to obscure impacts.”  

Further, the RDEIR evaluates impacts associated with the proposed project. Chapter 7, 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, includes a comparison of the proposed project with the 
No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative.  

A15-26 As stated in earlier comments, the RDEIR does not assume any trip reduction for the IBC 
Vision Plan land uses in the traffic study, allowing for a more conservative analysis to 
maximize traffic mitigation. In addition, no trip reductions were assumed in Section 5.15, 
Global Climate Change, that relate to job-housing balance or mixed-use development. Traffic 
projections were based on based on the Orange County Transportation Authority’s (OCTA) 
guidelines and methodology, as described in the Traffic Study, included as Appendix N to the 
RDEIR. However, based on a study of trip reductions for mixed-use projects in Irvine 
conducted by Fehr and Peers for the City of Irvine Climate Action Plan, there is a direct 
correlation in trip reduction based on increased density and mixed use. 

Economic and social effects of a project, such as affordability of future residential units to 
those working in the IBC Vision Plan area, are not treated as significant effects in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines 15131 (see also response to Comment A15-39). These comments will 
be forwarded to decision makers for their review and consideration. Jobs-housing balance is 
discussed in Section 5.10, Population and Housing. The City of Irvine’s adopted population 
growth standard, based on census data, is 1.3 average residents per condominium unit. 
Employment rates are base on the Land Use Element of the General Plan, which estimates 
that there are 1.9 employees per thousand square feet of office and industrial and 2.0 
employees per thousand square feet of commercial land uses. No trip capture is assumed in 
these assumptions. 

A15-27 See response to Comment A15-1 regarding the public review comment period. 

 The commenter states that it was somehow denied access to a document entitled “Working 
Draft of 2008 Citywide Circulation Phasing Report, PB 2009.”  That document was provided 
in Appendix N-1 of the RDEIR and was therefore available to commenter throughout the 
comment period. In addition, the commenter requested, and the City provided, the latest 
Citywide Circulation Phasing Report during the public comment period. The timing for the 
City’s production of that document to the commenter was directly related to the timing of the 
commenter’s request for that document.  

A15-28 Comment A15-28 sets forth the commenter’s view of the law with regard to the detail in 
responses to comments. Beyond setting forth the commenter’s view of the law, the comment 
does not call for any specific response. Please see response to comment O5-16. 

The EIR for the proposed project was recirculated in its entirety in response to comments. In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f) when an EIR is substantially revised 
and the entire document is recirculated, as is the case with the IBC Vision Plan, the lead 
adjacent can require reviewers to submit new comments and need not respond to those 
comments received during the earlier circulation period. The City has exceeded this 
requirement by providing responses to previous comments in the RDEIR (Appendix Q). A 
description of why the EIR was recirculated and changes to the DEIR is contained on page 3-
9 of the RDEIR in accordance with Section 15088.5(g). See also response to comments A15-
29 through A15-117 
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A15-29 The RDEIR incorrectly included the Air Quality Appendix to the DEIR. Appendix C to this 
FEIR includes the correct Air Quality Appendix to the FEIR. A copy of this appendix was 
directly e-mailed to the commenter on March 12, 2010. The URBEMIS modeling output 
sheets reflect the data included in the RDEIR. Therefore, the RDEIR provided the public with 
the information required to evaluate air quality impacts of the project. The significance 
conclusions stated in the RDEIR do not change as a result of this updated information. 

A15-30 See response to Comment A15-29. The RDEIR incorrectly included the Air Quality Appendix 
to the DEIR. Appendix C to this FEIR includes the correct Air Quality Appendix to the FEIR. 

A15-31 See response to Comments A15-7 through and A15-12 regarding ARB Designation. 

A15-32 The commenter again attempts to tether the environmental analysis in the Vision Plan RDEIR 
to that in the 1992 IBC EIR. Please see responses to Comments A15-20 through A15-25. 

The RDEIR evaluates full buildout of the IBC Vision Plan area in the post 2030 scenario. 
Significant unavoidable impacts were identified in Chapter 6 of the RDEIR. The mitigation 
improvement at intersection #145, Jamboree and Michelson that would bring this location to 
acceptable LOS is infeasible because of the operational constraints of triple left turn lanes, not 
the available capacity at the intersection. The Traffic Study (Appendix N of the RDEIR) 
conducted a preliminary feasibility assessment associated with traffic improvements. Right-
of-way acquisitions were considered to be a constraint and the least preferred mitigation 
strategy because they would require the relocation of, and compensation for, business and 
residences. 

A15-33 Please see response to Comment O5-33. The project is consistent with objective B-1 in that 
the traffic analysis in the Vision Plan EIR demonstrates that certain roadway widenings 
previously contemplated are no longer required (ITAM 8.4). Therefore, without those 
roadway widenings, the “existing arterial roadway system would continue to function as 
planned.” 

The arterial downgrades identified in the Traffic Study (see Appendix N) are included as part 
of the project because under the constrained network (most conservative) analysis, the 
widening of these arterial facilities to meet future forecast conditions is unnecessary. 
Furthermore, the MPAH amendment is listed as an approval required in Chapter 3, Project 
Description; and therefore, the MPAH amendment is part of the project.  

A15-34 See responses to Comment A15-6 and O5-31. Current regulations ensure that all projects 
meet neighborhood and community park requirements. For neighborhood parks, land and 
amenities are provided within individual projects pursuant to the City’s Subdivision Code and 
the Quimby Act. The Vision Plan encourages additional neighborhood park space by 
providing public park credit for neighborhood parks open to the public. For community parks, 
the City of Irvine has long acknowledged there is insufficient land for such park in the IBC, 
and is therefore looking for space for this use in adjacent open space areas. The City has 
collected over $12 million in community park fees for this purpose pursuant to the City’s 
Subdivision Code and the State Quimby Act.  

Project applicants would be required to dedicate park land and/or fees in lieu. All park fees 
are paid directly to the City Cashier prior to the issuance of any residential building permits 
for the building site or sites from which fees are to be derived. These fees are used only for 
developing new or rehabilitating existing park or recreational facilities to serve the 
subdivision. Page 5.12-10 discusses impacts on surrounding cities. As describes in this 
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section several parks within Irvine are closer than parks in the surrounding facilities, and four 
parks within three miles include lighted fields for sports activities. Because in-lieu fees would 
mitigate impacts to park facilities by contributing to the expansion/improvement of park 
facilities within proximity to residents within the IBC, the project would not result in a 
cumulative impact on adjacent cities. 

A15-35 Current development regulations and trip caps place sufficient restrictions on a project site so 
that an overall density limitation is irrelevant. There are no anticipated impacts from this 
proposed amendment. The City agrees that subsequent environmental review will be 
necessary for future development requests, including TDRs not assumed in the RDEIR, which 
does include analysis of pending projects and TDRs. See also response to Comment A15-18. 

A15-36 Please see Responses to Comments O5-17, and A5-2 through A5-7 regarding the 1992 
baseline setting. The cumulative impacts of previously approved projects are accounted for as 
part of the existing baseline conditions. This is precisely the analytic approach that is 
mandated by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The commenter claims that there is a “failure 
to provide the public and decision makers with information that will enable them to 
intelligently take account of the Project’s environmental consequences.”  However, the 
commenter fails to explain how adding the entire future development of the IBC on top of 
existing conditions fails to fully account for the impacts of the Project, both direct and 
cumulative. Cumulative impacts were addressed in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, of the 
RDEIR for each respective area. Past projects within the IBC Vision Plan area were included 
within the existing baseline environmental analysis. The proposed project considered 
cumulative effects associated with an increase in residential density within the IBC Vision 
Plan area.  

A15-37 See response to Comment A15-38. While the Gobar surveys from 2005 and 2007 indeed 
suggest a higher persons per household figure, the City is required by State Law, in particular 
the Quimby Act, to use U.S. census data to derive this figure. The Tustin Legacy project is a 
residential and commercial development north/northeast of the proposed project. Existing 
uses include medium- to high-density residential, commercial, institutional, office, and 
industrial land uses, the same mix of land uses as the IBC. Intensifying residential uses within 
the IBC Vision Plan area was evaluated in the RDEIR on adjacent jurisdictions.  

A15-38 See response to comment A15-37. The RDEIR adequately evaluates cumulative impacts of 
the project in the individual topical sections in Chapter 5 of the DEIR. For instance, the traffic 
analysis includes a cumulative analysis in its buildout scenario, which is based on assumed 
population density of 1,000 persons per 80 acres (ITAM ver. 8.4). 

Cumulative impacts with regard to the construction of parks are measured by the park needs 
generated by the project, which are in turn based (as required by law) on census data. More 
specifically, as required by Government Code Section 66477, the City derives the average 
persons per household (city wide) based on the most recent Federal Census, with those factors 
codified in Municipal Code Section 5-5-1004-D. The City uses the 1.3 residents per unit value 
to estimate population, based on the approved 2000 Federal Census for the densities from 
31.1 to 50 dwelling units per acre. This population generation rate has been adopted by the 
City consistent with state law relative to parkland dedication and has been incorporated into 
the City’s Subdivision Code Section 5.5.1004-D. Accordingly, use of data derived from a 
survey other than a full census, would be in conflict with the Irvine Municipal Code as well as 
State Law.  
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The Commenter also suggests that the Alfred Gobar survey results from 2005 and 2007 
should be used in lieu of the census data. The Gobar analysis was based, however, on a 
response rate between 5 and 10 percent, as compared to the 100% response rate utilized in the 
2000 census. Therefore, the use of the adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per household 
from the 2000 Federal Census for this project is considered more accurate and is justified.  

Finally, It should be noted that the City of Irvine already provides a disproportionately large 
amount of the County’s public parks and open space for recreational opportunities. 

A15-39 The issue of affordable housing is beyond the scope of CEQA, and will be discussed in the 
recommendations to the decision-making bodies (see also response to Comment A15-26). All 
projects are subject to the City’s affordable housing provisions as outlined in Chapter 2-3 of 
the Zoning Code. Furthermore, the proposed project includes incentives for affordable 
housing units. The IBC Vision Plan caps development at 15,000 residential units. SB 1818, 
enacted in 2005, requires local jurisdictions to amend density bonus ordinances with the intent 
to encourage the production of more affordable housing. In summary, the legislation allows 
large density bonuses in exchange for limited affordable housing and includes a mandate 
requiring cities to grant up to three incentives for a development depending on the amount of 
the affordable housing provided. These incentives include: a reduction in the development 
standards; approval of mixed-use zoning in conjunction with a housing project if the 
nonresidential component would reduce the cost of the housing and the nonresidential 
component is compatible with housing and any surrounding development; and other 
regulatory incentives proposed by the developer or the city that would reduce the cost of the 
project. SB 1818 also requires limited sales price controls on moderate income housing rather 
than affordability covenants and could preclude local inclusionary requirements. The City 
allows a density bonus for affordable units in the IBC Vision Plan area. The City’s density 
bonus provisions allow a potential additional 2,038 units within the IBC Vision Plan area. A 
discussion of proposed affordable units is included in Section 5.10, Population and Housing, 
in the RDEIR.  

A15-40 See response to Comment A15-39.  

A15-41 See response to Comment A15-34 regarding recreational impacts and Comment A15-38 
regarding use of 1.3 persons per household.  

A15-42 See responses to Comment A15-6, A15-34, and O5-31. A specific location for a new 
community park has not yet been determined, therefore, to analyze a specific location would 
be speculative under CEQA. The City has an established fee program which has collected 
over $12 million in funds to secure a new community park facility, and will continue to 
collect more with additional residential development. Subsequent environmental review will 
be conducted once a location and design are proposed. 

A15-43 See response to Comments A15-6, A15-34, A15-42, and O5-31 regarding recreational 
impacts. 

A15-44 See response to comments A15-6, A15-34, A15-42, and O5-31 regarding recreational 
impacts. A total of $9.5 million in Community Park fees have been collected from IBC 
developments for use towards improvements in Bill Barber Park. The Vision Plan proposes 
additional connections to this park, thus strengthening the connection of this community park 
to the IBC. 
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A15-45 Section 5-5-1004D(1) is a part of the Subdivision Code, not the Park Standards Manual. The 
proposed municipal code changes are discussed in the RDEIR and will be included in the final 
code text changes presented to the decision-making bodies. 

A15-46 The reference to the 1/3 per acre park size is part of the current environmental setting and 
requirements. The RDEIR and its appendices reference the removal of this requirement as 
part of the project. 

A15-47 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38 regarding recreational land uses and use of 1.3 
persons per household. 

A15-48 The commenter cites a “rebuttable presumption” provision in the Quimby Act as a basis to 
require the City to use the 2005-07 Gobar survey figures of persons per household rather than 
the set mandated figures from the U.S. Census. Please note that this section of the Quimby 
Act goes on to state that that the alternative allowed under the Quimby act is a state-certified 
census subject to similar procedures as the U.S. census. The methodology of the Gobar 
Survey does not meet these requirements. 

A15-49 The City agrees with the commenter that the type of development in the IBC is different from 
that of the single-family homes in the rest of Irvine. It is for this reason that the park 
requirements are proposed to be expanded to allow for more opportunities for public open 
space, either through private development or through development of public parks by the City 
consistent with the Vision Plan. Also, because of the difference in the type of residential 
development in the IBC, the City intends to use its community park fees collected from the 
IBC to acquire community park space where open space land is available adjacent to the IBC 
Vision Plan area. See responses to Comments A15-6, A15-34, A15-42, and O5-31. 

A15-50 The proposed project includes features such as additional opportunities for public 
neighborhood park space to address the very concerns raised by the commenter on this issue. 
The City has a long-stated goal of acquiring community park land to serve the IBC Vision 
Plan area. In the meantime, the IBC Vision Plan outlines the park facilities available to serve 
the IBC residents, and details extensive open space areas adjacent to the IBC Vision Plan 
area, including the San Diego Creek and San Joaquin Marsh areas, for which improved access 
from the IBC is proposed as part of the Vision Plan project. See responses to Comments A15-
6, A15-34, A15-42, and O5-31. 

A15-51 As the parks in the Tustin Legacy project have yet to be constructed, one can only speculate 
as to their use by Irvine residents. Given the location of proposed parks in the Legacy project 
at the north end of the Specific Plan area away from Barranca Parkway, and the proximity of 
Bill Barber Park adjacent to the IBC Vision Plan area, it is more likely that residents of the 
IBC will use this closer facility in Irvine. 

A15-52 See responses to comments A18-1 and A18-2. 

A15-53 Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 5.12, Recreation, of the RDEIR summarized the 
proposed changes to the park standards. Changes to the park standards were also specifically 
outlined in Appendix D of the RDEIR, as referenced in prior comments by the commenter. 
The analysis concludes that there is no significant adverse impact to parks given that new 
residential developments are required to mitigate impacts consistent with the Quimby Act and 
implemented through the City’s Subdivision Ordinance. The proposed park provisions of the 
project would improve the provision of park space in the IBC Vision Plan area as opposed to 
generating any adverse impacts. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

IBC Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code Final EIR City of Irvine • Page 2-137 

A15-54 See responses to Comments A15-37 and A15-38 regarding recreational land uses and use of a 
1.3 persons per household. 

A15-55 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38 regarding the use of 1.3 persons per household 
for the IBC Vision Plan area. The commenter is correct that the total City population 
reference in Section 5.12, Recreation is incorrect. The population for the City of Irvine in 
2035 is projected to be 270,009. This has been revised in the FEIR: 

At buildout, a total of 17,038 residential units are projected for the IBC 
(including 9,015 existing and approved residential units and 440 density bonus 
units), generating a total of 22,149 residents. Based on the City’s Park Code, 
buildout of the IBC would generate a need for a total of 110.2 acres of parkland 
at buildout. According to the General Plan, a total of 127,311 residential units 
are projected for the City’s buildout, generating a total of 165,504 residents the 
Orange County Projections for the City in 2035, the City of Irvine is projected to 
have a population of 270,009 people. Based on the City’s Park Code, buildout of 
the City of Irvine would generate a need for a total of 827.5 1,350 acres of 
parkland. Currently, there are a total of 493.7 acres of parkland throughout the 
City. Therefore, recreational needs of future residents of the IBC, in conjunction 
with cumulative development in accordance with the adopted General Plan, 
would add to citywide and regional demand for parks and recreational 
facilities... 

 As such, recreational needs of future residents of the IBC area, in conjunction with 
cumulative development in accordance with the adopted General Plan, would add to citywide 
and regional demand for parks and recreational facilities, and the appropriate land and/or 
improvements and fees for city required parks will be exacted in conjunction with approval of 
individual residential development projects. 

A15-56  See responses to Comments A15-37 and A15-38 regarding recreational land uses and use of a 
1.3 persons per household. 

A15-57 The City acknowledges that existing neighborhood park facilities in the IBC Vision Plan area 
are private. The proposed project provides for additional opportunities for credit for public 
neighborhood park space, which would address the commenter’s concern. 

A15-58 The commenter notes a lack of specific detail as to park locations and sizes. Given that this is 
a program level EIR, and no detail as to specific sites, sizes and designs are available, 
providing such information would be speculative under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064). The general locations of future parks are identified at a TAZ level, typical of what is 
found in a program-level EIR.  

A15-59 In 2008, the City Council approved the recommendations of the IBC Task Force, which 
included the development of a community park south of the Interstate 405 (I-405), thus 
identifying this matter as a City Priority.  

A15-60 See response to Comment A15-48 regarding recreational land uses and use of 1.3 persons per 
household. 

A15-61 See response to Comment A15-48 regarding recreational land uses and use of 1.3 persons per 
household. Park facility costs cannot be determined until specific locations and designs have 
been identified. Development of future neighborhood parks depends on specific designs of 
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residential development in a given area. Land and improvement costs are appraised at the time 
of the development proposal, not during a program-level analysis. 

With regard to Parks in the City of Tustin, information on the closest community parks in 
Tustin is provided in Table 5.12-5. Proposed parks, such as those in the Legacy project, are 
not listed as existing. 

A15-62 The Creekwalk design is schematic in nature, and is analyzed at that level, particularly in 
Section 5.3, Biological Resources, Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 
5.12, Recreation. See also response to Comment A15-42. 

A15-63 The City of Irvine’s park requirements do provide the necessary mitigation for impacts to 
recreational facilities by ensuring that neighborhood park facilities are constructed as part of 
the associated residential development. 

A15-64 See response to Comment A15-63 and A15-59 regarding recreational land uses.  

A15-65  Irvine has consulted with the City of Tustin during the IBC Vision Plan scoping and 
environmental process and has provided appropriate information to Tustin under CEQA 
guidelines. The commenter makes general reference to the claim that “the RDEIR does not 
correct some of the core deficiencies identified by Tustin and other agencies.”  This statement 
is at odds with the representations of Tustin staff members, made during multiple meetings 
with Tustin concerning the RDEIR. To the extent specific asserted “deficiencies” are 
identified in later comments in the comment letter, specific responses are provided below.  

A15-66 Table 5.13-10, Study Area Committed Roadway Improvements (see also Tables 2.9 and 2.10 
of the Traffic Study, Appendix N of the RDEIR) indicate the funded and unfunded arterial 
and intersection improvements within the IBC study area. Table 5.13-10 identifies one fully 
funded roadway improvement (Barranca between Red Hill and Jamboree) sourced as a Tustin 
Legacy improvement. The lane configuration assumptions in the 2015 interim year analysis 
are based on information provided by the City of Tustin in terms of construction 
improvements expected to be completed by 2015 (for the interim analysis). Table 5.13-10 has 
been revised to include the five Tustin Legacy intersection improvements located in Irvine 
and detailed information regarding the Tustin Legacy improvements (i.e., extent of the 
improvement project, implementation schedule, funding source responsibility) will be 
incorporated once Tustin provides this level of detail. 

A footnote has been added to Table 5.13-10 to identify that the two fully funded 
improvements at Red Hill and MacArthur and Red Hill and Dyer/Barranca (both funded in 
part by the 1992 IBC Fees) will be constructed by 2015 and are assumed to be in-place in the 
2015 interim year analysis. 

The lane configuration assumptions in the Post-2030 build-out year analysis are consistent 
with adjacent Cities’ build-out of their General Plans, including the City of Tustin’s build-out 
of its General Plan Circulation Element. For certain improvements that Tustin has included as 
part of its General Plan but that are partially funded by IBC fees (i.e., widening of Red Hill 
from six lanes to eight lanes between Barranca and Edinger), the City of Irvine removed these 
assumptions from the build-out analysis due to lack of funding and to reassess the need for the 
1992 mitigation measures. It was determined through analysis that the unfunded 1992 
mitigation measures (including the widening of Red Hill from six to eight lanes) were no 
longer needed, but that mitigation improvements resulting from the constrained network were 
necessary. All improvements resulting from the analysis of the constrained network, including 
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an improvement at intersection #754 Red Hill & Carnegie, are documented in Chapter 6 of 
the Traffic Study (see Appendix N of the RDEIR). 

Table 5.13-11   
Study Area Committed Intersection Improvements  

Funding Status of 1992 IBC Intersection Improvements - March 2008 
Stage ID Location Improvements Status [1] 

Stage I 
  49 Red Hill & Main 3rd EBT; 3rd WBT Complete 
  78 MacArthur & Main 4th SBT; 3rd EBT; Free WBR Complete 
  79 MacArthur & I-405 NB Ramp Free 2nd NBR; 4th SBT; 4th NBT; Free 2nd Complete 
  80 MacArthur & I-405 SB 2nd SBL; 4th SBT; 4th NBT Complete 
  82 MacArthur & Michelson 4th SBT; 4th NBT; NBR; WBT Complete 
  84 MacArthur & Campus 4th SBT; 3rd EBT; 3rd WBT Complete 
  138 Jamboree & Alton 3rd WBT; 4th NBT; 4th SBT Complete 
  141 Jamboree & Main 4th SBT; 4th NBT; 3rd WBT; 3rd EBT Complete 
  143 Jamboree & I-405 NB Ramp 3rd NBT & 4th SBT Complete 
  144 Jamboree & I-405 SB 4th SBT; 3rd & 4th NBT Complete 
  145 Jamboree & Michelson 4th SBT; 4th NBT Complete 
  188 Harvard & Michelson 2nd EBL Complete 
  42 Red Hill & Dyer/Barranca 2nd WBL; 4th EBT; 4th WBT Fully Funded1 

  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 3rd WBT; 3rd EBT Fully Funded1 

  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 4th WBT; 4th EBT Not Funded 
  82 MacArthur & Michelson 2nd NBL Not Funded 
  84 MacArthur & Campus EBR Not Funded 
  143 Jamboree & I-405 NB Ramp 4th NBT Not Funded 
  145 Jamboree & Michelson EBR  Not Funded 
  188 Harvard & Michelson Free SBR Not Funded 
Stage II 
  133 Jamboree & ICD Grade Separation Complete 
  138 Jamboree & Alton 2nd NBL; 2nd SBL; 3rd EBT  Complete 
  150 MacArthur & Jamboree NBR; 2nd NBL Complete 
  42 Red Hill & Dyer/Barranca 4th SBT; 4th NBT; 2nd EBL Fully Funded 
  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 3rd SBT; 3rd NBT; 2nd NBL Fully Funded 
  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 4th NBT Not Funded 
  49 Red Hill & Main 3rd & 4th SBT; 3rd NBT; Free NBR Not Funded 
  78 MacArthur & Main Replace 1 WBT (VLD) with 3rd WBL (VLD) Not Funded 
  136 Jamboree & Barranca Grade Separation Not Funded 
  138 Jamboree & Alton 5th NBT; 5th SBT Not Funded 
  184 Harvard & Barranca WBR; 2nd SBL; 2nd NBL Not Funded 
  186 Harvard & Main Free SBR Not Funded 
Stage III 
  234 Culver & Michelson 2nd NBL; SBR; WBR Complete 

  47 Red Hill & MacArthur Replace 1 SBT (VLD) with 3rd SBL (VLD); 
Replace 1 EBT (VLD) with 3rd EBL (VLD) Not Funded 

  97 Von Karman & Barranca Free NBR; 2nd WBL; 4th WBT; 4th EBT Not Funded 
  136 Jamboree & Barranca Free EBR Not Funded 
  141 Jamboree & Main 4th EBT Not Funded 
Tustin Legacy 

 49 Red Hill & Main Free SBR Committed 
 102 Von Karman & Michelson 2nd EBL Committed 
 138 Jamboree & Alton 5th NBT Committed 
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Table 5.13-11   
Study Area Committed Intersection Improvements  

Funding Status of 1992 IBC Intersection Improvements - March 2008 
Stage ID Location Improvements Status [1] 

 185 Harvard & Alton 2nd NBL Committed 
 227 Culver & Warner 2nd EBL Committed 
Notes: [1] Status as of March 2008 
1 The two fully funded improvements at Red Hill & MacArthur and Red Hill & Dyer/Barranca (both funded in part by the 1992 IBC Fees) will be 

constructed by 2015 and are assumed to be in-place in the 2015 interim year analysis. 
Legend: 
EBT = Eastbound Through Lane 
WBT = Westbound Through Lane 
NBT = Northbound Through Lane 
EBR = Eastbound Right 
SBR = Southbound Right 
SBT = Southbound Through Lane 

EBL = Eastbound Left 
WBR = Westbound Right 
WBL = Westbound Left 
NBL = Northbound Left 
VLD = Variable Lane Deployment 
NBR = Northbound Right 

 
 

 

A15-67 Table 5.13-10 of the Traffic has been updated to include the five intersection improvements 
documented in the comment (see Chapter 4 of the FEIR). Note that the Marine Corps Air 
Station (MCAS) Tustin Reuse EIR identified the improvement at Culver and Warner as an 
additional eastbound left-turn lane, rather than an additional eastbound right-turn lane. All 
five improvements resulting from the MCAS Tustin Reuse Project were correctly assumed in 
the analysis. See also responses to Comment A15-66 and response to Comment A15a-3. 

A15-68 Chapter 7 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N of the RDEIR) articulates the proposed 
downgrading of certain arterial segments (Alton Parkway and removal of the Alton/SR-55 
interchange as well as Von Karman Avenue and the removal of the Von Karman/I-405 
interchange) that would be inconsistent with the County’s Master Plan of Arterial Highways 
(MPAH). Included in Chapter 7 of the Traffic Study is a description of the process by which 
the City of Irvine will work with the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) and 
affected jurisdictions to prepare a cooperative study for the proposed downgrades that are 
inconsistent with the County’s MPAH. Following approval of the MPAH amendment by the 
OCTA Board, the City can move forward with the City’s General Plan Amendment to 
downgrade these arterial segments. 

The five arterial roadway segments identified in this comment (Barranca between Red Hill 
and Jamboree; Jamboree between Barranca and McGaw; Main Street between Red Hill and 
Harvard; MacArthur between Fitch and Main; and Red Hill between Barranca and Main) are 
currently designated in the City’s General Plan “over and above” the County MPAH roadway 
designation. Therefore, the downgrade of these five arterial segments will be consistent with 
the County’s MPAH and a cooperative study with OCTA is not necessary. There are no 
inconsistencies related to downgraded arterials listed in the various sections of the traffic 
study.  

 The proposed downgraded facilities would keep these roadways in their existing condition, 
removing the need to widen the roadways. The existing conditions of these roadways are 
walkable.  

The City of Irvine removed the improvement assumptions from the build-out analysis in those 
cases where there is no identified funding source for improvements. It was determined 
through analysis that the unfunded 1992 mitigation measures were no longer needed, but that 
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mitigation improvements resulting from the constrained network were necessary, and these 
improvements are documented in Chapter 6 of the Traffic Study.  

A15-69 The text in the Traffic Study refers to the original 1992 Irvine Business Complex General 
Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project study area. 

A15-70 The Traffic Study (Appendix N of the RDEIR) conservatively evaluates impacts and 
Mitigation Measures using a “ground to plan” approach for the 2015 interim year analysis as 
well as the build-out Post-2030 analysis (see response to Comment A15-6). The differences in 
trip generation within the IBC Vision Plan area under the existing condition, 2015 No Project 
and Post-2030 No Project are therefore negligible. The trip generation tables referenced in 
this comment are reflective only of the IBC Vision area rather than reflective of the areas 
outside the IBC where build-out growth is assumed. Trip generation tables for the entire study 
area are included in the appendices to the Traffic Study. 

A15-71 The traffic impact analysis considered “extra-jurisdictional development” consistent with 
assumptions used in regional traffic models. This regional data has been forwarded, per the 
commenter’s request (see response to Comment A15-1). 

A15-72 No significant parking impacts related to neighborhood parks in the IBC Vision Plan area 
would occur because neighborhood parks would be developed as part of an overall residential 
development. However, Community Parks draw from a larger area; and therefore, parking 
would be provided pursuant to City standards. 

A15-73 See responses to Comments A15-8 through A15-11 regarding ARB designation. 

A15-74 Based on meetings with the adjacent Cities on the traffic modeling for the DEIR (ITAM 8.1), 
the RDEIR uses a new version of ITAM (ITAM 8.4) based on improvements suggested by the 
adjacent Cities including a review of OCTAM 3.2 forecasts. At the time of the preparation of 
the traffic analysis, OCTAM 3.3 was not available for official use. 

ITAM 8.4 was validated through the same processes as previous versions of ITAM. For the 
IBC Vision Plan, existing year 2008 counts were grouped into travel corridors referred to as 
screenlines and then compared to 2008 forecasted volumes to verify that differences were 
reasonable and appropriate in accordance with the National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program Report 255 (NCHRP 255). Based on this validated model (ITAM 8.4), future 
forecasted volumes identified in the RDEIR and the traffic study are reasonable and 
appropriate. The model has been approved by OCTA as a valid sub-area model.  

OCTAM forecasts do not confirm the need for larger capacity arterials as they are consistent 
with the RDEIR when reasonable variation between model forecasts are taken into account. 
The RDEIR does look at downgrading some arterial facilities. Revisions to the City of 
Irvine’s General Plan Circulation Element that may affect the County MPAH must be made in 
conjunction with similar action by OCTA based on a cooperative study. Irvine will follow the 
appropriate protocol for the reclassification of MPAH roadways.  

A15-75  The likely development patterns associated with the buildout of the Vision Plan are a part of 
the proposed Project assumptions. In making those assumptions, further assumptions 
concerning the source of probably development intensity transfers were made. See response to 
Comment A15-6 regarding use of the 1992 baseline. 
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A15-76 See response to Comment A15-18. Discretionary review (a CUP or Master Plan) is still 
required for residential development in the IBC as specific in the current zoning code, and 
traffic impacts are evaluated at the time such development is proposed. The updated TDR 
provisions eliminate the need for a CUP only for TDR’s proposed within the same TAZ, as an 
incentive to promote compact development and limit the amount of trips transferred around 
other areas of the IBC. Discretionary review is still required for the rest of the proposed 
project. 

A15-77 See response to Comments A15-16 and A15-17 regarding pending projects and specificity of 
a program EIR. 

A15-78 The Traffic Study, included as Appendix N to the RDEIR, details traffic counts taken for the 
proposed project (see Section 2.3, Traffic Counts). See also response to Comment A15-3 
related to traffic count data 

A15-79 Section 2.5 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N of the RDEIR) articulates the detailed 
methodologies used for the arterial analysis, including the Average Daily Trips (ADT) 
analysis, as well as the peak hour link analysis applied in the City of Irvine. Methodologies 
applied for arterial segments were based on the protocol of that jurisdiction in which the 
arterial segments lie. As documented in the traffic study, the City of Tustin evaluates ADT but 
assesses impacts at the intersection. The arterial analysis resulted in one confirmed arterial 
impact location: MacArthur Boulevard between Main and SR-55 located in the City of Santa 
Ana. 

A15-80  The performance standard adopted for the IBC is LOS E and is consistent with other parts of 
the City with unique development characteristics that include office, retail and residential 
uses. In the absence of existing thresholds of significant impact for state facilities, the 
threshold of significance for freeway facilities described in Section 5.13, Transportation and 
Traffic, and Chapter 2 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N to the RDEIR) was proposed by 
Caltrans and through joint discussions and coordination with Caltrans staff, has been codified 
as the accepted threshold of significance for this project. This performance criteria 
appropriately addresses direct and cumulative traffic impacts 

A15-81 Tables that clearly identify project impacts and mitigation strategies by location and year 
analyzed are included in Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and within the Executive 
Summary section and Chapter 6 the Traffic Study (Appendix N to the DEIR). 

A15-82 The existing condition at the intersection of Red Hill and Dyer/Barranca is within acceptable 
levels of service (LOS E).  

A15-83 The Irvine Technology Center project includes 1,000 residential dwelling units and is split 
between two neighboring geographical TAZs. Figure 5.13-11 (Figure 3.7 of the Traffic Study) 
correctly identifies 1,000 residential dwelling units (404 units in TAZ 545 and 596 units in 
TAZ 543.)    

A15-84 Project-related significant impacts for the 2008 Existing Plus Project scenario are discussed in 
the RDEIR and Traffic Study in Chapter 6 (Appendix N to the RDEIR). Mitigation measures 
are proposed for these improvements. The impacts are considered theoretical in that it is 
impossible for the entire project to be built instantly without requisite circulation system 
improvements as new projects come in. For the identified projects that will be constructed by 
2015 (which include the seven projects referenced n the comments), the 2015 improvements 
are identified. In other words, an analysis of the project buildout without the planned and 
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funded circulation system improvements yields a set of impacts that cannot occur. The Traffic 
Study and RDEIR will be revised to clarify this point. The project related significant impacts 
as well as mitigation strategies are proposed for the Existing Plus Project scenario as required 
by CEQA and the project will contribute a fair share (or full share for Irvine intersections) for 
improvements that are identified under interim year and build-out conditions, with the 
expected circulation improvements under those analysis years 

A15-85 Two impacts are identified in the City of Tustin under the 2008 Existing Plus Project analysis: 
Franklin & Walnut and Red Hill & El Camino Real. At the intersection of Franklin & Walnut, 
the interim year 2015 and build-out Post-2030 analyses indicate that although this intersection 
is deficient, the IBC Vision Plan Project does not contribute to that deficiency based on 
Tustin’s threshold of significance. At the intersection of Red Hill & El Camino Real, the 
interim year 2015 analysis indicates a deficiency, but no contribution from the IBC Vision 
Plan Project. The build-out Post-2030 analysis indicates that Franklin & Walnut is no longer 
deficient. For any deficiencies located in adjacent jurisdictions that are not identified as 
project-related significant impacts, the project is not responsible for fair-share funds towards 
the improvement that may be needed. Implementation of the improvements to mitigate these 
non-project-related deficiencies are the responsibility of the governing jurisdiction. See also 
responses to Comments A15-84 and O6-12. 

A15-86 See responses to Comment A15-84 and A15-85 regarding cumulative traffic impacts. 

A15-87 The thresholds of significance used for identification of arterial, intersection and freeway 
facility impacts for each jurisdiction were established through adopted guidelines and/or 
through coordination with adjacent jurisdictions, including the City of Tustin. Definition and 
application of these thresholds of significance by jurisdiction are documented in Section 5.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Chapter 2 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N to the RDEIR). 

The interim year 2015 With Project condition includes the increase in residential units and the 
corresponding reduction in commercial, office and industrial square footage required to offset 
the increased residential uses. The 2008 Existing condition and interim year 2015 No Project 
condition are identical because a conservative “ground to plan” analysis was prepared for 
impact analysis in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (see response to Comment A15-6).  

A15-88 Tables 5.13-17 and 5.13-18 pertain to buildout land use and trip general assumptions analyzed 
within the IBC Vision Plan area (TAZ 395-546) only. Ambient growth outside of the IBC 
Vision Plan area, consistent with the General Plans of adjacent cities and in Orange County as 
a whole, was assumed in the buildout analysis, as documented in the Traffic Study (Appendix 
N to the RDEIR). This regional data is available on the City’s IBC website (see response to 
Comment A15-1) at:  

 http://www.cityofirvine.org/cityhall/cd/planningactivities/ibc_graphics/default.asp 

Two intersections are identified in the interim year 2015 analysis to be impacted by the 
project, as documented in Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and Chapter 6 of the 
Traffic Study:  

• #93. Tustin Ranch & El Camino Real  
• #134. Loop/Park & Warner.  

Section 5.13 and Chapter 5 of the Traffic Study adequately describes the Post-2030 Vision 
Plan build-out conditions assumed and analysis of impacts. Section 5.13 and Chapter 7 of the 
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traffic study adequately describes the two alternative build-out scenarios: 1) Post-2030 Vision 
Plan build-out condition under the MPAH network and 2) Post-2030 General Plan build-out 
condition. Conditions under each of these alternative scenarios are described and potential 
impacts identified in the RDEIR. 

The Traffic Study and RDEIR have been revised to include additional detail related to the 
intent of the MPAH analysis, as included in Responses to Comments A15b-8 and A15b-9. 
See Chapter 4 of this FEIR for changes in response to comments. 

 See also response to Comment A15-68 related to downgrading of arterial roadways. 

A15-89 The proposed arterials to be downgraded in the future would remain in the non-hazardous 
condition that exists today, rather than being widened in the future. Impacts related to land use 
compatibility are specifically discussed in Section 5.2, Air Quality, Section 5.6, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Section 5.8, Land Use and Planning, and Section 5.9, Noise.  

A15-90 Administrative Relief is a current discretionary process applied on a case by case basis. To 
predict which future unknown projects would apply for parking relief pursuant to these 
provisions would be speculative under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064). 

A15-91 Proposed improvements and location of such improvements are clearly outlined in Section 
5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and Chapter 5.3 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N). Specific 
construction impacts cannot be identified until such projects have been formally sited and 
designed. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in accordance with the degree of specificity required 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment 
of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a specific plan should focus on the secondary effects 
that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as 
detailed as an EIR on the specific traffic improvements that would be constructed at a later 
date (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). No traffic impacts are anticipated as a result of the 
operation of these proposed improvements, which will likely improve traffic conditions in the 
IBC Vision Plan. However, as stated in prior responses, the traffic study conservatively 
estimates no trip reduction measures so as to maximize traffic mitigation. 

A15-92 See pertinent responses provided pertaining to the issues summarized in the comment.  

A15-93 The City’s traffic model (ITAM 8.4) is built upon the regional OCTAM model. ITAM 8.4 has 
been validated through the same processes as previous versions of ITAM. The model has been 
approved by OCTA as a valid sub-area model and the methodology has been established 
through many years of accepted results for projects within the City of Irvine. The City of 
Irvine has coordinated with Tustin in the past on the efficacy of mitigation strategies, and 
results of impacts and mitigation for the project have been shared with the City of Tustin. The 
City of Irvine is committed to working with Tustin on the proposed traffic mitigations within 
the City of Tustin and fair shares as identified in the RDEIR and Traffic Study.  

All traffic model-related data that the City of Tustin requested has been provided, including 
the external station data, which is regional data that specifies trip generation outside the 
project area including areas outside Orange County. Any potential differences in results 
between ITAM 8.4 and sub-area model versions used by the City of Tustin may stem from a 
number of factors:       

• Each city’s traffic model contains more detail within that city and relies on the county-
wide regional model in areas outside of that city’s jurisdiction. 
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• Tustin and Irvine traffic models may assume different build-out years.  

• The traffic counts used to forecast future volumes in the Irvine and Tustin traffic models 
were likely not taken in the same year and therefore would result in different forecasted 
volumes. Note that existing counts taken by both Cities must be compared to determine if 
volume differences exist. Existing counts taken by the City of Irvine can be found in the 
Appendix to the Traffic Study (Appendix N to the RDEIR).  

Finally, the commenter inaccurately claims that Irvine “refused to produce documents with 
information concerning the external station data input into the model.”  The statement is 
untrue. The commenter requested that the City generate new (as opposed to existing) 
documentation for the commenter. Because the documentation requested simply did not exist, 
the City of Irvine informed the commenter that no responsive documentation was available. 
Nevertheless, in an effort to further facilitate the commenter’s review, the City generated and 
provided the requested information to the commenter in connection with these responses. 

A15-94 See response to Comment A15-67 regarding traffic improvements. 

A15-95  Irvine has identified the mitigation strategies and fair shares and is committed to working with 
and entering into agreements with all affected jurisdictions to outline the specific 
improvements, timing of fair share funding transfer, etc.  

A15-96 Please see response to comment O6-12. Caltrans does not have an identified fee program for 
the improvements. Nevertheless, the City has extended beyond its legal obligations and 
agreed to make a fair share contribution. Irvine continues to work with Caltrans on feasible 
improvements that mitigate impacts identified on freeway facilities. That commitment will be 
memorialized in an agreement with Caltrans outlining the specific improvements, timing of 
fair share funding transfer, etc. Note that the 12,000th unit refers to the approximate threshold 
of residential units that are expected to be completed by interim year 2015 at which time a 
number of the Caltrans improvements would be required.  

A15-97 Mitigation measures are proposed for all project-related impacts identified in the interim year 
2015 analysis as documented in Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and Chapter 6 of the 
Traffic Study (Appendix N to the RDEIR), regardless of whether the location is impacted in 
the build-out condition. For all impacts that are identified in both the 2015 and build-out Post-
2030 analyses, it is recommended that the improvement be expedited to mitigate interim year 
2015 conditions, also documented in the traffic study. The following has been incorporated in 
Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, in the FEIR: 

5.13.6.1 Summary of Mitigation Program 

In summary, one arterial segment and 21 intersections are forecast to operate at 
a deficient LOS under 2015 and Post-2030 conditions. Mitigation measures are 
proposed for all project-related impacts identified in the interim year 2015 
analysis regardless of whether the location is impacted in the build-out 
condition. Of the 21 deficient intersections, a project impact is forecast for 15 of 
the deficient intersections. The arterial segment deficiency is a project related 
impact. Additionally, a number of freeway mainline segments and ramps are 
forecast to operate at a deficient LOS. As a general rule, mitigation measures for 
arterials or intersections begin with identification of any measures that might 
have been recommended as part of other traffic studies in the area. These 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-146 • The Planning Center July 2010 

mitigation measures are then applied to determine whether they result in 
roadway segment or intersection operation within acceptable thresholds.   

A15-98 A cumulative deficiency was identified at the intersection of Red Hill & El Camino Real in 
the interim year 2015 analysis. Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, correctly identifies 
this location as a cumulative deficiency, not a project-related impact. 

A15-99 The HCG Irvine project (Hines) is included as a pending project in the IBC Vision Plan. The 
mitigation improvement at intersection #145, Jamboree and Michelson that would bring this 
location to acceptable LOS is infeasible because of the operational constraints of triple left 
turn lanes, not the available capacity at the intersection.  

 Feasible improvements are identified for all impacts except at the intersection of Jamboree 
and Michelson. Feasible improvements identified are considered feasible based on 
engineering layouts, technical field review, preparation of conservative cost estimates and 
coordination with adjacent jurisdictions.  

 The operation of Jamboree and Michelson would benefit from implementation of a pedestrian 
bridge across Jamboree because the bridge would allow for a reduced east-west through phase 
at the intersection that is currently required to accommodate the pedestrian movement across 
Jamboree. A decrease in the signal timing phasing required for the through phase would allow 
for an increase in the problematic southbound left-turn and westbound left-turn phases. This 
would benefit the operation and level of service at the intersection. 

The elimination of setback requirements may contribute to additional building takes for future 
IBC intersection expansion for new residential projects if needed; however, a majority of the 
intersection improvements are located in areas where there is available land for expansion of 
the intersections. The setbacks, as outlined in the zoning code, allow for future widenings by 
defining setbacks in relation to the curb face of the ultimate planned right-of-way. 

A15-100 Timing of implementation of proposed improvements is based on the year in which the 
impact is identified (interim year 2015 and/or buildout Post 2030). Additionally, the City of 
Irvine intends to prepare periodic traffic analysis updates (every five years) to further define 
the appropriate timing in which improvements must be implemented.  

The improvement costs within Irvine will be funded by the IBC Nexus Fee Program and any 
outside grant funds that the City may receive. The fair-share of improvement costs in adjacent 
jurisdictions, as identified in Chapter 6 of the traffic study, will be funded by the IBC Nexus 
Fee Program. If an adjacent jurisdiction does not have a fee program identified, there is no 
guarantee that the improvements outside Irvine can be implemented beyond the fair share 
provided by IBC fees. A statement of overriding considerations is required. The City of Irvine 
will work with the adjacent jurisdictions to prepare agreements codifying the fair share costs, 
and details related to the transfer of funds for the improvements. 

A15-101 The IBC Vision Plan EIR imposes on the City adequate and enforceable mitigation. It 
requires the development of a fee program as a prerequisite to future development in the IBC 
in accordance with the RDEIR. To clarify this issue, the following mitigation measure appears 
in the DEIR: 

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit pursuant to the proposed project, the City 
of Irvine shall update the IBC Development Fee program pursuant to the AB 1600 Nexus 
Study identified in Mitigation Measure 5.13-1. The IBC Development Fee program was 
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established to fund area-wide circulation improvements within the IBC and adjoining 
areas. The improvements are required due to potential circulation impacts associated with 
buildout of the IBC. Fees are assessed when there is new construction or when there is an 
increase in square footage within an existing building or the conversion of existing square 
footage to a more intensive use. The development fees collected are applied toward 
circulation improvements and right-of-way acquisition in the IBC and adjoining areas. 
Fees are calculated by multiplying the proposed square footage, dwelling unit or hotel 
room by the appropriate rate. The IBC Fees are included with any other applicable fees 
payable at the time the building permit is issued. The City will use the IBC development 
fees to, among other things, fund construction (or to recoup fees advanced to fund 
construction) of the transportation improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 5.13-1. 
The IBC Development Fee program will be structured to assure that period traffic 
analyses (every five years) will be conducted to re-prioritize, if necessary, the 
sequencing of improvements and ensure that development creating impacts does not 
outpace the construction of improvements to mitigate those impacts. 

A15-102 See response to Comment A15-101. Specific impacts cannot be identified until such projects 
have been formally sited and designed. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in accordance with the 
degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). An EIR on a project such as 
the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a specific plan should 
focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or 
amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as the environmental document to be 
prepared for the specific traffic improvements that would be constructed at a later date 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15146).  

A15-103 The comment relies upon assertions in other comments for the claim that impacts have been 
unreported or underreported. Specific responses to those allegations are contained in other 
responses to Comments. Where implementation of extra-jurisdictional mitigation measures is 
necessary, a statement of overriding considerations has been proposed because the City lacks 
the power to compel other agencies to implement mitigation measures. In addition, it is 
recognized that some adjoining agencies lack an identified fee program for necessary 
improvements. Despite that lack of a plan, the City has agreed to provide fair share funding 
for its contribution to deficiencies at such intersections.  

All statements of overriding considerations will be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record. 

The nexus for retaining the downgraded arterial segments as a substitute for impacts to 
Caltrans facilities is inappropriate. The City of Irvine and Caltrans are working to establish 
feasible improvements that mitigate impacts on freeway facilities.  

A15-104 The commenter claims, based on the EPIC court case, that the RDEIR does not consider the 
cumulative impacts caused by the proposed project. Beyond that broad claim, however, the 
comment does not specifically explain which facet of the RDEIR fails to account for 
cumulative impacts. To the extent that explanation is provided in another comment, the 
response is addressed in the response to that other comment. 

See response to Comment A15-8 and A15-9 regarding the ARB Designation and The i 
Shuttle. 

A15-105 See responses to Comments A15-34 through A15-63. According to Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines and as stated on page 5.12-5 of Section 5.12, Recreation, of the RDEIR, the 
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threshold states if the project would 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. As stated in Section 5.12 of the RDEIR, the proposed project 
would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities. However, with any future projects, project applicant would be required to dedicate 
park land and/or fees in lieu. All park fees are paid directly to the City Cashier prior to the 
issuance of any residential building permits for the building site or sites from which fees are 
to be derived. These fees are used only for developing new or rehabilitating existing park or 
recreational facilities to serve the subdivision. Page 5.12-10 discusses impacts on surrounding 
cities. As describes in this section several parks within Irvine are closer than parks in the 
surrounding facilities, and four parks within three miles include lighted fields for sports 
activities. Because in-lieu fees would mitigate impacts to park facilities by contributing to the 
expansion/improvement of park facilities within proximity to residents within the IBC, the 
project would not result in a cumulative impact on adjacent cities. 

The City of Irvine, as required by Government Code Section 66477 derives the average 
persons per household (city wide) based on the most recent Federal Census, with those factors 
codified in Municipal Code Section 5-5-1004-D. The City uses the 1.3 residents per unit value 
to estimate population, based on the approved 2000 Federal Census for the densities from 
31.1 to 50 dwelling units per acre. This population generation rate has been adopted by the 
City consistent with state law relative to parkland dedication and has been incorporated into 
the City’s Subdivision Code Section 5.5.1004-D. Accordingly, use of data derived from a 
survey other than a full census, would be in conflict with the Irvine Municipal Code as well as 
State Law. In addition, the Alfred Gobar surveys had a response rate between 5 and 10 
percent. Therefore, the use of the adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per household from 
the 2000 Federal Census for this project is considered more accurate and is justified. 

A15-106 See response to Comment O5-17 regarding use of a 1992 Baseline. The threshold of 
significance applied in this analysis is consistent with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
Guidelines and is an accepted threshold used by many local and regional jurisdictions. 
Although Irvine agreed to use Tustin’s 0.01 change in LOS or ICU impact identification 
methodology for locations within Tustin, Irvine does not agree with the suggested use of the 
minimal 0.01 change in LOS or ICU as the threshold of significance for impact identification 
in Irvine. 

 The city’s threshold of significance for project-related and cumulative traffic impacts is 
detailed on page 5.13-16 of the RDEIR.  

A15-107 Alternatives selected were based on the potential to avoid or lessen environmental impacts of 
the proposed project. Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, compares the impacts 
of the proposed project to the project alternatives in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. The IBC Vision Plan EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives. The 
RDEIR does not state that there are no other sites on which mixed use development could be 
accommodated within Orange County. However, the objectives of the project are based on 
incorporating residential into this existing job center in Irvine, consistent with SCAG’s 
Compass 2% Strategy.  

A15-108 The land use methodology report, including as Appendix F to the RDEIR, details the intensity 
values used in the IBC Vision Plan area. The 572 square feet of non-residential intensity per 
residential unit is an average of unit sizes in the IBC. 
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A15-109 The No Project/No Development Alternative would prohibit all new development, restricting 
urban growth to its current extent. This alternative assumes that no additional development 
and growth within the Planning Area would occur beyond what is already approved. 
Approved units are included as part of the No Project Alternative because these uses have 
been entitled, require no further discretionary approval, and hence will be constructed 
regardless of the proposed project. 

A15-110 Alternatives selected for the analysis were based on their ability to reduce or eliminate the 
project’s significant environmental impacts. The RDEIR provides additional analysis to 
support the determination that the alternatives do not meet the objectives cited. 

A15-111 Alternatives selected were based on the potential to avoid or lessen environmental impacts of 
the proposed project. Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, compares the impacts 
of the proposed project to the project alternatives in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. No significant park impacts were identified. In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR considered a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives.  

A15-112 The commenter makes an incorrect distinction between trips under the 1992 zoning and trips 
in the traffic analysis. In the original 1992 traffic study, the proposed trip intensities for 
zoning allowances were the same as the vehicle trips analyzed in the traffic study. Over time, 
traffic study methodology has been refined, while the tip intensity limits in the zoning remain 
unchanged. To clarify this distinction, the proposed code language proposed to change “trips” 
measured for zoning intensity to “development intensity values”, so the term “trips” will 
continue to apply to trips as evaluated in the traffic analysis. 

With regard to the general comments that the RDEIR does not address the unique traffic and 
recreational impacts that differ from those impacts that would be caused by non-residential 
development at buildout, the RDEIR analyzes the changes to the physical environment 
compared to the existing baseline setting as a result of the proposed project. 

A15-113 The growth inducing impacts of the project are described throughout Section 5, 
Environmental Analysis, and Chapter 10, Growth Inducing Impacts, of the RDEIR. For the 
increase in residential units there is a corresponding decrease in non-residential square 
footage. In addition, the project does not extend infrastructure to areas that are not currently 
served. The IBC Vision Plan area has been previously developed with office, commercial, and 
industrial land uses. The project would redevelop existing land uses within the IBC Vision 
Plan area. Therefore, while density would increase within potions of the IBC Vision Plan 
area, this portion of the City has been previously developed and residential would replace 
existing non-residential land uses.  

A15-114 Page 10-2, Chapter 10, Growth Inducing Impacts, clearly states that the project is expected to 
increase demand for fire protection services, police services, school services, and library 
services. However, the project was not considered to have a significant growth inducing effect 
in this regard because Citywide plans, programs policies would ensure that growth in serve 
capabilities parallel growth in the IBC Vision Plan area. Furthermore, one of the objectives of 
the proposed project are to provide residential development in areas of the IBC where 
adequate supporting uses, public services, and facilities are provided. 

A15-115 See response to Comment A15-8 and A15-9 regarding the ARB Designation. 
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A15-116 Page 10-2, Chapter 10, Growth Inducing Impacts, states that the economic effects of the 
project would be minimized to the balance of land uses within the IBC Vision Plan area. One 
objective of the proposed project are to provide residential development in areas of the IBC 
where adequate supporting uses, public services, and facilities are  provided. Therefore, 
economic effects would be balanced. 

A15-117 The residential cap proposed as part of the project is 17,038 units (including bonus density 
units). If applications for new development project exceed the development caps of the 
proposed project, subsequent environmental review and General Plan amendments would be 
required. 

A15-118 See response to the previous comments. Recirculation of an EIR is only required when the 
addition of new information to a DEIR deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment on substantial adverse projects, feasible mitigation measures, or alternatives that are 
not adopted (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5(a); Laurel Heights II 6 Cal. 4th at 1129). 
Recirculation is required: 

• When the new information shows a new, substantial, environmental impact resulting 
either from the project or from a mitigation measure; 

• When the new information shows a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact, except that recirculation would not be required if mitigation that 
reduces the impact to insignificance is adopted; 

• When the new information shows a feasible alternative or mitigation measure, 
considerably different from those considered in the EIR, that clearly would lessen the 
environmental impacts of a project and the project proponent declines to adopt it; 

• When the DEIR was "so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature" that public comment on the DEIR was essentially meaningless. 

 

As none of these conditions have been met, recirculation of the RDEIR is not warranted. 
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LETTER A15a – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment A (5 pages) 
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A15a. Response to Comments from City of Tustin – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment A: 
Community Development Department, dated February 16, 2010.  

A15a-1 See responses to Comments A15-74 and A15-93. 

A15a-2 The typo-graphical error in the RDEIR has been corrected to reflect that ITAM 8.4 was used 
for all traffic analyses conducted. The traffic study correctly identifies the use of ITAM 8.4 

This section describes the current state of the existing land uses and 
circulation system within the study area. The City of Irvine’s traffic model, 
the Irvine Transportation Analysis Model (ITAM) 8.1 8.4 was applied to 
forecast future traffic conditions for the study area. 

A15a-3 See responses to Comment A15-66 and A15-67. 

A15a-4 Comment noted. See response to Comment A15-68. 

A15a-5 The improvement at intersection #136 Jamboree and Barranca is not inconsistent with the 
downgrading of Jamboree between Barranca Parkway and McGaw Avenue from a 10-lane 
facility to an 8-lane facility. The improvement of a fifth northbound through lane is 
designated only at the intersection itself. The proposed improvement at the intersection will 
include the conversion of the existing northbound free-right turn lane to a standard right-turn 
lane and a fifth northbound through lane that extends past the intersection and transitions back 
to existing conditions north of the intersection. The analysis of the arterial roadway capacity 
along Jamboree between McGaw and Barranca as an 8-lane facility was conducted and no 
arterial deficiencies were identified.  

A15a-6 At intersection #138 Jamboree and Alton, the build-out baseline condition assumes a fifth 
northbound through lane at the approach to the intersection itself. This is a committed 
improvement identified as a mitigation measure in the Tustin Legacy EIR. The intersection 
improvement is not inconsistent with the proposed downgrade of Jamboree between McGaw 
and Barranca. The analysis of the arterial roadway capacity along Jamboree between McGaw 
and Barranca as an 8-lane facility was conducted and no arterial deficiencies were identified. 

A15a-7 See Response to Comment A15-66.  

A15a-8 In order to assess the changes to the physical environment from existing baseline 
environmental conditions in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2  ( a ground-
to-plan analysis), the build-out Post-2030 No Project scenario analyzed future regional growth 
but did not analyze any future land use growth within the IBC. Projected build-out ADT 
volumes resulting from this analysis are expected to be lower than those observed in the 
regional OCTAM 3.3 build-out forecasts which assume build-out of all areas including the 
IBC area. See also responses to Comments A15-74 and A15-93. 

A15a-9 Newport Avenue between Edinger and Valencia is correctly assumed to be a 6-lane facility in 
the traffic model (ITAM 8.4); however, it is incorrectly reflected as a 4-lane arterial in the 
arterial analysis and will therefore be re-analyzed and traffic study tables updated to reflect 
the assumed 6-lane condition under both existing and future scenarios. Reanalysis of this 
segment results in the removal of the identified daily ADT deficiency under interim and 
build-out conditions in the traffic study and these results will be documented in the FEIR. 
This does not affect the conclusions or mitigation strategies identified in the traffic study.  
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The Intersection ICU analysis at this location, Newport and Edinger, as it is based on the 
intersection lane configuration provided by the City of Tustin for the interim year and build-
out analysis, assumes the widening and future improvements on Newport Avenue. The 
forecast results at this location are consistent with the future build-out and operation of the 
intersection.  

A15a-10 See responses to Comments A15-74 and A15-93. 

A15a-11 See responses to Comments A15-74 and A15-93. The City of Irvine is committed to working 
with the City of Tustin on the proposed traffic mitigations (cost estimates and preliminary 
engineering layouts) in Tustin as identified in the RDEIR and Traffic Study; however, this 
level of detail will not be included in the EIR.  

A15a-12 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

A15a-13  Community Parks are publicly owned and maintained by the City of Irvine. As such, 
community parks are available to residents Citywide. In general, a typical service area radius 
for community parks is two miles. As such, this would allow the majority of the IBC area 
residents to be served by Col. Bill Barber Park Memorial Community Park. The portion of the 
IBC between Teller and Campus would be just outside this radius. For this reason, the City is 
looking at community park opportunities south of Interstate 405 as part of the Vision Plan 
project. 

A15a-14 See comment A15a-3. The typical service area radius for a community park is two-miles. 
Distances to parks are shown in Tables 5.12-1, 5.12-2, and 5.12-5. This service radius is 
consistent with other community parks in the City. Furthermore, lead agencies are not 
required to generate their own original research; however, where specific information is 
currently, available the analysis includes that information (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144). 
It should be noted that page 5.12-5 identifies the Bill Barber Marine Corps Memorial Park as 
a recreational facility that serves the IBC Vision Plan Area.  

A15a-15 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38 regarding persons per household estimates. 
The Alfred Gobar surveys had a response rate between 5 and 10 percent. Therefore, the use of 
the adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per household from the 2000 Federal Census for 
this project is considered more accurate and is justified.  

A15a-16 The RDEIR lists exiting parks to serve the needs of IBC residents, consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2 (a ground-to-plan analysis) in the RDEIR. The planned 
completion date for the Tustin legacy parks is unclear, particularly with respect to the planned 
neighborhood park in the Columbus Grove neighborhood. This park was scheduled to be built 
as part of the portion of this neighborhood within the City of Tustin, however, the homes have 
been completed without this park, and the City of Irvine is aware of complaints from 
Columbus Grove residents over not having a park, and asking the City of Irvine to improve 
the vacant piece of property adjacent to their neighborhood for use as a park for Tustin 
residents. 

In addition, the number of units built at Tustin Legacy without a park in place to support them 
suggests that Tustin residents would likely be using closer City of Irvine public facilities for 
their community park needs 
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The 280 acres of proposed parkland planned at Tustin Legacy is noted. As this parkland is 
planned and not existing, this parkland is not included in Table 5.12-5. As discussed in Impact 
5.12-1, there are several parks in Irvine that are in closer proximity than the parks in the 
surrounding cities (see Tables 5.12-1 and 5.12-2), it is the project would have a significant 
impact on the surrounding city’s parks and recreational facilities. 

A15a-17 Comment noted. See response to Comment A15-118. The City of Tustin will be notified of all 
future public hearings regarding the IBC Vision Plan project. 
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LETTER A15b – Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Manley, Attachment B (29 pages) 
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A15b. Response to Comments from City of Tustin – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment B: 
Smith Engineering and Management, dated February 11, 2010.  

A15b-1 Differences between ITAM 8.1 and ITAM 8.4 used for the RDEIR analysis include: minor 
modifications to the project description, land use quantities, arterial and freeway networks, 
and intersection lane configurations; regrouping of land use categories; update of the model 
based year from 2005 to 2008; the change in interim year analysis from 2013 to 2015. All 
requested data pertaining to ITAM 8.4 used for the traffic analysis has been provided to the 
City of Tustin. See also response to Comment A15-1. 

A15b-2 The changes in the traffic results are reflective of the modifications as provided in response to 
Comment A15b-1. Differences in traffic results are reasonable and to be expected given these 
factors.  

A15b-3 See response to Comment A15b-2.  

A15b-4 See response to Comment A15b-2. For freeway mainline segments and ramps, a methodology 
based on V/C analysis was codified between the City of Irvine and Caltrans for use on this 
project. A summary of this agreed methodology is included in Chapter 2 of the Traffic Study 
(Appendix N to the RDEIR). This methodology is different from the HCS methodology used 
to identify deficiencies on freeway mainlines and ramps in the original DEIR. As agreed 
between the City and Caltrans and documented in Chapter 2 of the Traffic Study, the HCM 
analysis was performed for those locations identified as a project impact.  

A15b-5 See response to Comment A15b-4. 

A15b-6 See responses to Comments A15b-2 and A15b-4. Information provided in the RDEIR 
Appendices including the Traffic Study (Appendix N to the RDEIR) and appendix to the 
traffic study is complete and intelligible. All factors that affect the traffic study results are 
disclosed and explained in the traffic study 

A15b-7 The RDEIR incorrectly included the Air Quality Appendix to the DEIR. Appendix C to this 
FEIR includes the correct Air Quality Appendix to the FEIR. The RDEIR URBEMIS 
modeling output sheets reflect the data included in the RDEIR.  

A15b-8 The intent of the MPAH alternative build-out scenario analysis is two-fold:  

1) To provide a reasonable sensitivity analysis that provides Irvine and adjacent jurisdictions 
with the information necessary to downgrade or upgrade facilities in their General Plan build-
out configuration using reasonable and accepted methodologies for impact identification and 
mitigation such as Irvine’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines and adjacent jurisdictions’ 
adopted methodologies; and  

2) To begin the County MPAH Amendment process for downgrading MPAH arterials may 
require preparation of a Cooperative Study with OCTA, Irvine and affected jurisdictions. The 
MPAH sensitivity analysis provides a tool to determine locations where, under an MPAH 
network, traffic redistribution may occur and additional and/or different improvements may 
be required to bring deficient locations to acceptable LOS. Assuming the build-out of one 
unfunded facility over another, as suggested in the comment, is not the charge of the IBC 
Vision Plan project. Rather, the MPAH analysis provides insight as to whether or not certain 
facilities should be built out to their MPAH configuration given funding constraints that exist. 
Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and Chapter 7 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N to 
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the RDEIR) identifies the locations that become deficient or acceptable under the MPAH 
scenario in comparison to the build-out of the constrained network. The build-out of the 
MPAH network is costly and does not contribute substantial benefits to the network.  

A15b-9 See response to Comment A15b-8. The conclusions made in the alternative build-out MPAH 
network analysis are based on reasonable and accepted methodologies and practices used to 
identify deficiencies, impacts and mitigation measures. These conclusions are appropriate and 
will remain unchanged. Additional discussion will be included in the MPAH section 
regarding possible localized benefits to building the MPAH network; however, the final 
conclusions will be the same 

A15b-10 See responses to Comment A15b-8 and A15b-9. The conclusions from the roadway analysis 
are presented in the MPAH section of the Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and the 
Traffic Study (Appendix N to the RDEIR), Chapter 7. As noted in the section, there are two 
locations that deteriorate with the build-out of the MPAH network; however these 
deficiencies are caused by the localized traffic increases related to the SR-55 Alton 
Overcrossing project, an MPAH network improvement. Without the increase in traffic 
attracted to the Alton crossing of SR-55, these improvements are unnecessary. There are no 
roadway segments that deteriorate or improve to acceptable or unacceptable levels of service 
under the MPAH build-out scenario.  

A15b-11 See responses to Comment A15b-8 and A15b-9.  

A15b-12 See responses to Comment A15b-8, A15b-9 and A15b-10. 

A15b-13 The MPAH network analysis assumed an intersection configuration at Von Karman & Alton 
consistent with the MPAH designations for these arterial roadways. Due to the redistribution 
of traffic when the MPAH network is assumed (versus a constrained network), the sensitivity 
analysis indicates that specific intersection approach improvements above and beyond the 
typical configuration assumed for the MPAH designations may be required to bring the 
intersection to acceptable LOS. 

A15b-14 See response to Comment A15b-13 as this response applies similarly to the intersection of 
Red Hill and Alton.  

A15b-15 See response to Comment A15b-13 as this response applies similarly to the intersection of 
Von Karman and Michelson.  

A15b-16 The IBC Vision Plan project is not proposing any changes in MPAH designation along Red 
Hill Avenue south of Main Street. Under the constrained network, both Red Hill and 
Paularino Avenue and Red Hill and Baker Street (both located south of Main Street in Costa 
Mesa) operate at LOS D in the PM Peak Hour (0.88 & 0.90, respectively). The additional 
traffic resulting from the added capacity on Red Hill Avenue between Main and Barranca in 
Irvine (proposed change in MPAH designation) causes these locations to operate at LOS E 
(0.91 & 0.92, respectively). This is not a determining factor for implementing these 
improvements; rather, it is part of the overall assessment that there is not a substantial net 
benefit to the circulation system by implementing the MPAH improvements as it relates to 
project impacts. 

A15b-17 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
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environmental analysis, but will be evaluated as part of the Project Report level of the CEQA 
analysis. See also response to Comment A15-102. 

A15b-18 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-19 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-20 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-21 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-22 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-23 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-24 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-25 See responses to Comment A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The RDEIR evaluates impacts in 
accordance with the degree of specificity required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). The 
queuing analysis suggested by the commenter is inappropriate for the programmatic level of 
environmental analysis. 

A15b-26 See responses to Comments A15b-8 and A15b-9. 

A15b-27 See response to comment A15-37. 

A15b-28 Project-related significant impacts for the 2008 Existing Plus Project scenario are discussed in 
the RDEIR and Traffic Study in Chapter 6 (Appendix N to the RDEIR). Mitigation measures 
are proposed for these improvements. The impacts are considered theoretical in that it is 
impossible for the entire project to be built instantly without requisite circulation system 
improvements as new projects come in. For the identified projects that will be constructed by 
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2015 (which include the seven projects referenced n the comments), the 2015 improvements 
are identified. In other words, an analysis of the project buildout without the planned and 
funded circulation system improvements yields a set of impacts that cannot occur. The Traffic 
Study and RDEIR will be revised to clarify this point. The project related significant impacts 
as well as mitigation strategies are proposed for the Existing Plus Project scenario as required 
by CEQA and the project will contribute a fair share (or full share for Irvine intersections) for 
improvements that are identified under interim year and build-out conditions, with the 
expected circulation improvements under those analysis years. 

A15b-29 See response to Comment A15-32 and A15-99. The mitigation improvement at intersection 
#145, Jamboree and Michelson that would bring this location to acceptable LOS is infeasible 
because of the operational constraints of triple left turn lanes, not the available capacity at the 
intersection. The Traffic Study (Appendix N of the RDEIR) conducted a preliminary 
feasibility assessment associated with traffic improvements. Right-of-way acquisitions were 
considered to be a constraint and the least preferred mitigation strategy because they would 
require the relocation of, and compensation for, business and residences. Cost was not 
considered as the primary factor when determining whether the improvement was infeasible 
the intersection of Jamboree and Michelson. 

A15b-30 See responses to Comments A15-103, A15b-4, A15b-8 and A15b-9. The freeway and ramp 
deficiencies identified in Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, and the Traffic Study 
(Appendix N to the RDEIR) are consistent with the expected operation of freeway facilities in 
the peak hours through Caltrans’ own operations guidelines. As documented in the Traffic 
Study, not all freeway facilities identified as deficient have a project-related significant 
impact. The freeway impacts are being overridden in the RDEIR, as the City of Irvine has no 
jurisdiction over Caltrans or improvements on the freeway facilities. The purpose of the 
traffic study is to identify significant impacts and appropriate mitigation. The coordination 
with Caltrans for identifying appropriate mitigation measures for the significantly impacted 
freeway facilities is ongoing and a strategy will be in place prior to the implementation of the 
12,000th residential unit, as documented in the RDEIR. The City is not deferring mitigation, 
but rather, is in discussions with Caltrans to create a list of feasible mitigation strategies for 
which the City will contribute its fair share, consistent with CEQA Guidelines. Given that 
Caltrans has no identifiable fee program, or other plan to mitigate at these locations, the City 
has exceeded its obligations in making available a fair share toward future improvements. See 
response to Comment O6-12. 

A15b-31 The number of residential units expected to be constructed by 2015 is based on the tracking of 
units by the City in the IBC database and is reasonable. The project is not planning piecemeal 
analysis, rather a conservative assumption that a certain amount of development will take 
place by 2015 with all the associated impacts, followed by the remaining development under 
the 15,000 unit cap. 

A15b-32 The commenter appears to conclude that the City’s analysis of the distribution of potential 
future units is flawed, as it would result in future projects with smaller numbers of units than 
existing and approved projects in the IBC. The City laid out a specific, quantifiable 
methodology for distribution of future land uses, all within the existing intensity limitations, 
and with no additional TDR’s assumed outside of an originating TAZ. We understand that 
projects with fewer units may occur but the commenter provides no substantial evidence or 
justification for indicating this would have a significant adverse environmental impact. 

A15b-33 Build out of the Vision Plan requires conversions of development currently assigned to non-
residential use categories to development assigned to a residential use category. As a result, 
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the request for the creation of a “Vision Plan without TDR” scenario, as requested by the 
commenter is not possible. The commenter also criticizes the use of TDRs within traffic 
analysis zones. The City developed a set of reasonable assumptions concerning future TDRs 
and applied those assumptions in the traffic analysis. The fact that the commenter would have 
preferred a different set of assumptions does not create a requirement to do a further traffic 
analysis. However, if and to the extent the assumptions utilized by the City of Irvine prove 
incorrect, then an analysis of the impact of the differences between current assumptions and 
future realities will have to be conducted in a manner consistent with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines.  

To the extent the commenter requests a further and/or different analysis of future conditions, 
there is no requirement in CEQA that such an analysis be performed. (See CEQA Guideline 
15204(a) [“When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant 
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR”].)  In this instance, the City of 
Irvine has provided a 200+ page traffic analysis in the main body of the RDEIR, combined 
with a comprehensive technical appendix (with further sub-appendices thereto). The City of 
Irvine has further conducted multiple meetings with Tustin in an effort to identify and address 
all concerns.  

With respect to sending sites, the TDR’s assumed in the RDEIR represent those for which 
specific TDR applications are in process. While some sites with excess intensity have been 
classified as “fixed” for purposes of the land use assumptions, intensity transfers from these 
sites are not precluded in the future. Additional traffic analysis would be necessary should 
such a transfer be proposed 

A15b-34 See responses to Comments A15-84 and A15b-28. The phrase from the traffic study “using 
existing conditions as a baseline” identifies that the existing counts were used in ITAM to 
forecast future traffic growth. Existing conditions are based on existing traffic counts and not 
on an evaluation of the vacancy rates in the office buildings within the IBC Vision Plan area. 
The model has been validated for interim year 2015 analysis and provides the No Project and 
With Project interim year conditions within the IBC Vision Plan area.  

A15b-35 See responses to Comments A15-66 and A15-68. Typical analyses of buildout conditions 
assume an adjacent Cities’ build-out of their General Plan, both the build-out of land uses and 
the circulation network that supports those land uses. Project impacts and mitigation measures 
for this project were identified based on a conservative analysis that assumed build-out of all 
local and regional land uses, but with a constrained network in order to reassess all unfunded 
1992 IBC EIR improvements. 

A15b-36 See response to Comment A15a-11. 

A15b-37 See responses to Comments A15-74, A15-93 and A15a-1. All requested information related 
to ITAM 8.4 has been provided to Tustin. The City of Irvine intends to include the layouts 
and cost estimates for all feasible mitigation measures as part of the IBC Nexus Fee Study. 

A15b-38 See response to Comments A15-8 through A15-11 

A15b-39 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A15c – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment C (12 pages) 
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A15c. Response to Comments from City of Tustin – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment C: 
Hogle-Ireland, dated February 16, 2010.  

A15c-1 See response to Comments A15-28, A15-35, and A15-37. An EIR on a project such as the 
adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a specific plan should focus 
on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but 
the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific recreation facilities (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15146). Specific park locations and designs are unknown at this time. As 
noted in the Section 5.12, Recreation, of the RDEIR, all new residential development will be 
required to provide park facilities at a rate of five acres per 1,000 population, which is typical, 
and in some cases, greater than the park dedication rates for other jurisdictions in the South 
County. Bill Barber Park currently serves a population of approximately 20,000 within a two-
mile service area radius, consistent with other community parks within the City. Community 
Park in-lieu fees collected from new residential development in the IBC have been used to 
provide its share of amenities at Bill barber Park, or have been banked for planning, 
acquisition, and development of a park site south of Interstate 405. 

The amount of parkland required for the pending projects in included in Table 5.12-4 in the 
RDEIR. All park fees are paid directly to the City Cashier prior to the issuance of any 
residential building permits for the building site or sites from which fees are to be derived. 
These fees are used only for developing new or rehabilitating existing park or recreational 
facilities to serve the subdivision. Bill Barber Park is listed in Table 5.12-1. Lead agencies are 
not required to generate their own original research; however, where specific information is 
currently, available the analysis includes that information (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144).  

See response to Comment A15-38. The Alfred Gobar surveys had a response rate between 5 
and 10 percent. Therefore, the use of the adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per 
household from the 2000 Federal Census for this project is considered more accurate and is 
justified. 

A15c-2 See response to Comment A15c-1. Impacts on surrounding park facilities are discussed on 
pages 5.12-10 through 5.12-12. Neighborhood parks, described in Table 15.12-2, are located 
in the Village of Westpark, directly adjacent to the IBC Vision Plan area, and therefore, 
provide additional amenity space beyond those provided in neighborhood parks within the 
IBC Vision Plan area. These parks serve a population of over 19,000 between the Westpark 
and IBC Vision Plan area. The neighborhoods parks within the IBC Vision Plan area normally 
provide amenities on site, and not open to the public. Athletic fields, amenities not found in 
IBC neighborhood parks, are provided in both Bill Barber Park as discussed in response to 
comment A15c-1, and additional athletic fields are available in Westpark as outlined below 
(percentages indicate portions of facilities shared with Irvine Unified School District [IUSD]): 
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  Needed Provided Surplus/Deficit 
Soccer, Unlighted     
1 per 4,250 (20% City) 0.9 fields Have 2 Extra 1 
 (80% IUSD) 3.7 fields Have 4 Extra 0 
     
Soccer, Lighted     
1 per 8,500 (90% City) 2.1 fields Have 3 Extra 1 
 (10% IUSD) 0.2 fields Have 0 Extra 0 
     
Ball Diamonds, Unlighted     
1 per 2,500 (20% City) 1.5 fields Have 3 Extra 2 
 (80% IUSD) 6.3 fields Have 5 Minus 1 
Ball Diamonds, Lighted     
1 per 5,000 (75% City) 2.9 fields Have 4 Extra 1 
 (35% IUSD) 1.0 fields Have 0 Minus 1 

 

A15c-3 See response to Comment A15c-1, A15-37, and A15c-2. Lead agencies are not required to 
generate their own original research; however, where specific information is currently, 
available the analysis includes that information (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144). The 
commenter’s assumptions regarding required park acreage is incorrect, and no documentation 
of their calculations for population by census group was provided for the City of Irvine to 
validate. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15384 substantial evidence must 
include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts and expert opinion supported by 
facts. 

The City’s park standards, pursuant to the Quimby Act, allow for an actual reduction in park 
acreage with the provision of an equivalent level of on-site recreational amenities based on a 
current land appraisal to evaluate comparative amenity costs. The actual amount of 
neighborhood park land acreage in the IBC is less than the three acres per 1,000 required by 
code, since the neighborhood parks are fully improved with an equivalent level of amenities 
rather than just remaining as vacant land to be developed later. The commenter incorrectly 
states that no neighborhood park acreage is provided, where the RDEIR clearly states that 
neighborhood park facilities and amenities are provided, but are not public. 

As detailed in Section 5.12, development pursuant to the IBC Vision Plan and Zoning Code 
would be required to submit a Park Plan application to establish park dedication requirements, 
to be provided, the amount of in-lieu fees, if any, and the allocation of those fees. These fees 
are used only for developing new or rehabilitating existing park or recreational facilities. 
Because in-lieu fees would mitigate impacts to park facilities by contributing to the 
expansion/improvement of park facilities within proximity to residents within the IBC, no 
significant impacts were identified. Furthermore, the IBC Vision Plan is adjacent to the San 
Diego Creek and the San Joaquin Freshwater Marsh, which is part of a larger open space 
system that provides regional parkland needs. The IBC Vision Plan would create an 
interconnected system of streets, bikeways, and trails connecting residential development to 
the wider system of open space, which helps satisfy the community’s parkland demand. 
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A15c-4 See response to Comment A15c-1, A15c-2, and A15c-3 regarding parkland demand. See 
response to Comment A15-38 regarding population estimates. The recreation section 
reiterates that Bill Barber Park serves the community park needs for the IBC population. The 
other community parks listed serve to indicate that there are large community parks 
throughout the City which serve similar population centers. 

A15c-5 Distance is not the sole factor for determining the impact on surrounding cities parks and 
recreational facilities. The City is in agreement, the City of Irvine provides park facilities at a 
rate of five acres per 1,000. The City of Tustin has a citywide rate of three acres per 1,000. 
The approach to assessing parkland impacts is based on the availability of recreational 
amenities and the proximity of recreational amenities proximate to users. There is a multitude 
of parkland opportunities within the IBC Vision Plan area, within the City, and within 
proximity to the IBC Vision Plan area outside the area. Remaining parkland needs would be 
met through payment of in-lieu fees that are used for developing new or rehabilitating existing 
parkland and on-site recreational amenities provided within the residential developments. In 
addition, the proposed project would provide new recreational facilities that would exceed 
compliance with the City’s park dedication standards as a result of creation of the 
interconnected system of streets, bikeways, and trails connecting residential development to 
the wider system of open space. Therefore, no significant impacts were identified. 

In addition, the City of Tustin has built a large number of homes within the Tustin Legacy 
project without completing the necessary park facilities. The opening of the a new community 
park in Tustin Legacy was just opened as these responses are being prepared, and according 
to the Orange County Register (“Tustin’s Citrus Ranch Park is Open to the Public,” Feb. 27, 
2010, this new park gives the City of Tustin a total park acreage of 2.6 per 1,000. Even with 
the construction of the final community park at Tustin legacy, the article notes that the City’s 
park acreage would be 3.5 per 1,000, which is 1.5 per 1,000 less than that required by the City 
of Irvine.) 

The neighborhood park in the Tustin portion of Columbus Grove has not yet been 
constructed, causing Tustin residents to use Sweet Shade Park in the City of Irvine portion of 
Columbus Grove, and to request the City of Irvine develop the vacant property along Harvard 
Avenue for a park for their use. 

A15c-6 Future parks proposed as part of the Tustin Legacy project are noted. See also response to 
Comment A15-3 and A15c-5. The sample table is beneficial for Specific Plan level projects, 
normally completed by one major developer, and the nature of the proposed amenities are 
known. However, with the multiple-levels of ownership and the uncertainty of how different 
sites will develop, such an analysis would be speculative. The City’s park standards outline 
the menu of options available for various neighborhood amenities. 

A15c-7 The correct statement should be that four public neighborhood parks should be provided and a 
new community park site to serve the IBC should be provided south of Interstate 405, as 
shown on Figure 3-4 of the RDEIR. 

A15c-8 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38 regarding the Alfred Gobar Surveys. The 
Alfred Gobar surveys had a response rate between 5 and 10 percent. Therefore, the use of the 
adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per household from the 2000 Federal Census for this 
project is considered more accurate and is justified. 

A15c-9 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38 regarding the Alfred Gobar Surveys. The 
Alfred Gobar surveys had a response rate between 5 and 10 percent. Therefore, the use of the 
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adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per household from the 2000 Federal Census for this 
project is considered more accurate and is justified. 

A15c-10 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38. The City of Irvine, as required by 
Government Code Section 66477 derives the average persons per household (city wide) based 
on the most recent Federal Census, with those factors codified in Municipal Code Section 5-5-
1004-D. The City uses the 1.3 residents per unit value to estimate population, based on the 
approved 2000 Federal Census for the densities from 31.1 to 50 dwelling units per acre. This 
population generation rate has been adopted by the City consistent with state law relative. 

A15c-11 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38. Persons per household in the City is derived 
from the 2000 Federal Census. However, total population and employment projections are 
based on the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) most recent update to the 
Orange County Projections (OCP). The City of Irvine acknowledges the use of regional data 
for population projections- a standards practice for all CEQA analysis of this issue- for 
consistency with regional planning efforts, and local data where required by law, in this case 
the Quimby Act. We would note that the Tustin Base Reuse EIR (SCH 94071005) (Chapter 
3.2, Socioeconomics) even uses both local and OCP data for population and housing 
analysis). 

A15c-12 See response to Comment A15-37 and A15-38. The City uses the 1.3 residents per unit value 
to estimate population, based on the approved 2000 Federal Census for the densities from 
31.1 to 50 dwelling units per acre. 

A15c-13 See response to Comment A15c-3 and A15c-5. Community parks are designed to serve more 
than one planning area. The City of Irvine acknowledges this misunderstanding by reiterating 
that while a site within the IBC is unlikely, the City is pursuing sites south of Interstate 405 in 
and adjacent to the IBC Vision Plan area for open space and/or community building facilities. 
The City denies, however, the assertion by the commenter that implementation of adequate 
mitigation through collection of in-lieu fees is infeasible. The City has the ability to use these 
fees to plan for and develop alternative community park facilities that meet the intent and 
requirements of the Quimby Act. 

A15c-14 See responses to comments A15c-1, A15c-5, and A15c-7. There is a multitude of parkland 
opportunities within the IBC Vision Plan area, within the City, and within proximity to the 
IBC Vision Plan area outside the area to satisfy parkland needs. Remaining parkland needs 
would be met through payment of in-lieu fees that are used for developing new or 
rehabilitating existing parkland and on-site recreational amenities provided within the 
residential developments. In addition, the proposed project would provide new recreational 
facilities that would exceed compliance with the City’s park dedication standards as a result 
of creation of the interconnected system of streets, bikeways, and trails connecting residential 
development to the wider system of open space. Therefore, no significant impacts were 
identified. As detailed in Section 5.12, development pursuant to the IBC Vision Plan and 
Zoning Code would be required to submit a Park Plan application to establish park dedication 
requirements, to be provided, the amount of in-lieu fees, if any, and the allocation of those 
fees. 

A15c-15 See response to Comment A15c-13 and A15-61. There is a multitude of parkland 
opportunities within the IBC Vision Plan area, within the City, and within proximity to the 
IBC Vision Plan area outside the area to satisfy parkland needs. Remaining parkland needs 
would be met through payment of in-lieu fees that are used for developing new or 
rehabilitating existing parkland and on-site recreational amenities provided within the 
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residential developments. In addition, the proposed project would provide new recreational 
facilities that would exceed compliance with the City’s park dedication standards as a result 
of creation of the interconnected system of streets, bikeways, and trails connecting residential 
development to the wider system of open space. Therefore, no significant impacts were 
identified. 
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LETTER A15d – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment D (21 pages) 
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A15d. Response to Comments from City of Tustin – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment D: 
Excerpts from 1992 IBC PEIR, dated Year 1992.  

A15d-1 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-238 • The Planning Center July 2010 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

IBC Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code Final EIR City of Irvine • Page 2-239 

LETTER A15e – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment D (3 pages) 
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A15e. Response to Comments from City of Tustin – Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment E: 
Memorandum from LSA Associates, Inc., to Irvine Planner Pamela Sapetto, dated December 5, 2000.  

A15e-1 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER O1 – The Colton Company (2 pages) 
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O1. Response to Comments from David A. Colton, President, The Colton Company, dated February 3, 
2010. 

O1-1 The Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) procedures currently outlined in Chapter 9-36 
will remain unchanged, with the only exception being that any projects proposing a transfer 
exclusively from another sending site within the same Traffic Analysis Zone as the receiving 
site will not be required to process a Conditional Use Permit for the TDR. 

O1-2 No ownership/or control is assumed for the potential units allocated to a certain TAZ. These 
units were added considered for land use modeling assumptions and may or may not 
ultimately used within the TAZ in which they were identified in the traffic model. All IBC 
properties maintain their current entitlements in the IBC database, and the remaining potential 
units are available as alternative development potential on a first come-first serve basis. 

O1-3 No changes are proposed to existing entitlements in the IBC database, and no development 
rights are reduced. The IBC Vision Plan model only assumes changes to the database for 
projects and TDRs currently in process. 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-248 • The Planning Center July 2010 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

IBC Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code Final EIR City of Irvine • Page 2-249 

LETTER O2 – Connor, Fletcher & Williams LLP (7 pages) 
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O2. Response to Comments from Edmond M. Connor, Connor, Fletcher & Williams LLP, dated 
February 4, 2010. 

O2-1 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

O2-2 Organization and formatting of the comments contained within the letter are noted. 

O2-3 The commenter makes a number of assertions concerning the legal effect of its development 
agreement with the City, and couples those assertions together with a generalized assertion 
that unspecified changes in future market conditions may cause the commenter to change its 
development plans. The RDEIR contains a set of reasonable assumptions concerning the 
development of the commenter’s property. Those assumptions were necessary in order to 
develop reasonable forecast of environmental impacts.  

The commenter also notes that potential flexibility in implementation of its rights under the 
development agreement has been acknowledged in the RDEIR, but asks for further 
confirmation that the City will not impose any of the PPPs, PDFs, and/or mitigation measure 
set forth in the RDEIR to the commenter’s property. The assurance requested by the 
commenter is not an environmental issue and, further, is overbroad. The City maintains the 
ability to impose requirements so long as they are consistent with the vested land use 
regulations imposed on the applicant. The City also maintains the ability to impose 
requirements that are necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. Until a 
specific proposal is made, and until specific requirements and/or conditions are deemed 
necessary and appropriate for imposition in connection with such a proposal, one cannot 
definitively say whether a PPP, PDF, and/or mitigation measure is or is not consistent with 
the requirements of the development agreement. The City nevertheless reiterates that it 
intends to comply with the requirements of the development agreement. 

O2-4 The City of Irvine acknowledges the applicant’s rights under the development agreement. 

O2-5 The Conceptual Landscape Plan is conceptual in nature, and may be revised based on site-
specific conditions and previous approvals. The City is in the process of updating the city-
wide Master Streetscape Plan, and is accounting for the applicant’s approved landscape plan 
as part of this effort. 

O2-6 The City of Irvine acknowledges the applicant’s rights under the development agreement. 

O2-7 The City of Irvine acknowledges the applicant’s rights under the development agreement. The 
proposed street section will be redrawn based on the updated traffic study, and will consider 
the constraints on the Park Place property. 

O2-8 The comment suggests that if the Von Karman/Interstate 405 (I-405) high occupancy vehicle 
(HOV) ramps were assumed in the analysis that identifies impacts and mitigations, the 
operation at Jamboree/Michelson would improve significantly. Section 5.13.3.7 of the RDEIR 
and Chapter 7 of the Traffic Study (Appendix N) evaluated and alternative scenario for the 
Post-2030 With Project Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) Network, which assumed 
this HOV ramp improvement in the network. However, as discussed in these sections, 
Jamboree/Michelson would continue to be deficient and would require similar mitigation that 
was determined to be infeasible in the traffic analysis conducted for the proposed project. 
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LETTER O3 – Industrial Environmental Association (2 pages) 
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O3. Response to Comments from Patti Krebs, Executive Director, Industrial Environmental Association, 
dated January 29, 2010. 

O3-1 See response to Comment O5-26. The RDEIR includes a revised discussion of impacts 
associated with site compatibility. Project Design Features (PDF) were incorporated into the 
RDEIR to ensure that site compatibility for new residential developments with regard to air 
quality, hazards, and noise are evaluated. PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2, were 
incorporated so that additional requirements are in place to ensure compatibility between 
existing industrial users in the IBC Vision Plan are and potential residential development. 
New residential developments would be required to ensure that cancer risk does not exceed 10 
in one million with mitigation or residential development would be prohibited. Acoustic 
reports are also required to ensure that new residential development is designed to mitigate 
noise from adjacent properties and traffic noise. No significant impacts regarding aesthetics 
from incorporation of high density residential in an urban environment were identified. 
Furthermore, a site access study is required by the City any time site access to a site is 
modified. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-262 • The Planning Center July 2010 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

IBC Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code Final EIR City of Irvine • Page 2-263 

LETTER O4 – Kilroy Realty Corporation (11 pages) 
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O4. Response to Comments from Robert C. Little, Vice President of Development, Kilroy Realty 
Corporation, dated February 5, 2010. 

O4-1 Comment noted. Responses to the attached letters are provided below. 

O4-2 After the EIR is certified, future environmental analysis of the projects contained in the 
Vision Plan will build upon the information and conclusions of the IBC EIR. The IBC EIR 
analyzed the land use policy change of allowing for residential uses in a historically industrial 
area and covers the cumulative impacts of the land use shift. The EIR does acknowledge and 
analyze specific projects within the IBC, including the Kilroy project Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP), so when this project is again reviewed by the City, the project may tier off of the IBC 
EIR for its environmental review to the extent that environmental conditions have not 
changed from the time the EIR is certified to the time the CUP is processed. In addition, we 
would note that while pending residential development projects were identified in the EIR, 
certain site-specific project analyses were not completed as part of the EIR, primarily with 
respect to site-level noise, circulation, access and land use compatibility issues. Therefore, 
once the CUP is ready to proceed, staff will conduct a new initial environmental evaluation to 
determine the scope of any changes to the project and/or the surrounding environment, and 
will make a determination at that time regarding any additional environmental review 
necessary for the CUP. 

O4-3 The Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) described in the Appendix J of the Vision Plan 
for Irvine Lofts (Kilroy), a pending project in the IBC Vision Plan, is incorrect. For traffic 
study and impact analysis purposes, a TDR is based on the transfer of office equivalency 
associated with the most restrictive peak-hour time period, which has always been the City’s 
policy. At the time, the City believed the most restrictive peak hour was the AM peak hour of 
49 AM peak hour trips, equating to 37,692 square feet of office equivalency. However, it is 
now clear that the most restrictive peak hour for the Irvine Lofts was the PM peak hour of 53 
PM peak hour trips, which equates to 38,406 square feet of office equivalency. The difference 
between the office equivalency stated in the Vision Plan and the corrected amount of office 
equivalency for Irvine Lofts is 714 square feet.  

Furthermore, staff doubled checked the other pending projects identified in the RDEIR to 
ensure this oversight was not repeated. Staff discovered that there were other pending projects 
(Martin Street Condos, 2851 Alton, ITC, and 2852 Kelvin) that did not identify the most 
restrictive peak-hour time period for office equivalency for their respective TDR. The total 
amount of office equivalency under reported for these four projects was approximately 4,500 
square feet. However, on another pending project, the Element Hotel, staff over reported the 
development intensity by approximately 7,200 square feet of office equivalency. Therefore, 
the end result is that the RDEIR over reported the development intensity for the combination 
of all these pending projects by approximately 2,000 square feet of office equivalency. Figure 
3-7a and Figure 3-7b of the RDEIR has been updated to reflect the most restrictive peak-hour 
time period for each of the pending projects mentioned above (see Chapter 4 of this FEIR).  

An analysis was conducted to identify if the TDR discrepancy would affect the results of the 
traffic study. The total increase in AM volumes is approximately 50 trips which is less than 
1/4 of 1 percent of the total overall AM trips, while the PM peak period was unaffected. 
Although three locations (Red Hill & Warner, Culver & Bryan, and Flower & Segerstrom) 
were close to becoming deficient if all 50 AM trips were added to each intersection, there is 
no realistic likelihood of this occurring. In the professional judgment of the City of Irvine’s 
transportation staff and traffic consultant, all 50 of the additional trips would not pass through 
the above locations. Rather, those trips would likely be distributed evenly throughout the 
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study area. Based on this analysis, no changes to the impact locations, mitigations or 
conclusions will result.  

Therefore, the discrepancy in office equivalency for the Irvine Lofts and the above mentioned 
pending projects will be updated and are deemed to be de minimis with respect to impacts 
identified in the RDEIR.  

O4-4 The project description for Kilroy under Section 3.3.3.5 of the RDEIR and Figure 3-7a and 3-
7b have been updated in the FEIR to include the corrected TDR required for the project (i.e. 
347 base units and 122 density bonus units). See response to Comment O4-3. Based on 
correspondence with Parson Brinkerhoff, no additional impacts resulted and all of the 
conclusions and mitigation measures as identified in the RDEIR and traffic study remain 
unchanged.  

O4-5 The traffic model assumed waivers of Average Daily Trips (ADT), however, such waivers 
must still be requested by the applicant as part of the CUP process. 

O4-6 The trip budgets in IBC database will not be changed as part of this project (except for the 
specific development projects in process after they are approved) and existing development 
rights will not be changed. The earlier City response about changing the database was meant 
to reflect changes necessary to accommodate the additional planned residential, and these will 
be reflected as a separate accounting in the IBC database, so as not to affect existing trip 
budgets. 

Chapter 5.13 has been revised in the FEIR to reflect that the current IBC trip budget will not 
change as a result of the IBC Vision Plan (see Chapter 4 of this FEIR). 

O4-7 To clarify the City’s earlier response, the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) procedures 
currently outlined in Chapter 9-36 will remain unchanged, with the only exception being that 
any projects proposing a transfer exclusively from another sending site within the same 
Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) as the receiving site will not be required to process a 
Conditional Use Permit for the TDR. For a project to be consistent with the DEIR, it should 
be consistent with the current trip budgets for the property, or if TDR’s are proposed, the 
TDR sending site should be located in the same TAZ as the receiving site. Any additional 
TDR’s will require a separate traffic study pursuant to the City’s current Traffic Study 
Guidelines. 

O4-8 All pending projects included as part of the project description are subject to fees associated 
with improvements to address freeway impacts and other traffic-related improvements 
identified in the traffic study and RDEIR. The feasible improvement strategies that address 
the impacts on freeway facilities will be determined and approved as part of the IBC Vision 
Fee Program Nexus Study. Mitigation Measure 13-4 merely addresses the timing by which a 
mitigation agreement between the City and Caltrans must be prepared.  

O4-9 The City will make the text changes proposed by the applicant, however, the nature of the 
commenter’s changes suggests more flexibility in the project development, in which case 
response to comment O4-2 is especially applicable if the project design substantially changes.  

The project description for the Kilroy project has been updated in the FEIR: 
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Access to the Kilroy project site is currently planned to will be provided from 
Von Karman Avenue, by way of a private street that bisects the property north 
to south... 

The Kilroy project consists of up to four residential structures which will likely 
consist of one or both of the following developed with two different building 
types. The two buildings fronting Von Karman Avenue are currently proposed 
to be would consist of five-story podia over three levels of parking garage (two 
levels are subterranean). The These two podium-style buildings would comprise 
a combination of flats and two-story townhomes that front along Von Karman 
Avenue and the internal streets. The remaining two structures located toward the 
rear boundaries of the project will likely consist of three-level parking garages 
wrapped around four-story residential units made up entirely of flats. 

O4-10 See response to O4-9. The project description for the Kilroy project has been updated in the 
FEIR. 

The CUP will allow for the development of up to 469 dwelling units, including 
up to 122 density bonus units, and approve a TDR in order to maintain the 
overall development intensity cap within the IBC. The At maximum buildout, 
the TDR is required to increase allowable development intensity on the site, 
measured as is an additional 110 50 AM peak-hour intensity values, 117 53 PM 
peak-hour intensity values, and 1,646 529 ADT values. The total intensity 
allocation to the site will be 170 AM peak-hour intensity values, 185 PM peak-
hour intensity values, and 1,840 ADT values 

O4-11 See response to O4-9. The project description for the Kilroy project has been updated in the 
FEIR. 

The Kilroy project applicant is requesting approval of Tentative Tract Map 
(00419204-PTT) to allow for the subdivision of up to 469 condominium 
residential units. 

O4-12 See response to O4-9. The project description for the Kilroy project has been updated in the 
FEIR. 

Access to the Kilroy site is currently planned to would be provided from Von 
Karman Avenue, by way of a private street that bisects the property north to 
south. Approximately 350 feet into the site, the private street terminates into a 
T-intersection and runs east to west. A fire lane will be located along each side 
of the project site at the furthest east and westerly boundaries for emergency 
vehicle access purposes. At maximum buildout The the Kilroy project is 
anticipated to will provide a minimum of 1,038 parking spaces to serve the 
proposed number of units, which are located within parking garages or surface 
on-street parking. 

O4-13 See response to O4-9. The project description for the Kilroy project has been updated in the 
FEIR. 

The Kilroy project is planned for development in one or more phases, depending 
on the market and economy a single phase, including site preparation, grading, 
installation and connection of utilities, construction of access and parking, 
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perimeter landscaping, and construction of the residential buildings. Traffic 
circulation, stormwater drainage, water, electrical, gas, and sewer system 
improvements will be integrated with the existing City- and utility-owned 
infrastructure as necessary. 
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LETTER O5 – Law Offices of Robert C. Hawkins (99 pages) 
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O5. Response to Comments from Robert C. Hawkins, Law Offices of Robert C. Hawkins, dated 
February 5, 2010. 

O5-1 The commenter has requested that its “earlier comments in the administrative record for the 
environmental documents including the DEIR for the Project as well as in the administrative 
record for any other environmental impact reports for any other residential projects within the 
IBC” be included in the Record of Proceedings associated with RDEIR. The City will include 
within the Record of Proceedings those matters required to be included pursuant to Public 
Resources Code section 21167.6(e). Included among those documents will be the comments 
submitted by the commenter on June 27, 2006, July 24, 2006, February 21, 2007 and May 14, 
2009. In incorporating these documents, however, the City does not agree that the projects 
analyzed or at issue in those prior comment letters are the same as the project under analysis 
in the RDEIR. As the commenter is aware, the details of the Vision Plan Project under 
analysis in the RDEIR has changed and evolved over time. The analysis in the RDEIR 
represents the complete analysis of the Vision Plan project. 

Separately, the commenter indicates that it incorporates by reference “our comments on other 
projects in the IBC.”  While the City understands the commenter’s efforts to preserve all 
available opportunities to challenge the RDEIR, the vague incorporation of “comments on 
other projects in the IBC” is not sufficient enough as to give the City any ability to respond to 
said comments in the context of the instant, separate and distinct project. 

The City acknowledges that letters from Global Environmental Consulting dated January 19, 
2010 and May 11, 2009, and May 16, 2006 have been attached as Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 to the 
Comment Letter. 

O5-2 The commenter claims that the RDEIR fails to comply with a Superior Court judge’s orders, 
made in connection with two project-specific EIRs – the Martin Street Condominiums Project 
and the 2851 Alton Residential Project. While the orders on those projects are instructive in 
the context of those projects, they are not binding on the Vision Plan environmental review 
process. The City has endeavored to, and has, seen that the RDEIR complies with the 
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

O5-3 The commenter claims that the RDEIR’s Introduction “remains inadequate and fails to 
accomplish its purpose” but does not specifically identify any inadequacies or 
unaccomplished purposes. To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later 
comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response 
to Comments O5-18 through O5-22 below regarding Chapter 2, Introduction. 

O5-4 The commenter states that the “project description is still inaccurate and must be revised.”  
The comment does not describe with any particularity the inaccuracies that the commenter 
claims require revision. To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later 
comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response 
to Comments O5-24 through O5-37 regarding Chapter 3, Project Description. 

O5-5 The commenter claims that “the environmental setting fails to use the appropriate project 
baseline condition.”  The Project baseline condition utilized in the RDEIR is in conformance 
with CEQA Guideline 15125 which states: 

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if 
no notice of preparation is published, at the time the environmental analysis is 
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commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead Agency determines 
whether an impact is significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no 
longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed 
project and its alternatives. 

Consistent with Guideline 15125, Guideline 15126.2 states: 

[I]n assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the Lead Agency 
should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the 
affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or where no 
notice of preparation is published, at the time the environmental analysis is commenced.” 

In compliance with both of the foregoing Guidelines, the City utilized existing environmental 
conditions at the time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for the Vision Plan Project 
as the baseline for the environmental analyses in the RDEIR. To the extent more specific 
concerns regarding baseline conditions are raised in the commenter’s later comments, those 
issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response to Comments O5-
38 through O5-70 regarding Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis. 

O5-6 The commenter claims that “the RDEIR’s discussion of air quality impacts is incomplete and 
requires revision,” but does not explain in the comment how the analysis is either incomplete. 
Nor does the comment explain what facet of the analysis requires revision. To be sure, the 
comment suggests revisions to the Vision Plan Project description (geographic expansion of 
the Business District designation, and creation of a 1000 foot buffer between existing 
industrial and new residential uses), but the reasons for suggesting those modifications are not 
evident from the comment. To the extent those reasons are detailed in the commenter’s later 
comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response 
to Comment O5-39 regarding air quality impacts of the project (Section 5.2, Air Quality) and 
use of a 1,000 foot buffer. 

It should be noted, however that the RDEIR considered land use compatibility issues, 
including land use compatibilities between industrial and residential uses, on a variety of 
dimensions, including but not limited to hazardous materials, noise, light and glare. Where 
potential impacts were identified, mitigation was proposed. In addition, specific features have 
been included in the zoning code to ensure that project-specific consideration of those 
compatibility issues are addressed in connection with the proposal of specific projects.  

O5-7 The commenter claims that “the EIR’s analysis of project impacts on soils and geology fails 
to analyze fully program and project level impacts.”  However, the comment does not identify 
any specific deficiencies in the RDEIR or aspects of the RDEIR that do not analyze soils and 
geology impacts. To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later comments, 
those issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response to Comment 
O5-40 regarding Section 5.5, Geology and Soils. 

O5-8 The commenter claims that “project impacts on hazards and hazardous materials remain 
flawed and incomplete, and fails to provide adequate protections between existing industrial 
uses and new residential uses.”  Without a more detailed articulation of the flaws and 
omissions that the comment claims exist in the RDEIR, it is impossible to evaluate and 
respond to the asserted environmental concerns. To the extent specific issues are raised in the 
commenter’s later comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later 
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comments. See response to Comments O5-41 through O5-51 regarding Section 5.6, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, and a 1,000 foot buffer. 

O5-9 The commenter claims that the RDEIR “also fails to analyze adequately the programmatic 
and project-level impacts on hydrology and water quality.”  Beyond that general statement, 
however, the comment articulates no specific concerns regarding hydrology and water quality. 
To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later comments, those issues will 
be addressed in response to those later comments. See response to Comments O5-52 through 
O5-56 regarding Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

O5-10 The commenter claims that the RDEIR “fails to analyze completely and to propose adequate 
mitigation for the Project’s land use impacts.”  The comment does not raise specific land use 
impact analysis concerns, nor does it indicate how mitigation strategies are ineffective. To the 
extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later comments, those issues will be 
addressed in response to those later comments. See response to Comments O5-57 through O5-
59 regarding Section 5.8, Land Use and Planning. 

O5-11 The commenter claims that “analysis of the Project’s noise impact remains incomplete and its 
proposed mitigation is impermissibly deferred.”  The comment does not explain what 
omissions exist in the analysis of the Vision Plan Project’s impacts. Nor does it explain how 
the proposed mitigation is “deferred” much less how it is “impermissibly deferred.”  The 
RDEIR analyzes noise impacts, and finds them to be significant on at least four separate 
environmental dimensions. Having identified potentially significant impacts, the RDEIR 
explains that an effort was made to mitigate those impacts, but no feasible mitigation 
measures were available. Accordingly, the RDEIR discloses that the impacts are significant 
and unavoidable. To the extent specific concerns with that approach are raised in the 
commenter’s later comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later 
comments. See response to Comment O5-60 regarding Section 5.9, Noise, and associated 
mitigation measures. 

O5-12 The commenter claims that “analysis of the Project’s transportation and traffic impacts 
remains incomplete and its proposed mitigation is impermissibly deferred.”  The comment 
does not explain what omissions exist in the analysis of the Project’s impacts. Nor does it 
explain how the proposed mitigation is “deferred” much less how it is “impermissibly 
deferred.”  To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later comments, those 
issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response to Comments O5-
62 through O5-70 regarding Section 5.13. Transportation and Traffic. The Traffic Study and 
RDEIR analyzed the traffic and transportation impacts of the proposed project by identifying 
intersections, arterial segments, and freeway segments and freeway ramps that would be 
significantly impacted by the proposed project according to the traffic impact criteria 
established by the City of Irvine and surrounding jurisdictions. The City has proposed feasible 
improvements that will return the circulation system to an acceptable LOS and has identified 
fair share percentages for providing funding to implement those improvements.  

O5-13 The commenter claims that the “analysis of recreational impacts is incomplete and must be 
revised.”  No specific detail concerning the asserted omission of information and/or need for 
revisions is provided. To the extent specific issues are raised in the commenter’s later 
comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later comments. See response 
to Comment O5-61 regarding recreational impacts of the project (Section 5.12, Recreation). 

O5-14 The commenter concludes that “discussion of significant and irreversible impacts fails and 
requires revision.”  The comment does not describe how significant and irreversible impacts 
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“fail” nor does it indicate which revisions are “required.”  To the extent specific issues are 
raised in the commenter’s later comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those 
later comments. See response to Comments O5-81 regarding Chapter 9, Significant and 
Irreversible Changes Due to the Proposed Project. 

O5-15 The commenter claims that “analysis of the Project’s growth inducing impacts is incomplete 
and inadequate.”  However, the comment does not indicate which information is allegedly not 
provided. Nor does it describe how the analysis is inadequate. To the extent specific issues are 
raised in the commenter’s later comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those 
later comments. See response to Comment O5-82 regarding Chapter 10, Growth-Inducing 
Impacts of the Proposed Project. 

O5-16 The commenter cites various provisions of the Public Resources Code, the CEQA Guidelines 
and a number of published California cases. However, the comment does not raise any 
specific environmental concerns. CEQA Guideline 15088 provides: 

The written responses shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections).  

Consistent with Guideline 15088’s focus on environmental issues, Guideline 15204(a) 
provides in relevant part: 

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

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

Consistent with the foregoing, the City has endeavored in these responses to comments to 
provide responses to expressed environmental concerns. The fact that the City has not used 
these Responses to Comments as an opportunity to express its agreement or disagreement 
with the commenter’s characterization of the law is not an indication of agreement or 
disagreement with the commenter’s characterization; rather, the City has attempted to confine 
its responses to the task at hand – namely, addressing specific environmental concerns raised 
by the commenter. 

O5-17 Please see response to Comment O5-5. The commenter claims that “the appropriate baseline 
conditions are those that existed in the IBC immediately after the approval of the 1992 IBC 
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Program EIR.”  The comment is not consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Guideline 
15125(a) establishes the baseline as the “on the ground” conditions that exist as of the date of 
the publication of the Notice of Preparation. The RDEIR utilized that date for purposes of its 
environmental analysis.  

As to the commenter’s remaining assertions concerning the Superior Court’s Minute Order in 
connection with the Martin Street Condominiums project, the following additional 
observations are appropriate. First, the Superior Court’s Minute Order is not binding on the 
current environmental review process because the project under analysis in the RDEIR is not 
the same as the projects that were the subject of the Minute Order.  

Second, the Superior Court’s judgment in the Martin Street Condominiums case is on appeal, 
such that the Superior Court’s minute order has not current binding effect even on the Martin 
Street Condominiums project.  

Third, the projects approved by the City within the IBC between 1992 and 2010 that the 
commenter urges be included in the “baseline” are well beyond any applicable legal challenge 
period. (See. Gov’t Code § 65009, Pub. Res. Code § 21167.)   

Fourth, the effects of previously built projects – both residential and non-residential, and both 
within the IBC and outside the IBC – are included as part of the environmental analysis in the 
RDEIR. Those projects are included in the baseline conditions and to the extent that, 
combined with the Vision Plan Project, they result in an additional environmental impact to 
which the Vision Plan Project provides a cumulatively considerable contribution, the Vision 
Plan project is required to mitigate on a fair share basis for that impact. By proceeding in this 
manner, the RDEIR provides an accurate platform upon which to assess the impacts of future 
development.  

Finally, the commenter claims that the RDEIR did not include a “new traffic analysis and 
explain the trip budget and trip transfers.”  This statement is inaccurate. The RDEIR contains 
an entirely new traffic analysis from that presented in connection with the Martin Street 
Condominiums and/or 2851 Alton project (See RDEIR, Chapter 5.13 and the Irvine Business 
Complex Vision Plan Traffic Study, Parsons Brinckerhoff, December 2009, included as 
Appendix N). In addition, extensive discussions of trip budgeting and intensity transfers are 
provided in the RDEIR at page 5.13-1, and at Section 1.4 (page 4) of Appendix N. As 
disclosed on page 5.13-1 of the RDEIR, specific TDR assumptions are included as Appendix 
J to the traffic study provided at Appendix N. 

O5-18 After the EIR is certified, future environmental analysis of the projects contained in the 
Vision Plan will build upon the information and conclusions of the IBC EIR. The IBC EIR 
analyzed the land use policy change of allowing for residential uses in a historically industrial 
area and covers the cumulative impacts of the land use shift. The EIR does acknowledge and 
analyze specific projects within the IBC, so when this project is again reviewed by the City, 
the project may tier off of the IBC EIR for its environmental review to the extent that 
environmental conditions have not changed from the time the EIR is certified to the time the 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is processed. In addition, we would note that while pending 
residential development projects were identified in the EIR, certain site-specific project 
analyses were not completed as part of the EIR, primarily with respect to site-level noise, 
circulation, access and land use compatibility issues. Therefore, once the CUP is ready to 
proceed, staff will conduct a new initial environmental evaluation to determine the scope of 
any changes to the project and/or the surrounding environment, and will make a determination 
at that time regarding any additional environmental review necessary for the CUP. 
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The commenter appears to suggest that the RDEIR Executive Summary was required to 
include a description of new information added to the EIR between the time of the circulation 
of the original DEIR and the RDEIR. However, the commenter cites no authority for that 
proposition, and we are aware of none that exists. Although not required by the CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix Q provides written responses to the comments received on the DEIR. A 
description of why the EIR was recirculated and changes to the DEIR is contained on page 3-
9 of the RDEIR. 

O5-19 There are currently 4,779 units and 232 density bonus units, for a total of 5,011 residential 
units currently constructed in the IBC Vision Plan area (see Table 3-1, IBC Development 
Summary). At the request of the commenter, the Introduction will be revised: 

… The most prominent land use in the IBC is office, with substantial 
amounts of industrial/warehouse uses and 4,524 4,779 medium- and 
high-density residential units and 45 232 density bonus units for a total 
of 4,569 5,011 existing dwelling units. 

O5-20 See response to Comment O5-5 and O5-17.  

O5-21 The commenter claims that the brief description of the Vision Plan Project contained in 
Section 5.7 Hydrology is in conflict with the description provided in the Executive Summary 
of the RDEIR. However, on review of the two descriptions, they are consistent. Section 1.3 of 
the RDEIR states that “the most prominent land use in the IBC is office.”  It then goes on to 
note that there are industrial/warehouse and high density residential units. Consistent with that 
description in Section 5.7, the RDEIR notes that the IBC is a business-concentrated area that 
includes a few high rise residential condominiums. Both of these descriptions are true and 
accurate characterizations of the IBC. 

O5-22 The commenter attempts to add its own characterization of the specific contours of the 
controversy in the IBC with regard to residential development, parks and recreation, and 
transportation and traffic. The City acknowledges that the commenter has characterized the 
areas of controversy from its perspective, and the commenters’ comments will be included in 
the FEIR. However, in Section 1.7 of the RDEIR, the City sought only to identify areas of 
controversy, and it achieved that purpose. 

The commenter then reaches the conclusion that “new residential uses should not be located 
within 1,000 feet of existing industrial uses.”  The RDEIR analyzes compatibility between 
new residential uses and existing businesses in the context of land use, hazards and hazardous 
materials, air quality, and other environmental dimensions. (See, e.g., RDEIR Section 5.6.)  
However, the RDEIR does not reach the conclusion that the 1,000 foot separation suggested 
by the commenter is appropriate in all cases. Rather, the project is designed to ensure that 
land use compatibility issues are considered in a context-specific manner. Specifically, PDF 
6-5 provides: 

For all residential projects located within 1,000 feet of an industrial facility which emits 
toxic air contaminants, the Project Applicant shall submit a health risk assessment 
prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of the state Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment and the South Coast Air Quality Management District to the 
Community Development Director prior to approval of any future discretionary 
residential or mixed-use project. If the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk 
exceeds one in one hundred thousand (1.0E-05), or the appropriate noncancer hazard 
index exceeds 1.0, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that Best 
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Available Control Technologies for Toxics are capable of reducing potential cancer and 
noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 
T-BACTs may include, but are not limited to, scrubbers at the industrial facility, or 
installation of Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value filters rated at 14 or better at all 
residential units. 

Through this measure, the RDEIR provides a mechanism to evaluate land use compatibility 
issues in connection with future project specific applications, and to conduct that analysis 
using established protocols.  

The commenter also claims that Section 1.7 of the RDEIR, which is devoted to areas of 
controversy, should have discussed the DEIR as it was originally circulated and a prior 
mitigated negative declaration. Those documents, however, are not “areas of controversy.”  
Rather, they are environmental documents that were previously released for public review. 

The commenter also claims that the RDEIR must reflect the fact that the negative declaration 
previously released for public review “is part of the administrative record for the Project.”  
This comment does not raise an environmental concern but rather an assertion about the 
proper content of the Record of Proceedings that would exist if litigation over the City’s 
consideration of the Vision Plan EIR is ultimately commenced. The City notes that the mere 
request that a document be included in an Record of Proceedings does not render that 
document part of the Record of Proceedings. That determination is ultimately guided by the 
requirements of Public Resources Code section 21167. Separately, and in addition, there 
exists no requirement that every document that is part of the administrative record must be 
“reflected” in the environmental impact report. To the contrary, the CEQA Guidelines 
emphasize that the discussion in an EIR should normally be simple (Guidelines 15140), 
concise (Guidelines 15141), focused on relevant information (Guidelines 15143), and to a 
level of detail that is commensurate with the project under analysis (Guidelines 15146). 
Summarizing documents in the RDEIR merely because they are assertedly part of the Record 
of Proceedings is not consistent with the above-noted principles. 

O5-23 In the first paragraph of Comment O5-23, the commenter reiterates that the introduction 
section of the RDEIR was somehow required to discuss a prior mitigated negative declaration 
proposed for a prior iteration of the IBC Vision Plan. Please see Response to Comment O5-22 
for a discussion of that issue. The commenter also claims that the “Introduction Section” was 
required to reference Appendix Q to the RDEIR and that the failure to do so requires a 
revision of the document. The commenter provides no authority for that proposition. 
Appendix Q, which is part of the RDEIR, includes comments and responses on the DEIR. 
That information is, and has been, available for public review.  

In the second paragraph of Comment O5-23, the commenter claims that the RDEIR is not 
independent and unbiased. However, the commenter does not provide any specific examples 
of a lack of independence or the existence of bias. The environmental document has been 
prepared by an independently hired consulting group, The Planning Center. The 
environmental document has been prepared without influence from any commercial interests. 

In the third paragraph of Comment O5-23, the commenter attempts to impose upon the 
RDEIR a requirement that it “incorporate by reference properly and clearly earlier documents 
including EIRs for the IBC.”  Incorporation by reference is an optional, not mandatory, 
approach that may be employed when earlier environmental documents are relied upon in a 
later environmental document. (See Guidelines § 15150 [“An EIR or negative declaration 
may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of public 
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record and is generally available to the public.). Other environmental documents have not 
been incorporated by reference here because the City does not rely upon other environmental 
documents in conducting environmental analysis in the RDEIR.  

The commenter also claims that there is reliance upon the 1992 IBC Program EIR by relying 
on a PowerPoint presentation dated October 5, 2007. The PowerPoint presentation, however, 
merely described the intensity management devices that were put in place in 1992, and are 
currently part of the City of Irvine’s Zoning Code. The RDEIR does not rely upon the 1992 
IBC Program EIR to describe current baseline conditions and/or to forecast future conditions. 
Those two steps are achieved by surveying existing conditions and by forecasting future 
development using existing and proposed zoning and other land use devices. Neither of those 
steps required or involved reliance upon the 1992 IBC Program EIR. It should be noted, in 
addition, that the commenter’s comment is based fundamentally upon a plan-to-plan 
comparison approach whereby development under the 1992 IBC Program EIR would be 
compared to development under the Vision Plan Project. CEQA requires a plan-to-ground 
analysis and that is what has been conducted in the RDEIR. 

O5-24 In the introductory paragraph to Comment O5-24, the commenter states that the RDEIR fails 
to explain how the Project will advance its goals of protecting existing job base and 
developing mixed use core. The IBC Vision Plan protects the existing job base through the 
incorporation of the Business Complex designation for a large portion of the IBC and various 
protections incorporated into the proposed zoning. Please refer to Section 5.6, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the RDEIR for a description of the various PPPs and PDFs intended 
to protect the existing job base.  

The commenter also requests confirmation that the nine components of the Vision Plan 
Project identified in Section 3 are part of the Project. The components of the Vision Plan 
Project listed in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR are all part of the Project. The commenter also 
requests confirmation that the nine components are a complete list of project components. The 
nine components describe, by category, the components of the Project under analysis in the 
RDEIR.  

O5-25 The commenter devotes most of Comment O5-25 attempting to reiterate its argument that 
conditions authorized under the 1992 IBC EIR and/or conditions existing in 1992 should have 
served as the baseline for analyzing environmental impacts in the RDEIR. Please see 
responses to Comment O5-5 and O5-17 to address those issues. In addition, please note that 
the comment conflates (i) an earlier environmental analysis document, i.e., the 1992 Program 
IBC EIR, with (ii) the zoning approved with that environmental analysis document, i.e., the 
Zoning Code as it existed in 1992. While neither the intensity allowed under the 1988 zoning 
or the intensity contemplated in the 1992 IBC EIR are relevant for purposes of this analysis, it 
does bear emphasis that the 1992 EIR was not a regulatory document but rather an 
environmental disclosure document. 

The comment also claims that the RDEIR does not analyze the impacts of the full project. 
However, the commenter’s assertion is based on the commenter disagreement with the Vision 
Plan Project description. The project description analyzes ultimate development as 
contemplated in the Vision Plan Project. That is what is described in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR. 
The environmental impacts of that project are examined by comparing ultimate buildout of 
the Vision Plan Project against existing conditions. That is the analysis required by CEQA 
and conducted in the RDEIR. 
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The text on page 1-5 of the RDEIR has been corrected to match the existing residential 
dwelling units within the IBC Vision Plan area shown in Table 3-1 (see Chapter 4 of the 
FEIR).  

O5-26 In Comment O5-26, the commenter requests clarification concerning the reasoning for 
various changes in the Vision Plan Project description in the area around the Allergan 
campus, south of Interstate 405. The commenter asserts that the changes in the Vision Plan 
Project description derive from a settlement agreement between the City and Allergan. The 
commenter is partially, but not entirely, correct. The City arrived at the settlement with 
Allergan not only as a means for solving existing litigation, but also after an analysis of 
realistic residential development opportunities in the areas south of Interstate 405 and a 
preliminary determination (pending appropriate environmental review and exercise of 
legislative discretion by the City’s policy-making bodies) that confining future residential 
development to the areas indicated in the RDEIR made good land use planning sense. 

The commenter then asserts that the RDEIR and the revised project “recognized this 
significant impact for Allergan and crafts the boundaries of the business complex district to 
address Allergan’s concerns about industrial adjacency within the new residential uses.”  
While it may be the case that the changes to the Project description address Allergan’s 
concerns at some level, the changes do not constitute an admission by the City or an 
acknowledgment by the City that those concerns amounted to environmental impacts under 
CEQA. Nor do they suggest that the “impacts” supposed by the commenter cannot be 
mitigated or avoided in other ways, such as the ways set forth in the RDEIR.  

Building upon its premise that the RDEIR somehow acknowledged land use impacts in 
connection with the treatment of Allergan south of the 405, the commenter claims that similar 
treatment should be afforded to industrial uses north of the 405. Again, the City’s land use 
planning decisions or suggestions south of the 405 were based on a combination of factors 
including an identification of the areas within which the City staff believed development 
south of the 405 was most likely to occur in the future. City staff has made a similar 
assessment north of Interstate 405, and understands that the commenter does not agree with 
that assessment. The City has, however, conducted land use and other environmental analyses 
to see whether incompatibilities between existing industrial and business uses exist with areas 
where proposed residential development may occur. (See, RDEIR, Sections 5.2 [Air Quality], 
5.6 [Hazards and Hazardous Materials], and 5.8 [Land Use and Planning].) 

 The commenter suggests that the RDEIR’s obligation was to “explain why this mitigation is 
not extended to other existing industrial uses in the Irvine Business Complex which are 
located north of Interstate 405 such as Deft.”  The comment is a misstatement of the RDEIR’s 
obligations. The RDEIR is designed to identify potential environmental impacts, to identify 
appropriate mitigation for those impacts, and to assess the level of significance after 
mitigation. The RDEIR accomplishes those purposes (See, RDEIR, Sections 5.2 [Air 
Quality], 5.6 [Hazards and Hazardous Materials], and 5.8 [Land Use and Planning].) 

CARB’s recommended buffer distances are provided to lead agencies as guidance when siting 
new sensitive land uses. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is 
not warranted. Section 5.2, Air Quality, PDF 2-1 and PDF 2-4 allows for residential land uses 
to be within the 1,000 foot buffer if risk is minimized to the performance standards listed in 
the PDF in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. For responses to the January 
19, 2010 Global Environmental Consulting Company, Inc report, see response Comments O5-
84 through O5-97. New residential land uses within 1,000 feet of a facility that emits toxic air 
contaminants is required to conduct a health risk assessment. If cancer risk exceeds 10 in one 
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million, then applicants for new residential developments would be required to show that 
implementation of specific measures either on-site or at the source would reduce risk or be 
prohibited from development of residential land uses. If gaseous pollutants contribute 
significantly to health risk, then MERV filters would not be an effective mitigation strategy. 
Alternative strategies would be required or residential development would not be permitted. 
Adherence to this requirement would ensure that the public is protected against elevated 
concentrations of air contaminants. 

O5-27 In accordance with CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM), Title 17 of the 
California Code of Regulations, beginning October 24, 2007, new hexavalent chromium 
electroplating and chromic acid anodizing facilities would be prohibited from constructing 
new facilities within 1,000 feet of a boundary of an area that is zoned for residential or mixed 
uses, or within 1,000 feet of a school (existing or under construction). This rule does not apply 
to existing land uses. See response to Comment O5-26. Section 5.2, Air Quality, PDF 2-1 and 
PDF 2-4 allows for residential land uses to be within the 1,000 foot buffer if risk is minimized 
to the performance standards listed in the PDF in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4.  

O5-28 For responses to the January 19, 2010 Global Environmental Consulting Company, Inc report, 
see response Comments O5-84 through O5-97. If cancer risk exceeds 10 in one million, then 
applicants for new residential developments would be required to show that implementation 
of specific measures either on-site or at the source would reduce risk or be prohibited from 
development of residential land uses. If gaseous pollutants contribute significantly to health 
risk, then MERV filters would not be an effective mitigation strategy. Alternative strategies 
would be required or residential development would not be permitted.  

O5-29 In Comment O5-29, the commenter suggests that the only effective mitigation or project 
feature to address incompatibility would be to impose a separation requirement between 
industrial and residential uses. In essence, the commenter has proposed an alternative to the 
proposed project that includes buffers around existing industrial development. The RDEIR, 
however, studies land use compatibility issues and arrives at the conclusion that impacts can 
be mitigated. The RDEIR also studies a reasonable range of alternatives, such that the 
analysis of the additional alternatives proposed by the commenter is not necessary for further 
analysis. Please see Responses to Comments O5-22 and O5-26 for further information 
responsive to Comment O5-29. 

O5-30 In Comment O5-30, the commenter focuses on the perceived wisdom of developing multiple 
mixed use cores within the IBC. In essence, the commenter proposes a different land use plan 
than that studied in the RDEIR. As an initial matter, the comment concerns land use planning 
policy, not environmental impacts. (Please see Response to Comment O5-16.)  In addition, 
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project have been analyzed in the RDEIR 
(see, RDEIR, Chapter 7) and it is neither necessary nor appropriate to analyze the additional 
alternative hinted at in Comment O5-30 because the RDEIR has identified adequate existing 
regulatory mechanisms to address those issues. Finally, the IBC EIR does include mixed use 
cores inasmuch as the urban neighborhood district allows for development of a mix of uses. 

O5-31 The IBC infrastructure improvements do not require further analysis in the RDEIR. RDEIR 
discloses the existence of those improvements and acknowledges that those improvements 
will be constructed with the buildout of the proposed project. However, the final location and 
the resulting environmental impacts of the proposed improvements are not known yet and 
cannot be assessed at the programmatic level of analysis. As noted in Guideline 15146: 
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The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR 

(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific 
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or 
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted 
with greater accuracy. 

(b) an EIR on a project such as the adoption of an amendment of a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance or local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be 
expected to follow from the adoption, or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed 
as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow. 

Consistent with Guideline 15146, Guideline 15152(b) notes that “the level of detail contained 
in a first tier EIR need not be greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or ordinance being 
analyzed.”  Further, Guideline 15145 discourages speculation, noting “If, after thorough 
investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the 
agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact.” 

Here, without knowing the location, design, sequence, and timing of the installation of later 
infrastructure improvements the City does not have enough information to meaningfully 
forecast environmental impacts of those improvements. Depending on patterns of 
development and availability of sources of funds (among other factors) different 
improvements from the menu of potential improvements may be selected, different locations 
may be selected, the scale of an improvement may be tailored to fit the later-identified needs, 
and other “modification” may occur. 

The specific concern raised regarding the environmental impacts of The I-Shuttle has been 
addressed. In adopting The I-Shuttle program, the City of Irvine found that the Project was 
CEQA exempt. That determination went unchallenged by any party and is now beyond any 
legal limitations period. (See Pub. Res. Code § 21167.)  In addition, the use of a shuttle 
circulator program, if anything, would ultimately serve to reduce the number of traffic trips on 
a roadway system, thereby decreasing air quality impacts, decreasing noise impacts, and 
decreasing traffic congestion impacts. 

O5-32 The comment fails to appreciate that development intensities and “trips” for purposes of the 
IBC database and transfer of development rights, revisions of the Irvine Zoning Code are one 
in the same. The City has historically used the term “trips” to refer to allowable development 
intensities on specific parcels in the IBC. More recently, confusion among the public has 
arisen because the term “trips” for purposes of intensity management, has been misunderstood 
as a representation concerning the amount of actual traffic generated by a use. Actual traffic is 
measured pursuant to the City’s traffic model and established socio-economic protocols.  

Other than dictating the limits on the intensity of any type of use (e.g., office, industrial, 
residential), “trips” in the IBC database had no specific role in predicting the amount of traffic 
to be generated. The RDEIR explains that to avoid this confusion on a going forward basis, 
the Zoning Code is being revised to characterize what used to be known as “trips” under the 
IBC Zoning Code as an intensity budget. Figures 3-7a and 3-7b of the RDEIR merely use the 
currently applicable “trip” nomenclature. Thus, when the commenter states “Figures 3-7a and 
3-7b do not talk about development intensity; they talk about trip budgets and allocating such 
trips across various land uses” the commenter is simply mistaken. Trip budgets and 
development intensities are one and the same. 
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Appendix F of the RDEIR provides a detail of the existing trip budgets for each parcel and the 
proposed TDR’s under the Vision Plan. The only TDR’s assumed in the Vision Plan are those 
for which discretionary applications are currently in process or have been approved but not 
yet executed. These TDRs are all assumed to be completed in 2015, thus defining the 2015 
Vision Plan scenario. No TDRs outside of their originating Traffic Analysis Zones are 
assumed beyond 2015. 

O5-33 For those arterial roadways such as Von Karman and Alton Parkway that require an 
amendment to the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH), approval by Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) will be required, as is documented in the traffic study and 
RDEIR. Arterial downgrades along Von Karman and Alton will not require approval by the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

O5-34 See response to Comment O5-18. The commenter identifies various proposed amendments to 
the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH). These amendments derive principally from 
the fact that the traffic analysis for the RDEIR confirms that previously contemplated 
roadway expansions will not be necessary, i.e., at buildout the IBC will not consume the 
roadway capacity envisioned on MPAH. Thus, the assertion that the amendments to the 
MPAH require further environmental analysis misunderstands the conclusions from the 
RDEIR. It is because the City has conducted an environmental analysis that it has discovered 
that future expansions of roadway systems, together with their environmental impacts, need 
not take place. 

A description of the pending project and pending project location is included in Chapter 3, 
Project Description.  

Chapter 5.5, Geology and Soils, identifies potential impacts associated with subterranean 
parking garages (see Impact 5.5-2). 

O5-35 See response to Comment O5-5 AND O5-17.  

O5-36 See response to Comment O5-31 regarding The i Shuttle. The commenter asserts that “the 
assumption . . . that the accessory retail uses do not generate traffic . . . is without foundation.”  
The commenter misunderstands the nature of the accessory retail use ordinance. That 
ordinance disallows any accessory retail use unless the use will not generate additional traffic. 
Accordingly, the statement in the RDEIR that the accessory retail use ordinance “does not, by 
definition, yield any additional traffic generation.” is, by definition, true. 

O5-37 Please refer to response to Comment O5-5 and O5-17.  

O5-38 Responses are provided below for comments on the environmental analysis in the RDEIR. 

O5-39 Impact 5.2-8 evaluates the potential for new receptors to be significantly impacted by existing 
sources of air toxics in the IBC Vision Plan area. CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook is offers guidance to jurisdictions when siting sensitive land uses in the vicinity of 
air pollutant generators. For chrome platters and similar facilities, CARB recommends that no 
residential land uses be sited within 1,000 feet of the source because of the potential health 
risk. PDF 2-1 is based on the CARB recommended buffer distances while PDF 2-4 lists 
additional requirements for residential projects within 1,000 feet of other industrial facilities 
that emit air toxics. Both PDF 2-1 and PDF 2-4 require that if new residential development 
within the IBC Vision Plan area is proposed within 1,000 feet of a facility that generates air 
toxics impacts be mitigated to a risk of no more than 10 in one million. If cancer risk cannot 
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be feasible reduced to lower than 10 in one million (because filters cannot be installed at the 
company or at the residences, or if such filters are not effective), residential development 
would not be permitted within 1,000 feet. Both PDF 2-1 and PDF 2-4 allow for residential 
land uses to be within the 1,000 foot buffer if risk is minimized to the performance standards 
listed in the PDF in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  

O5-40 Impact 5.5-2 of the RDEIR includes an assessment of impacts related to liquefaction and 
other seismic-related ground failure. New development would be required to assess the 
relative depth to groundwater in order to evaluate site specific conditions that affect 
liquefaction potential. As detailed in PPP 5-3, geotechnical investigation reports are required 
to be submitted and approved by the City to ensure hazards are mitigated according to the 
standards in the current California Building Code. The California Building Code outlines the 
performance standards for grading and construction in liquefaction zones and other seismic-
related ground failure. No significant impacts would occur with adherence to these existing 
requirements. . 

 In addition, the RDEIR evaluates the potential for individual development projects to require 
dewatering under Impact 5.7-5 and Impact 5.5-3. Before water collected by a dewatering 
system could be discharged into municipal storm drains, individual projects would be required 
to obtain a permit pursuant to Order Number 98-67 that the Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted on July 10, 1998. The requirement to obtain a 
permit from the RWQCB to allow discharge of water from dewatering operations into storm 
drains would be incorporated into the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for the project.  

 Page 5.5-12 will be revised in the FEIR based compiled information from previous 
geotechnical reports. 

Excavations extending deeper than about two feet are expected to encounter wet 
soil conditions and groundwater may be encountered at depths greater than 5 to 
10 feet during construction. 

O5-41 The regulation sited refers to the siting of a new hazardous waste disposal facility. A 
hazardous waste Hazardous Waste Facility Permit issued by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control pursuant to section 25200 of the California Health and Safety Code. 
Pursuant to this existing regulation, any new facility that is regulated under Section 25200 of 
the California Heath and Safety Code would be required to comply with these regulations.  

O5-42 The Environmental Data Resources Report (EDR) included as Appendix J to the RDEIR 
contained the Executive Summary of the 2,500 page EDR. The complete EDR report is 
available on the City’s IBC website at: 

  http://www.cityofirvine.org/cityhall/cd/planningactivities/ibc_graphics/default.asp 

O5-43 Pursuant to PDF 2-4 and 6-5, new sensitive land uses would be required to conduct a health 
risk assessment if they are located within 1,000 feet of a facility that generates toxic air 
contaminants. If the health risk assessment identifies a cancer risk of 10 in a million or higher, 
than mitigation would be required for future development that would ensure health risk 
doesn’t exceed this performance standard or residential land uses would be prohibited. 

 SCAQMD’s FIND database was queried on September 9, 2008 using the detailed map search 
engine. A total of eight Title V facilities were identified within the boundaries of the IBC, as 
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depicted in Figure 5.6-1. There were six facilities in the vicinity, but outside of the IBC 
boundaries, within the cities of Costa Mesa, Irvine, Santa Ana, and Tustin.  

O5-44 With respect to the analysis of the seven pending residential projects, sufficient information 
was provided in the project description and analysis to adequately review these projects under 
CEQA. After the EIR is certified, future environmental analysis of the projects contained in 
the Vision Plan will build upon the information and conclusions of the IBC EIR. The IBC 
EIR analyzed the land use policy change of allowing for residential uses in a historically 
industrial area and covers the cumulative impacts of the land use shift. The EIR does 
acknowledge and analyze specific projects within the IBC, so when this project is again 
reviewed by the City, the project may tier off of the IBC EIR for its environmental review to 
the extent that environmental conditions have not changed from the time the EIR is certified 
to the time the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is processed. In addition, we would note that 
while pending residential development projects were identified in the EIR, certain site-
specific project analyses were not completed as part of the EIR, primarily with respect to site-
level noise, circulation, access and land use compatibility issues. Therefore, once the CUP is 
ready to proceed, staff will conduct a new initial environmental evaluation to determine the 
scope of any changes to the project and/or the surrounding environment, and will make a 
determination at that time regarding any additional environmental review necessary for the 
CUP. 

PDFs serve to mitigate localized project impacts related to site compatibility. For example, 
PDF 2-4 and 6-5 include performance standards in accordance with Section 15126.4 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. New residential development within 1,000 feet of an industrial facility that 
emits toxic air contaminants is required to ensure cancer risk does not exceed 10 in one 
million. 

O5-45 IAA refers to an Industrial Adjacency Assessment (IAA), a document formerly used by the 
City for analysis of land use compatibility for residential projects. Because several pending 
residential projects had conducted environmental review in accordance with CEQA prior to 
the proposed IBC Vision Plan project, these IAAs were included in the RDEIR. The City no 
longer uses the IAA its previous form. However, the IBC overlay zoning code does require 
land use compatibility assessments, similar to the provisions of the IAA process, to identify 
localized impacts for future development in accordance with the PPPs and PDFs detailed in 
the RDEIR, and incorporated into the overlay zoning code. Health risk assessments for the 
individual development projects may need to be updated in accordance with PDF 2-4 and 6-5. 

O5-46 See response to Comment O5-39. PDF 2-1 and PDF 2-4 allow for residential land uses to be 
within the 1,000 foot buffer if risk is minimized to the performance standards listed in the 
PDF in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. If scrubbers and filters are 
ineffective at reducing risk because gaseous pollutants dominant health risk from the facility, 
then cancer risk would not be minimized to less than 10 in one million and residential land 
uses would not be permitted.  

O5-47 See also response to Comment O5-39 regarding air toxics. The Business Plan for an industrial 
facility that stores hazards materials must include requirements for properly storing, labeling, 
and segregating incompatible hazardous materials. In addition, under the CalARP program 
which is administered by the CUPA, which is the Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA), 
businesses that handle more than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance is required to 
develop a Risk Management Plan (RMP). The RMP is required to include detailed 
engineering analysis of the potential accidental factors present at the business and measures 
that can be implemented to reduce this accident potential. Furthermore, OCFA’s Safety & 
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Environmental Services Section conducts fire safety inspections, enforces applicable fire 
codes and ordinances, gathers and maintains inventories of chemicals stored, handled, and 
used and coordinates hazardous materials emergency plans. Because these existing 
regulations mitigate hazards by reducing risk, no significant impact would occur at nearby 
residential land uses (see Impact 5.6-1). Furthermore, PDF 6-4 requires that site compatibility 
for future environmental projects be evaluated with regard to hazardous materials handling 
and storage.  

O5-48 Table 5.6-1 includes an evaluation of CalARP facilities for each of the Pending residential 
development. As indicated in this table, hazards materials were not identified to be 
significant. Consequently, impacts were less than significant for the pending project. In 
accordance with the Zoning for and PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, if the health risk 
assessment identifies cancer risk of 10 in one million or higher, then residential land uses are 
prohibited unless risk can be mitigated to less than 10 in a million.  

O5-49 The requirements of PDF 6-2 are detailed on page 5.6-23. The disclosure would need to 
indicate issues associated with living in a mixed-use environment, including compatibility 
with respect to noise, odors, truck traffic and deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, 
air emissions, soil/groundwater contamination, and the John Wayne Airport (see also PDF 6-
4).  

O5-50 PDF 6-3 outlines requirements for remediation of existing sites. Removal of hazardous 
materials would be required in accordance with OCFA’s conditions of approval and existing 
regulations for the removal, treatment, and/or disposal of such materials. Removal, treatment, 
and/or disposal is effective abatement to reduce hazards. 

O5-51 See response to Comments O5-39, regarding health risk, and O5-47, regarding nitrocullulose. 

O5-52 The recently adopted MS4 Permit, Order No. 2009-0030, includes a hierarchy for use of low 
impact development (LID) and treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs) for new 
development and redevelopment projects within the Santa Ana Region. This includes the 
implementation of LID and treatment control BMPs in the following order: infiltration, 
harvest/reuse, evapotranspiration, and bio-treatment.  

As part of the MS4 permit, the County of Orange will be revising the Model Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) to incorporate the requirements of the MS4 permit, including the 
use of LID features and associated BMP selection hierarchy, as well as the restrictions for use 
of infiltration BMPs. Following the approval of the Model WQMP by the Santa Ana Regional 
Board (expected 2010), the City of Irvine will be required to update their LIP and storm water 
programs and incorporate the new Model WQMP into their discretionary approval processes 
for new development and redevelopment projects. All individual projects within the IBC EIR 
area will be subject to these updated regulations.  

The permit also recognizes that for some sites, there are conditions that may limit the 
applicability of infiltration, including site soils, mobilization of naturally occurring 
contaminants such as selenium, high groundwater levels, etc. Accordingly, the permit 
includes provisions for the protection of groundwater resources with the use of structural 
BMPs (Section XII.B.5), as well as references the de-minimis NPDES permits for non-storm 
water discharges not covered under the MS4 permit, such as groundwater dewatering 
activities (Findings 58 & 59) for the long-term protection of groundwater resources. The 
application of these permit requirements occurs at the site-specific level during the 
construction level design of the project. 
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The San Diego Creek Natural Treatment System (NTS) program was provided in the EIR as 
an example of a regional treatment program within the City of Irvine. Although the majority 
of NTS facilities are proposed to be located outside of the IBC project area, the program is an 
example of how treatment may be applied on a regional basis. The updated MS4 permit 
includes criteria for use of watershed-based or regional BMP systems, provided the BMPs are 
constructed with the requisite capacity to serve the entire common development (Section 
XII.E.3). The use of alternative, regional, or other in-lieu BMP programs is currently being 
evaluated by the County, and requirements will be incorporated into the updated Model 
WQMP. All BMP facilities that are ultimately approved as an alternative, regional or in-lieu 
facility will require separate CEQA documentation prior their implementation.  

O5-53 The city of Irvine’s LIP was approved by City Council in 2003, and is reviewed and updated 
as needed on an annual basis in conjunction with the Annual Program Effectiveness Reports 
(aka. Annual Storm Water Reports) per the requirements of the Orange County Drainage Area 
Management Plan (OC DAMP) and MS4 permit. In addition, the City’s Stormwater 
Ordinance is reviewed on an annual basis as part of the PEA requirements, and incorporates 
the requirements of the LIP and OC DAMP by reference (Ordinance No. 03-16). Future 
updates to the City’s LIP will be conducted in accordance with the schedules provided in the 
recently-adopted 4th Term MS4 permit. 

O5-54 The assumptions that the proposed land use changes will not result in an increase in 
impervious surfaces are based on the percent impervious values for land use types provided in 
the Orange County Hydrology Manual (1986). These average impervious values are 
commonly used in program-level assessments. Figure C-4 of the Manual identifies a percent 
impervious value of 65 percent to 80 percent for multi-family residential developments, and 
90 percent for industrial and commercial developments, thereby indicating the potential for a 
slight reduction in impervious values in the proposed condition.  

In addition, the slight increase in pervious surfaces is not anticipated to impact groundwater 
resources due to the provisions for use of infiltration BMPs, as outlined in Section XII.B.5 of 
the MS4 permit.  

 The Santa Ana Regional Board developed general NPDES permits to regulate the discharges 
of dewatering wastes into receiving waters. NPDES Permit No. CAG918002 (Order No. R8-
2004-0021 as amended by R8-2006-0065, R8-2007-0041 and R8-2009-0045) regulates the 
discharges of groundwater-related discharges to surface waters within the San Diego Creek 
and Newport Bay watersheds that contain petroleum hydrocarbons, solvents, metals and/or 
salts. Dewatering operations that do not contain these constituents are regulated under NPDES 
Permit No. CAG998001 (Order No. R8-2003-0061 as amended by R8-2005-0041, R8-2006-
0004 and 2009-0003). Projects that would require dewatering (whether temporary or 
permanent) are required to apply for coverage under one of these permits, depending on the 
type and characteristics of the discharge. As part of the permit application process, each 
discharger must submit a NOI, site characterization study and report that characterizes the 
type of discharge, flow rates, concentration of any constituents/contaminants within the 
discharge, and the proposed treatment system as appropriate. Once approved by the Regional 
Board and permit coverage is obtained, the discharger must also adhere to the requirements of 
the permit, including adherence to specified effluent limitations and receiving water 
limitations, as well as implement a monitoring and reporting program that includes sample 
collection, self monitoring reports and other discharge report submittals to the Regional 
Board. The Regional Board may also choose, on a case-by-case basis during the permit 
application process, to issue individual permits for discharges that have the potential to 
adversely impact receiving water quality.  
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Dewatering activities under the jurisdiction of the de-minimis NPDES permits are not 
anticipated to impact hydrology and groundwater recharge potential as compared to existing 
conditions.  

O5-55 See response to Comment O5-54. Dewatering activities under the jurisdiction of the de-
minimis NPDES permits are not anticipated to impact hydrology and groundwater recharge 
potential as compared to existing conditions. The commenter’s additional claims concerning 
groundwater rights raise legal, not environmental, issues. The impact of the project on 
groundwater is what is assessed in Section 5.5 of the RDEIR. In conducting that analysis, 
RDEIR is premised on the fundamental concept that the law has been, and will be, obeyed.  

O5-56 See response to Comment O5-54. The City of Irvine does not have regulatory authority in 
approving Permits. This approval is required by the Santa Ana Regional Board. The Santa 
Ana Regional Board developed general NPDES permits to regulate the discharges of 
dewatering wastes into receiving waters. As part of the permit application process, each 
discharger must submit a NOI, site characterization study and report that characterizes the 
type of discharge, flow rates, concentration of any constituents/contaminants within the 
discharge, and the proposed treatment system as appropriate. Once approved by the Regional 
Board and permit coverage is obtained, the discharger must also adhere to the requirements of 
the permit, including adherence to specified effluent limitations and receiving water 
limitations, as well as implement a monitoring and reporting program that includes sample 
collection, self monitoring reports and other discharge report submittals to the Regional 
Board.  

O5-57 See response to Comment O5-39. Applicants for new development are required to evaluated 
localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, and site access in accordance 
with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. New residential developments would be 
required to ensure that cancer risk does not exceed 10 in one million with mitigation or 
residential development would be prohibited. Acoustic reports are also required to ensure that 
new residential development is designed to mitigate noise from adjacent properties and traffic 
noise. No significant impacts regarding aesthetics from incorporation of high density 
residential in an urban environment were identified. Furthermore, a site access study is 
required by the City any time site access to a site is modified. Because compatibility of future 
residential development will be evaluated with regard to these localized conditions, the 
project does not have the potential to divide and existing office, commercial, industrial 
community. In fact, several residential developments have since been constructed in the IBC 
Vision Plan area. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not 
warranted. 

O5-58 The proposed project included incorporation of a Mixed-Use Overlay zone. As part of the 
objectives of the project when incorporating the overlay zone, is to project the existing job 
base. The IBC Vision Plan protects the existing job base through the incorporation of the 
Business Complex designation for a large portion of the IBC and various protections 
incorporated into the proposed zoning. Please refer to Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the RDEIR for a description of the various PPPs and PDFs intended to protect 
the existing job base. 

O5-59 See response to Comment O5-26, O5-39, and O5-57. Applicants for new development are 
required to evaluated localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, and site 
access in accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. Because compatibility 
of future residential development will be evaluated with regard to these localized conditions, 
the project does not have the potential to divide and existing office, commercial, industrial 
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community. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not 
warranted.  

 See response to Comment Letter A1 regarding review by the Airport Land use Commission 
(ALUC). In accordance with Public Utility Code 21676, amendments to a specific plan or 
general plan affecting the JWA airport planning area is required to be submitted to the ALUC 
for a determination as to the consistency with the Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). 
Consistency evaluation with ALUC has been initiated and recommendations to ensure airport 
hazards have been minimized have been incorporated into the FEIR.  

O5-60 Plans, Programs, or Policies (PPP) and Project Design Features (PDFs) are based on existing 
federal, state, or local regulations. PDFs reference specific requirements in the City’s Zoning 
Code or General Plan. Where PPPs and PDFs serve to mitigate project impacts, PPPs and 
PDFs include performance standards in accordance with Section 15126.4 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. For noise impacts, the City requires that new development be sound attenuated 
based on the performance standards in the City of Irvine’s Municipal Code through use of 
architectural and site design features that reduce noise. The acoustic analysis must be based 
on the site plan for individual development applications. Applicants for new residential 
development would be required to mitigate noise generated at industrial properties (not vice-
versa as the industrial users are an existing use) based on the residential noise standard to 
ensure that industrial business would not be affected. As performance standards are a clear 
unit of measurement, noise analysis has not been deferred.  

O5-61 The commenter incorrectly asserts that there are no park or recreational areas in the IBC 
Vision Plan area. Such areas are provided; however, they are private, and the proposed project 
includes new provisions for public neighborhood park space within the IBC, so that 
recreational opportunities are available to the public in this area. 

 The proposed project would create demand for new community park space, as outlined in the 
RDEIR (see Section 5.12, Recreation). This impact is mitigated by payment of community 
park in- lieu fees, pursuant to the Quimby Act. The proposed project does not require the 
construction of a community park, as suggested by the commenter. The City has indicated its 
intent to secure a site south of the 405 freeway to meet the needs of the residents of the IBC. 
This is not a piecemeal analysis as suggested by the commenter, but the identification of a 
future facility. Specific environmental analysis cannot be performed until a specific site and 
design have been formalized. 

 The commenter also notes that the proximity of Bonita Canyon Park to the IBC was not 
analyzed as an impact in the RDEIR. Pages 5.12-11 and 5.12-12 provide this analysis, and 
specifically note the proximity of Bonita Canyon Park to the IBC Vision Plan area. Table 
5.12-6 indicates that Irvine has more park facilities and fewer persons per facility than 
Newport Beach. 

 The commenter also notes that the proximity of Bonita Canyon Park to the IBC was not 
analyzed as an impact in the RDEIR. Pages 5.12-11 and 5.12-12 provide this analysis, and 
specifically note the proximity of Bonita Canyon park to the IBC Vision Plan area. Table 
5.12-6 indicates that Irvine has more park facilities and fewer persons per facility than 
Newport Beach. 

O5-62 See response to Comments O5-5, O5-17, and O5-25 regarding use of the 1992 baseline 
environmental setting. See response to Comment O5-21 regarding the characterization of the 
nature of land uses in the IBC. The existing land uses within the IBC Vision Plan area are 
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clearly detailed in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, and Table 4-2 (see Existing and Existing 
Development columns). There are 5,011 residential units currently within the IBC Vision Plan 
area. The breakdown of land uses by TAZ zone is included in the Traffic Study Appendix J 
(Appendix N of the RDEIR).  

To calculate traffic for various land uses within the IBC, the most conservative peak hour trip 
rate was utilized, AM peak hour trip rate for industrial land uses and the PM peak hour trip 
rate for all other land uses as stated on page 5.13-12. Proposed units are high density 
residential units and use of a multi-family trip rate multiplier is therefore consistent with the 
proposed land use designation.  

Please see response to Comment O4-7, O5-17, and O6-6 regarding transfers of development 
rights.  

O5-63 See response to Comment O5-62. The RDEIR has appropriately addressed the deficient 
locations and impacts from 2008 Existing Conditions and provided appropriate mitigation 
associated with the build-out of the IBC Vision Plan. The Proposed project has assessed the 
impacts associated with changes in the physical environment in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064 and 15126.2. 

O5-64 The impacts and mitigation stemming from buildout of the IBC Vision Plan are based upon a 
constrained network in which the Von Karman downgrade (to existing conditions) is assumed 
and no high occupancy vehicle (HOV) drop-ramps to Interstate 405 (I-405) are assumed. 
However, an alternative buildout scenario “Post-2030 With Project (MPAH Network)” was 
evaluated in Section 5.13.3.7 of the RDEIR and Chapter 7 of the traffic study (Appendix N). 
This sensitivity analysis assumed the HOV ramp improvement and the widening of Von 
Karman consistent with the current MPAH. The impacts at Interstate 5 (I-5) MacArthur and I-
5 Jamboree intersections are identical in the sensitivity analysis as with the constrained 
network. The City will continue to coordinate with OCTA in preparing a cooperative study 
and/or additional analysis to further identify any potential impacts as part of the MPAH 
Amendment process. 

O5-65 See response to Comment O5-62. The RDEIR and Traffic Study, Appendix J of the RDEIR, 
identify the existing and projected land use quantities for the 2008 No Project and With 
Project scenarios. These quantities are based on assumed land uses to be developed for each 
scenario. The 2008 No Project scenario is based on the existing conditions, built on the 
ground within the IBC area. The 2008 With Project scenario is identical to the Post-2030 
With Project scenario, within the IBC Area (Planning Area 36) and the quantities in Table 
5.13-12 correctly reflect this situation. The calculations are correctly based on the percent 
difference between the 2008 No Project and 2008 With Project scenario. The land use 
quantities for non-residential land uses were calculated based on an optimization process 
whereby the additional residential uses to be developed under the build-out of the IBC Vision 
Plan is trip neutral from the build-out of the existing General Plan. The methodology for this 
optimization process is further described in the land use section of the RDEIR. 

O5-66 The analysis requested by commenter is provided in Appendix F of the RDEIR. the 
methodology clearly indicates how existing development intensities are proposed to be 
redistributed to implement the Vision Plan, and the text discusses the rationale for this 
distribution. We also wish to reiterate that the proposed land use plan represents an overlay 
zone assumption. Development may or may not occur as predicted in the Vision Plan model, 
Property owners may develop under current development assumptions, which is why the 
proposed mitigation program mitigates to buildout of the existing General Plan. 
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O5-67 Table 5.13-20 correctly reflects the 2008, 2015 and Post-2030 land use assumptions analyzed 
to determine impact locations. The 2008 No Project scenario is based on existing traffic 
counts taken within the study area. For the 2008 With Project scenario, the traffic volumes are 
calculated based on the project trips associated with the full build-out of the IBC Vision Plan. 
The 2008 With Project scenario is required under CEQA and evaluates the full build-out of 
the project on the existing network. The Post-2030 With Project scenario and the 2008 With 
Project scenario land uses within Planning Area 36 (TAZ 395-546) are identical because this 
table contains only those TAZs within the IBC. The interim year 2015 With Project analysis 
assumes land uses consistent with development expected to be completed by 2015. The 
interim year 2015 No Project and buildout Post-2030 No Project analyses assume expected 
growth outside of the IBC area, but no growth within the IBC in order to conservatively 
identify impacts using a “Ground to Plan” analysis. See also response to Comment A15-70. 
Assumptions for buildout of the Park Place project are outlined in Appendix F of the RDEIR, 
and include a partial buildout of the site by 2015 and the remainder by post 2030. 

O5-68 Impact 5.5-2 in Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, evaluates siting residential 
land uses within the IBC Vision Plan area with respect to existing industrial and warehousing 
land uses. As described in this section, PDF 6-4 would require that applications for new 
residential and/or residential mixed-use development shall submit data, as determined by the 
Director of Community Development, for the City to evaluate compatibility with surrounding 
uses with respect to issues including, but not limited to: noise, odors, truck traffic and 
deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, air emissions, soil/groundwater 
contamination, heliports/helistops, and John Wayne Airport compatibility.  

O5-69 The commenter’s assertion is incorrect. While the development intensity levels assumed in 
the 1992 EIR remain in place, a comprehensive, new ground-to-plan traffic study has been 
completed for this project. The Vision Plan RDEIR discusses the 1992 Traffic Study in the 
context of the existing environmental setting of the IBC, however, the 1992 traffic 
assumptions are superseded by the new traffic study. 

O5-70 Consistent with the City’s Traffic Analysis Guidelines methodology, the proposed capacity 
along Von Karman between Barranca and Michelson was analyzed in both the AM and PM 
peak hour periods and found to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) during both peak 
hour periods. Based on this analysis, widening of Von Karman from four lanes to six lanes is 
unnecessary. See also response to Comment O5-64. 

O5-71 See response to Comment O5-39. Impact 5.2-6 was considered significant and unavoidable 
because outdoor private-use active areas, such as swimming pools, could be located within 
500 feet of a freeway. This impact was considered significant and unavoidable. However, 
PDF 2-1 and PDF 2-4 required land uses to be within the 1,000 foot buffer to minimize cancer 
risk to the performance standards listed in the PDF. With adherence to the requirements 
included in the Zoning Code, no significant impact would occur with regard to health risk 
from proximity to industrial businesses. 

O5-72 Impact 5.9-5 was considered significant and unavoidable because exterior noise levels may 
continue to exceed the 65 dBA CNEL noise compatibility criteria for the City despite exterior 
noise attenuation (i.e., walls and/or berms) because of elevated traffic and/or airport noise. For 
stationary-source noise, the City requires that new development be sound attenuated based on 
the performance standards in the City of Irvine’s Municipal Code through use of architectural 
and site design features that reduce noise. No significant impact would occur from stationary 
sources of noise.  
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O5-73 A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required for the intersection improvement 
proposed at Jamboree Road and Michelson Drive because triple left-turn lanes for eastbound 
Michelson and southbound Jamboree are not feasible. As documented on page 227 of the 
Traffic Study (see Appendix N to the RDEIR), “the City believes that triple turn movements 
would not provide the operational improvements intended due to the proximity of 
downstream destinations and likely distribution of traffic in the triple left turn lanes.” As the 
triple left turn lanes are the only improvement under the ICU analysis that return the 
intersection to an acceptable LOS, the intersection improvement is infeasible. 

O5-74 See response to Comment O5-17 regarding the 1992 baseline. 

O5-75 Comment noted. Lead agencies are not required to generate their own original research 
regarding whether residents within the IBC work in the IBC; however, where specific 
information is currently, available the analysis includes that information (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15144). Traffic analysis conducted by Fehr and Peers and Parson Brinkerhoff showed 
that without the project in Post-2030, the average vehicle trip was 6.59 miles. However, with 
the proposed project, the average vehicle trip was 6.33 miles. Incorporating retail, residential 
land, and employment centers in proximity to each other reduces the need to travel farther for 
these services.  

O5-76 Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, compares the impacts of the proposed project 
to the project alternatives in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

O5-77 To clarify, the Reduced Intensity Alternative reduces allowable development intensity within 
the IBC as compared to the existing General Plan, not as compared to existing approvals for 
development. As a result, the following revision has been made in the FEIR: 

Although this alternative would lessen some environmental impacts, it would not 
avoid the significant environmental impacts to air quality, noise, or 
transportation/traffic. It would provide less housing opportunities in close proximity 
to existing employment centers, retail and entertainment uses, and transportation 
facilities and would not promote the objectives of the City’s long-range goals for the 
IBC to the same extent as the proposed project. Most of the project objectives would 
be met, but not to the degree of the project. In addition, this alternative reduces 
overall allowable development intensity within the IBC below what is currently 
allowed by the existing General Plan and would impact existing entitlements 
development intensity values assigned to existing parcels.  

O5-78 Alternatives selected were based on the potential to avoid or lessen environmental impacts of 
the proposed project. The IBC EIR analyzed the land use policy change of allowing for 
residential uses in a historically industrial area and covers the cumulative impacts of the land 
use shift. The EIR does acknowledge and analyze specific projects within the IBC, including 
the Kilroy project Conditional Use Permit (CUP), so when this project is again reviewed by 
the City, the project may tier off of the IBC EIR for its environmental review to the extent that 
environmental conditions have not changed from the time the EIR is certified to the time the 
CUP is processed. Alternatives to the Pending projects are not warranted. 

 As stated on page 7-16, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would still require a General Plan 
Amendment and Zone Change in order to permit an increase in residential units and density in 
the IBC Vision Plan area. While there would be fewer potential conflicts with existing land 
uses, impacts would still be significant, albeit reduced from the proposed project.  
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O5-79 Alternatives selected were based on the potential to avoid or lessen environmental impacts of 
the proposed project. No significant impacts associated with proximity to industrial land uses 
were identified. Therefore a 1,000 foot buffer alternative is not warranted.   

.O5-80 According to CalFire, the fire hazard severity zone for the San Joaquin Marsh is moderate. 
The IBC Vision Plan area has been developed with office, commercial, and industrial land 
uses adjacent to this existing wildland area. Calfire does not list the San Diego Creek as 
having a high fire hazard. The IBC Vision Plan Area is classified by CalFire as 
Urbanized/developed areas outside of hazard zones. Redevelopment within the IBC Vision 
Plan area does not result in an increase in fire hazards; and therefore, the Initial Study 
concluded that no significant impacts would occur.  

O5-81 See also response to Comment O5-17 concerning the 1992 baseline. The project is the IBC 
Vision Plan and Mixed-Use Overlay Zoning Code. A General Plan Amendment is required as 
part of the project. The RDEIR evaluates the potential impacts associated with buildout of the 
proposed project from existing conditions. Existing conditions is based on a snapshot of 
existing development in the IBC Vision Plan in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15126.2 
the 1992 baseline is not a permissible baseline for the CEQA analysis. 

O5-82 See response to Comment O5-17 regarding the 1992 baseline and evaluation of residential 
land uses in the IBC Vision Plan.  

See also response to comment O5-66. The proposed increase in residential units is offset by a 
corresponding decrease in development intensity, based on the adopted intensity rates 
outlined in Chapter 9-36 of the City of Irvine Zoning Code. The Vision Plan EIR 
acknowledges the increase in retail demand for new residential in the IBC and has as such 
programmed additional neighborhood-serving retail into the IBC land use assumptions as 
outlined in Appendix F of the RDEIR. The Vision Plan RDEIR also acknowledges the 
increased demand for public services and utilities from additional residential development, 
and these impacts are addressed in Sections 5.11, Public Services, and 5.14 , Utilities and 
Service Systems, respectively. 

O5-83 The IBC EIR analyzed the land use policy change of allowing for residential uses in a 
historically industrial area and covers the cumulative impacts of the land use shift. The EIR 
does acknowledge and analyze specific projects within the IBC, so when these projects are 
again reviewed by the City, the project may tier off of the IBC EIR for its environmental 
review to the extent that environmental conditions have not changed from the time the EIR is 
certified to the time the CUP is processed.  

 See response to Comment O5-39. Applicants for new development are required to evaluated 
localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, and site access in accordance 
with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. New residential developments would be 
required to ensure that cancer risk does not exceed 10 in one million with mitigation or 
residential development would be prohibited. Acoustic reports are also required to ensure that 
new residential development is designed to mitigate noise from adjacent properties and traffic 
noise. No significant impacts regarding aesthetics from incorporation of high density 
residential in an urban environment were identified. Furthermore, a site access study is 
required by the City any time site access to a site is modified. Because compatibility of future 
residential development will be evaluated with regard to these localized conditions, the 
project does not have the potential to divide and existing office, commercial, industrial 
community. In fact, several residential developments have since been constructed in the IBC 
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Vision Plan area. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not 
warranted. 

O5-84 See response to Comment O5-39. Applicants for new development are required to evaluated 
localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, and site access in accordance 
with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. New residential developments would be 
required to ensure that cancer risk does not exceed 10 in one million with mitigation or 
residential development would be prohibited. 

O5-85 See response to Comment O5-39 and O5-84. 

O5-86 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

O5-87 In accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, new residential developments would be 
required to ensure that cancer risk does not exceed 10 in one million with mitigation or 
residential development would be prohibited. 

O5-88  See response to Comment O5-47. The Business Plan for an industrial facility that stores 
hazards materials must include requirements for properly storing, labeling, and segregating 
incompatible hazardous materials. In addition, under the CalARP program which is 
administered by the CUPA, which is the OCFA, businesses that handle more than a threshold 
quantity of a regulated substance is required to develop a RMP. The RMP is required to 
include detailed engineering analysis of the potential accidental factors present at the business 
and measures that can be implemented to reduce this accident potential. Furthermore, 
OCFA’s Safety & Environmental Services Section conducts fire safety inspections, enforces 
applicable fire codes and ordinances, gathers and maintains inventories of chemicals stored, 
handled, and used and coordinates hazardous materials emergency plans. Because these 
existing regulations mitigate hazards by reducing risk, no significant impact would occur at 
nearby residential land uses (see Impact 5.6-1). Furthermore, PDF 6-4 requires that site 
compatibility for future environmental projects be evaluated with regard to hazardous 
materials handling and storage. 

O5-89 Applicants for new development are required to evaluated localized compatibility with regard 
to odors in accordance with PDF 2-5. 

O5-90 Applicants for new development are required to evaluate localized compatibility with regard 
to air toxics. New residential developments would be required to ensure that cancer risk does 
not exceed 10 in one million with mitigation or residential development would be prohibited 
in accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5 when located within 1,000 feet of an 
industrial business or within the CARB buffer zones. The commenter cites a health risk for 
Deft within 1,000 feet; however, calculations that support this estimate are not included. In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15384 substantial evidence must include facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts and expert opinion supported by facts.  

O5-91 Comment noted. Cancer risk is based on a lifetime exposure to toxic air contaminants and not 
based on unforeseen events, such as that described by the commenter. 

O5-92 See response to Comment O5-47. The commenter cites a hazard that equates the risk for 
nitrocellulose to be equivalent to 1,900 pounds of TNT resulting in damage beyond 1,000 
feet; however, calculations that support this estimate are not included. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384 substantial evidence must include facts, reasonable 
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assumptions predicated upon facts and expert opinion supported by facts. Furthermore, the 
RMP is required to include detailed engineering analysis of the potential accidental factors 
present at the business and measures that can be implemented to reduce this accident 
potential. Furthermore, OCFA’s Safety & Environmental Services Section conducts fire 
safety inspections, enforces applicable fire codes and ordinances, gathers and maintains 
inventories of chemicals stored, handled, and used and coordinates hazardous materials 
emergency plans. Because these existing regulations mitigate hazards by reducing risk, no 
significant impact would occur at nearby residential land uses (see Impact 5.6-1).  

O5-93 Comment noted. In accordance with PDF 2-5, if a residential project is located within 1,000 
feet of a facility that emits odors, an odor assessment would be required. Mitigation for odor 
impacts would be necessary if a facility has received three or more verified odor complaints.  

O5-94 The commenter is incorrect, the RDEIR does not require Deft or any other industrial business 
to install MERV filters at residential properties. MERV filters would be effective against 
particulates emitted by facilities or mobile sources impacted by the project and would not be 
effective against odors, noise, or other hazards. 

O5-95 Comment noted. In accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, if residential land uses 
are unable to reduce risk to less than 10 in a million from industrial sources, then residential 
land uses would be prohibited. 

O5-96 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

O5-97 CARB’s recommended buffer distances are provided to lead agencies as guidance when siting 
new sensitive land uses. The RDEIR includes an evaluation of potential risks when siting 
residential land uses within proximity to industrial land uses. Applicants for new development 
are required to evaluated localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, 
hazards, and site access in accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. New 
residential developments would be required to ensure that cancer risk does not exceed 10 in 
one million with mitigation or residential development would be prohibited. Acoustic reports 
are also required to ensure that new residential development is designed to mitigate noise 
from adjacent properties and traffic noise. No significant impacts regarding aesthetics from 
incorporation of high density residential in an urban environment were identified. 
Furthermore, a site access study is required by the City any time site access to a site is 
modified. Because compatibility of future residential development will be evaluated with 
regard to these localized conditions, the project does not have the potential to divide and 
existing office, commercial, industrial community. In fact, several residential developments 
have since been constructed in the IBC Vision Plan area. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 
feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 

O5-98  See response to Comment O5-97. Applicants for new development are required to evaluated 
localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, hazards, and site access in 
accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. Prohibiting residential within 
1,000 feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 

O5-99 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

O5-100 The City acknowledges that there is a potential for health impacts for development within 
1,000 feet of an industrial facility. The RDEIR evaluated compatibility of new residential land 
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uses in proximity to hazards associated with industrial facilities. In order to minimize hazards, 
the Zoning Code requires that new residential developments within the IBC Vision Plan area 
evaluate compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, hazards, and site access in order 
to minimize these hazards. 

O5-101 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

O5-102  Comment noted. In accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, if residential land uses 
are unable to reduce risk to less than 10 in a million from industrial sources, then residential 
land uses would be prohibited. 

O5-103 PDF 2-1 requires a health risk assessment if a project is located within 1,000 feet of a facility 
that accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating 
transport refrigeration units, or where transport refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 hours 
per week. If residential land uses are unable to reduce risk to less than 10 in a million from 
industrial sources, then residential land uses would be prohibited. Prohibiting residential 
within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 

O5-104 See response to Comment O5-47. The RMP is required to include detailed engineering 
analysis of the potential accidental factors present at the business and measures that can be 
implemented to reduce this accident potential. Furthermore, OCFA’s Safety & Environmental 
Services Section conducts fire safety inspections, enforces applicable fire codes and 
ordinances, gathers and maintains inventories of chemicals stored, handled, and used and 
coordinates hazardous materials emergency plans. Because these existing regulations mitigate 
hazards by reducing risk, no significant impact would occur at nearby residential land uses 
(see Impact 5.6-1).  

O5-105  See response to Comment O5-39. In addition to cancer risk, applicants for new residential 
development are required to assess risk associated with noncancer compounds and ensure a 
hazard index of 1.0 is not exceed. If cancer and noncancer risk exceeded, mitigation would be 
required to reduce risk or residential development would be prohibited. 

O5-106 See response to Comment O5-47. 

O5-107 Comment noted. Trespassing is prohibited and is subject to action by local authorities.  

O5-108 Comment noted. In accordance with PDF 2-5, if a residential project is located within 1,000 
feet of a facility that emits odors, an odor assessment would be required. Mitigation for odor 
impacts would be necessary if a facility has received three or more verified odor complaints.  

 With regard to noise, acoustic reports are required to ensure that new residential development 
is designed to mitigate noise from adjacent properties and traffic noise (PPP 9-2).  

O5-109 See response to Comment O5-39. In accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, if 
residential land uses are unable to reduce risk to less than 10 in a million from industrial 
sources, then residential land uses would be prohibited. Prohibiting residential within 1,000 
feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 

O5-110 Comment noted. In accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, if residential land uses 
are unable to reduce risk to less than 10 in a million from industrial sources, then residential 
land uses would be prohibited.  



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-404 • The Planning Center July 2010 

O5-111 See response to Comment O5-39 and O5-47. Applicants for new development are required to 
evaluated localized compatibility with regard to air toxics, odors, noise, hazards, and site 
access in accordance with PDF 2-1, PDF 2-4, PDF 6-5, and PPP 9-2. Prohibiting residential 
within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 

O5-112 Comment is hereby noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate City of Irvine decision 
makers for their review and consideration. 

O5-113 See response to Comment O5-39. Applicants for new residential development within 1,000 
feet of an industrial facility that emits toxic air contaminants would be required to submit a 
health risk assessment that identifies cancer and noncancer risks. In accordance with PDF 2-1, 
PDF 2-4, and PDF 6-5, if residential land uses are unable to reduce risk to less than 10 in a 
million from industrial sources, then residential land uses would be prohibited. Prohibiting 
residential within 1,000 feet of any industrial business is not warranted. 
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LETTER O6 – Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP (6 pages) 
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O6. Response to Comments from Roger A. Grable, Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP, dated February 5, 
2010. 

O6-1 The Commenter states that many of the plans, programs or policies (PPPs), or project design 
features (PDFs) do not include standard of mitigation that would be required of mitigation 
measures. PPPs have been included where there are already existing regulatory structures in 
the form of state, federal, local regulations or standard conditions that would be otherwise 
applicable to individual development projects. In those circumstances, the City has relied 
upon the assumption found in the California Civil Code that “the law has been obeyed.”  (Civ. 
Code § 3548). As a result, compliance with the law has been assumed in assessing the impacts 
of the project. With regard to PDFs, where specific facets of the project have been included, 
such as specific zoning code requirements that are part of the project’s zoning text, 
compliance with those project design features has also been assumed. Based upon the 
assumption that those project designs will be carried out, as required by the project, the 
environmental impacts were then analyzed.  

To provide further assurances, however, the PPPs and the PDFs will both be integrated into 
the mitigation monitoring and reporting program, so that an established protocol exists to 
track and ensure compliance with both the PPPs and the PDFs.  

O6-2 PDFs reference specific requirements integrated into the Zoning Code or General Plan. While 
individual references to the location of the requirement in the zoning code are not made in 
every PDF, Appendix D of the RDEIR includes revisions to the zoning code. The final 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) will include proper references for all 
PPPs and PDFs to applicable code sections or other City policies and/or regulations.  

O6-3 The commenter claims that in many cases the impact analysis misstates the effect of the PDF 
and that “this should be reconciled by either revising the PPP/PDF or revising the analysis.”  
The comment provides no specific examples concerning where the circumstances that it 
claims exist manifests itself in the RDEIR. To the extent specific issues are raised in the 
commenter’s later comments, those issues will be addressed in response to those later 
comments.  

O6-4 The trip budgets in IBC database will not be changed as part of this project (except for the 
specific development projects in process after they are approved) and existing development 
rights and transferability of these rights will not be changed. 

O6-5 No ownership/or control is assumed for the potential units allocated to a certain Traffic 
Analysis Zone (TAZ). These units were considered in the land use modeling assumptions; 
however, they may, or may not, ultimately be used within the TAZ in which they were 
identified in the traffic model. All IBC properties will maintain their current entitlements in 
the IBC database, and the remaining potential units will be available as alternative 
development potential on a first come-first serve basis. The trip budgets in IBC database will 
not be changed as part of this project (except for the specific development projects in process, 
after they are approved) and existing development rights and transferability of these rights 
will not be changed. The IBC database will be supplemented with a tracking mechanism for 
the additional units, which will be allocated to the appropriate IBC database project as units 
are approved. 

O6-6 The Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) procedures currently outlined in Chapter 9-36 
will remain unchanged, with the only exception being that any projects proposing a transfer 
exclusively from another sending site within the same Traffic Analysis Zone as the receiving 
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site will not be required to process a Conditional Use Permit for the TDR. The City’s Traffic 
Study Guidelines and procedures will not change as a result of this project. Traffic studies 
will still be required for new TDR’s beyond those considered in the Vision Plan. Additional 
traffic and access studies may be required for projects described in the IBC Vision Plan 
depending on the timing of the project review after certification of the EIR and any project 
redesign that may affect access. 

O6-7 For the 2015 scenario, no TDRs or changes to office equivalency are proposed, beyond the 
projects that are already in process. Figures 3-7a and 3-7b outline the specific intensity and 
land use assumptions for each pending TDR. 

O6-8 See also response to Comment O4-3. For traffic study and impact analysis purposes, a TDR is 
based on the transfer of office equivalency associated with the most restrictive peak-hour time 
period, which has always been the City’s policy. At the time, the City believed the most 
restrictive peak hour was the AM peak hour. However, it is now clear that the most restrictive 
peak hour in some cases was the PM. Staff discovered that there were other pending projects 
that did not identify the most restrictive peak-hour time period for office equivalency for their 
respective TDR. The total amount of office equivalency under reported for these four projects 
was approximately 4,500 square feet. However, on another pending project, the Element 
Hotel, staff over reported the development intensity by approximately 7,200 square feet of 
office equivalency. Therefore, the end result is that the RDEIR over reported the development 
intensity for the combination of all these pending projects by approximately 2,000 square feet 
of office equivalency. Figure 3-7a and Figure 3-7b of the RDEIR has been updated to reflect 
the most restrictive peak-hour time period for each of the pending projects mentioned above 
(see Chapter 4 of this FEIR).  

Additionally, based on correspondence with Parson Brinkerhoff, no additional impacts 
resulted from this analysis and all of the conclusions and mitigation measures as identified in 
the RDEIR and traffic study remain unchanged.  

Therefore, the discrepancy in office equivalency for the Irvine Lofts and the above mentioned 
pending projects will be updated and are deemed to be de minimis with respect to impacts 
identified in the RDEIR.  

O6-9 While the commenter did not provide specific examples of the discrepancies between the 
RDEIR/Traffic Study and the Land Use Methodology Report, discrepancies, the figures in the 
RDEIR and Traffic Study are correct. 

O6-10 The buildout roadway network includes portions of adjacent cities and therefore the roadway 
network assumed in the city’s General Plan is assumed to be fully funded and included in the 
buildout (Post-2030) network that was analyzed as part of this study. The exceptions to this 
assumption include those specific unfunded improvements identified in the 1992 IBC Rezone 
EIR of which the IBC Vision Plan is intended to replace. These unfunded improvements were 
removed in order to determine whether they are needed and to identify potential mitigations 
required if they are removed. Network assumptions for the Year 2015 interim analysis were 
based on coordination with adjacent jurisdictions. 

O6-11 The fair-share methodology used for intersection improvements in adjacent jurisdictions is a 
standard methodology used in the industry and has been agreed upon by the City of Irvine and 
those affected City jurisdictions. Due to the complex nature of freeway-related improvements 
compared to intersection and arterial improvements, the fair-share methodology for freeway 
facility improvements differs slightly from the intersection and arterial improvement fair 
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share. This agreed-upon methodology has been used previously in other traffic studies 
prepared within the City of Irvine. 

O6-12 The RDEIR does not provide that all traffic or transportation improvements will be significant 
and unavoidable after mitigation. Rather, it indicates that one improvement within the City at 
Jamboree and Michelson and certain improvements outside the City will be significant and 
unavoidable. (See RDEIR, § 5.13-7, pp. 5.13-198 through 5.13-200.)  With regard to the 
improvements outside the City, the determination of significance and unavoidability is based 
on the fact that many adjoining jurisdictions do not have identifiable fee programs for which 
contributions can assuredly mitigate impacts. Under applicable law, in those instances where 
adjoining cities do not have a particularized funding plan for an improvement to an identified 
deficiency, the City of Irvine has no legal obligation to provide funding toward that 
improvement. (See In Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) __ Cal.App.4th __ [“the City was 
not required to provide for funding of the improvements to the intersections because the 
intersections were not under the control of the City and there was no existing plan for the 
county to improve the intersections.”]  Nevertheless, the City has agreed to enter into funding 
agreements with neighboring jurisdictions to see that if and when a funding plan is developed 
by those jurisdictions, a contribution from the City of Irvine will be made available. However, 
even without that commitment (which is not legally required), the City ultimately has no 
jurisdictional control over whether extra-jurisdictional improvements will be constructed and, 
accordingly, has recommended a statement of overriding considerations to reflect that fact. 

O6-13 All pending projects included as part of the project description are subject to fees associated 
with improvements to address freeway impacts and other traffic-related improvements 
identified in the traffic study and RDEIR.  

Mitigation Measure 13-4 has been revised based on the commenter’s request to specify that 
the mitigation obligations are required to occur prior to the adoption of the AB 1600 nexus 
study identified in Mitigation Measure 13-1.  

5.13-4 Prior to adoption of the AB 1600 nexus study identified in MM 13-
1,  issuance of a building permit for the 12,000th unit within the 
IBC, the City and Caltrans shall jointly identify feasible 
operational and physical improvements and the associated fair-
share funding contribution necessary to mitigate project-related 
impacts to state transportation facilities. The City shall fund said 
improvements on pro-rata “fair-share” basis in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of an Agreement to be prepared and agreed to 
by both agencies. These fair-share contributions for feasible 
improvements shall be included in the AB 1600 nexus study  enter 
into a mitigation agreement with Caltrans which identifies 
transportation or operational improvements necessary to mitigate 
project-related impacts to state transportation facilities. 

In addition, the requirement to enter into a mitigation agreement is the most the City can do 
under the circumstances. Caltrans does not have a defined, fair share funding program for the 
identified impact. Therefore, the City has no specific mitigation obligation to Caltrans (please 
see Response to Comment O6-12). Nevertheless, in an effort to ensure that impacts can be 
mitigated if and when a fee program is identified by Caltrans, the City has put in place 
Mitigation Measure 13-4. As previously noted, even with the implementation of this 
mitigation measure, there can be no guaranty that Caltrans will implement the mitigation 
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measure and therefore, there can be no guaranty that the impact will be reduced to below a 
level of significance.  

O6-14 Based on field verification, technical layout plans and cost estimates prepared, all identified 
improvements that require mitigation, except one improvement located at 
Jamboree/Michelson, have been reviewed for feasibility and have been determined to be 
feasible and will be included in the IBC Vision Fee Nexus Study.  

O6-15 The trip budgets in IBC database will not be changed as part of this project (except for the 
specific development projects in process after they are approved) and existing development 
rights will not be changed. The earlier City response about changing the database was meant 
to reflect changes necessary to accommodate the additional planned residential, and these will 
be reflected as a separate accounting in the IBC database, so as not to affect existing trip 
budgets. 

O6-16 In order to address concerns raised by adjacent Cities during the Initial Study and Notice of 
Preparation phases of the Environmental Process, the Advanced Management System 
(ATMS) improvements were not proposed as mitigation. 

O6-17 At the comment’s request, the following language has been modified in the FEIR: 

As part of the IBC Vision plan, the 2,522 2,035 residential units currently in 
process would be expected to be completed by 2015, with the exception of 776 
approved units at Park Place anticipated to be built after 2015; the remaining 
3,950 units plus the 776 approved units at Park Place and associated density 
bonus units included as part of the Vision Plan are expected to be completed by 
project buildout or the Post-2030 timeframe. Please refer to Appendix N for a 
complete discussion of these scenarios. 

O6-18 The arterial downgrades identified in the Traffic Study (see Appendix N) are proposed 
because under the constrained network (most conservative) analysis, the widening of these 
arterial facilities to meet future forecast conditions is unnecessary. Thus, the downgrades were 
proposed and the sensitivity analysis validated this conclusion. See also response to Comment 
A13-2 and O5-70.  

O6-19 The Global Climate Change section has been revised in the FEIR in response to comments. 
On December 30, 2009, the Natural Resources Agency adopted the amendments to the CEQA 
guidelines concerning greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Pursuant to the final Statement of 
Reasons, a net zero increase in GHG emissions would clearly indicate that no significant 
impacts would occur as Section 15064.4(b)(1) is not intended to imply a zero net emissions 
threshold of significance. Consequently, the threshold has also been updated to coincide with 
the new CEQA Guidelines. The City's Renewable Energy and Existing Building Retrofit 
Program has been revised to be included as a PPP as the City has received and approved the 
creation of this program. Changes to the RDEIR concerning the new net-zero threshold in 
Section 5.15, Global Climate Change, of the RDEIR can be found in Chapter 4 of this FEIR. 

PPP 15-14 Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit Program: 
Pursuant to City Council Resolution 09-52, the City has received 
federal funding from the U.S. Department of Energy to establish a 
Renewable Energy and Existing Retrofit Program. Retrofitting is 
designed to improve a building's energy consumption by using 
cost-effective measures that do not require extensive remodeling 
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work. The City of Irvine is proposing to use the "whole building 
approach" meaning that the City will look at the following: 

 Thermal envelope (i.e. the shell insulation and air 
leakage) 

 Mechanical systems (i.e. HVAC and domestic hot 
water) 

 Appliances and lighting that may need replacing 

The approach will evaluate these areas and their interaction given 
usage rates, building site, and climate to assess the building's 
overall energy efficiency and performance and to make targeted 
recommendations for improvement and ultimately reduce 
residential demand. The City of Irvine will create a financing 
district to help property owners finance energy efficiency 
improvements and renewable energy installations. The City of 
Irvine is forming a Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) 
District under the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 
and its powers as a charter city. Eligible improvements may 
include energy efficiency, water conservation, and renewable 
energy improvements to privately owned buildings or property. 
Potential funding for initial improvements may come from various 
sources including American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
grants, taxable bonded indebtedness, other external financing 
arrangements, or City funds. 

 This PPP replaces the proposed Mitigation Measure 15-1 shown on page 5.15-6 of the 
RDEIR, which is therefore revised as follows: 

    5.15.6 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

MM 15-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits in the IBC Vision Plan 
Area, the City shall establish a renewable energy and existing 
building retrofit program that will establish a framework for 
funding and implementing renewable energy projects and energy 
efficiency retrofits of existing buildings within the IBC Vision 
Plan area or the City as a whole. Applicants for new development 
projects within the IBC Vision Plan area shall submit evidence to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development that 
the retrofits and/or renewable energy (which may include solar 
thermal, solar photovoltaic, wind, or other sources approved by the 
City) of existing buildings equates to the reduction of greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions by 32 percent of nontransportation sources. 
Applicants for new development projects shall first attempt to 
accomplish renewable energy production or energy efficiency 
retrofits of existing buildings within the IBC Vision Plan area. If 
deemed acceptable to the Director of Community Development, 
applicants for new development projects can implement new 
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renewable energy production or energy efficiency retrofits of 
existing buildings within the City of Irvine to reduce GHG 
emissions. However, all renewable energy production or energy 
efficiency retrofits must be within the City limits. 

O6-20 PPPs and PDFs that reduce transportation emissions generated by land uses in the IBC Vision 
Plan area were accounted for in the analysis. The transportation sector is regulated at the state 
and federal level; whereas, the non-transportation sources can be regulated by local 
government since the City has land use authority. While transportation and non-transportation 
measures, when taken together, would achieve greater than a 15 percent reduction from 
existing conditions, the City has identified two separate GHG reduction targets.  

O6-21 The IBC Vision Plan could provide regional GHG benefits through relocating persons from 
more remote locations to areas closer to jobs in Irvine as Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) envisions. 
The regional target for the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) region 
has yet to be established or distributed among the local council of governments (COGs). 
Therefore, the proposed Climate Action Plan and analysis for the IBC Vision Plan does not 
currently  include any reduction for SB 375.  
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LETTER O7 – Sapetto Group, Inc. (2 pages) 
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O7. Response to Comments from Pamela Sapetto, CEO / President, Sapetto Group, Inc., dated February 
5, 2010. 

O7-1 The Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) procedures currently outlined in Chapter 9-36 
will remain unchanged, with the only exception being that any projects proposing a transfer 
exclusively from another sending site within the same Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) as the 
receiving site will not be required to process a Conditional Use Permit for the TDR.  

O7-2 No ownership/or control is assumed for the potential units allocated to a certain TAZ. These 
units were added considered for land use modeling assumptions and may or may not 
ultimately used within the TAZ in which they were identified in the traffic model. All IBC 
properties maintain their current entitlements in the IBC database, and the remaining potential 
units are available as alternative development potential on a first come-first serve basis. 

O7-3 The trip budgets in IBC database will not be changed as part of this project (except for the 
specific development projects in process after they are approved) and existing development 
rights and transferability of these rights will not be changed. 

O7-4 The City acknowledges that the 500 foot distance for recreation areas will affect properties 
along the south side of White Road. The IBC Vision Plan project allows for greater flexibility 
in design of park and recreation space, therefore, should a residential use be proposed in this 
area, staff will work with the applicant to ensure that necessary recreation areas can be 
properly located. 
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3. Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section contains revisions to the RDEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to prepare a 
response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time of RDEIR 
publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation measures to fully 
respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements included in the 
RDEIR. The provision of these additional mitigation measures does not alter any impact significance conclusions as 
disclosed in the RDEIR. Changes made to the RDEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in 
underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 RDEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the RDEIR. 

Page 1-5, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. The following minor technical revision has been made to Table 2-2 
in response to comments by the Law Offices of Robert C. Hawkins. 

The most prominent land use in the IBC is office, with substantial amounts of industrial/warehouse uses and 4,524 
4,779 medium- and high-density residential units and 45 232 density bonus units for a total of 4,569 5,011 existing 
dwelling units. 

Page 1-7 Executive Summary. The following text has been revised based on the Airport Land Use 
Commission action on the project on June 17, 2010 
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3.3 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126[a]) state that an EIR must address “a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives.” The alternatives were based, in part, on their potential ability to reduce or eliminate the following 
impacts determined to be significant and unavoidable for the proposed project: 

• Air Quality 
• Land Use 
• Noise 
• Transportation and Traffic 

 

Page 2-5, Chapter 2, Introduction, Table 2-1, NOP Written Comment Summary. The following minor 
technical revision has been made to Table 2-2 in response to comments by the Irvine Ranch Water District. 

 

Table 2-1   
NOP Written Comment Summary 

Commenting Agency/Person Comment Summary Issue Addressed In: 
Irvine Ranch Water District The conceptual location for a community park 

must be fully described and analyzed in the EIR. 
Need to discuss the impact of hydrology and water 
quality on the San Joaquin Marsh. The SAMP 
must be updated as specific projects become 
known. 

Sections 5.7, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, 5.12 5.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems, and 5.14 5.12, 
Recreation 

 

Pages 3-13 Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-4. IBC Vision Plan Framework. The following minor 
technical revision has been made to Figure 3-4 to identify the land use as high density residential in response 
to comments by the University of California – Irvine. The revised figure is included as Appendix E to this 
FEIR. 

Figure 3-4 IBC Vision Plan Framework 

Pages 3-20 and 3-25 Chapter 3, Project Description, Tables 3-2 and 3-3. IBC Vision Plan Framework. The 
following technical correction has been made by City staff: The Hines Master Plan has been moved from the 
pending project list in Table 3-4 to the approved project list in Table 3-3. 

 
Table 3-2   

Summary of Approved IBC Development Projects 

Project Name Use Type Description 
Units or Square Feet 

by Use 
The Lofts on Von Karman Residential 116-unit residential 116 units 
2801 Kelvin Residential 248-unit residential 248 units 
The Carlyle Residential 156-unit residential 156-units 
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Avalon/ Jamboree 1 Residential 280-unit residential 280 units 

Central Park Residential/Office/ 
Retail 1,380-unit residential 1,380 units, 90,000 sf office, 

19,700 sf retail 
CUP Childcare - 17575 
Cartwright Child Care CUP for Child care center w/Admin 

Relief for Playground Area and Parking 11,580 sf school 

CUP Church - 17751 Mitchell 
North Church CUP for La Puerta Abierta Church 82,000 sf church 

CUP Hotel – 17061 Fitch Hotel CUP for 132-room Hotel 132 rooms (78,365 sf) 

CUP Hotel - 2300 Main Hotel CUP for 170-room Aloft Extended Stay 
Hotel 170 rooms 

Tentative Parcel Map - 
17352 Von Karman Office Condos Tent. Parcel Map to divide 97,740 sf 

building 
3,995 sf office; 31,903 sf 
mfg. 23,104 warehouse 

Tentative Parcel Map - 
Daimler Office Condos Tent. Parcel Map to create one-lot for 

office condominiums  

Park Place Residential/Office/ 
Retail Development Agreement and CUP 

2,008 units 
308 hotel rooms 

3.7 million sf of office 
350,000 sf of retail1 

Hines Master Plan 18582 Teller and 
2722 Michelson Office/Retail 

Master Plan for 295,000 sf 
office (Phase 1), 490,000 sf 
office (Phase 2), 15,500 sf 

retail/restaurant 
Source: City of Irvine 2009. 
1 Subject to change pursuant to the provisions of the existing Development Agreement. 
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Table 3-3   
Summary of Pending IBC Nonresidential Development Projects 

Project Name Address Use Type Description 
Element Hotel 17662 Armstrong Hotel CUP for 122-room hotel 

Hines Master Plan 18582 Teller and 2722 
Michelson Office/Retail 

Master Plan for 295,000 sf office (Phase 1), 
490,000 sf office (Phase 2), 15,500 sf 
retail/restaurant 

Irvine Crossings Master Plan 
Modification and TPM 17871 Von Karman Office/Industrial 

Master Plan Modification to reduce office space 
and increase industrial/warehouse space in an 
existing building in PA 36 (4,726 sf office, 196,300 
sf industrial) 

Diamond Jamboree Master 
Plan Modification 2600–2798 Alton   

Master Plan Modification for Shared 
Parking/reallocation of uses for Diamond Jamboree 
Center 

Master Plan for GIFREHC 
Center 18691 Jamboree Road Office/Retail/Hotel Master Plan for GIFREH Multi-Use Center 

(250,000 sf office, 39,000 sf retail, 350 room hotel) 
Allergan Master Plan 
Modification 18522 Von Karman Office Master Plan Modification for the addition of a 

250,000 sf office building 

McGaw - Tentative Tract Map 1555 and 1565 McGaw, 
17173 Gillette Office Condos Tentative Tract Map for seven office condominiums 

on two lots 
Modification to CUP for Park 
Place 3333 Michelson Office Minor modification to CUP 87-CP-0829 (Park 

Place) 
Alton - Tentative Parcel Map 
for Non-Residential Condos 2152 Alton Office Condos Tentative Parcel Map 2008-189 to create 15 non-

residential condo units in PA 36 
Business Center - Tentative 
Parcel Map 

2062 and 2070 
Business Center Dr Office Condos Tentative Parcel Map 2008-137 to create 2 parcels 

for condominium purposes in PA 36 
Source: City of Irvine 2009 

 

Pages 3-43 through 3-49, Chapter 3, Project Description. The following minor technical revisions have been 
made to Kilroy project description in response to comments by the Kilroy Realty Corporation. 

Access to the Kilroy project site is currently planned to will be provided from Von Karman Avenue, by 
way of a private street that bisects the property north to south... 

The Kilroy project consists of up to four residential structures which will likely consist of one or both of the 
following developed with two different building types. The two buildings fronting Von Karman Avenue are 
currently proposed to be would consist of five-story podia over three levels of parking garage (two levels 
are subterranean). The These two podium-style buildings would comprise a combination of flats and two-
story townhomes that front along Von Karman Avenue and the internal streets. The remaining two 
structures located toward the rear boundaries of the project will likely consist of three-level parking garages 
wrapped around four-story residential units made up entirely of flats… 

The CUP will allow for the development of up to 469 dwelling units, including up to 122 density bonus 
units, and approve a TDR in order to maintain the overall development intensity cap within the IBC. The 
At maximum buildout, the TDR is required to increase allowable development intensity on the site, 
measured as is an additional 110 50 AM peak-hour intensity values, 117  53 PM peak-hour intensity values, 
and 1,646 529 ADT values. The total intensity allocation to the site will be 170 AM peak-hour intensity 
values, 185 PM peak-hour intensity values, and 1,840 ADT values. 

The Kilroy project applicant is requesting approval of Tentative Tract Map (00419204-PTT) to allow for 
the subdivision of up to 469 residential attached units…. 
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Access to the Kilroy site is currently planned to would be provided from Von Karman Avenue, by way of a 
private street that bisects the property north to south. Approximately 350 feet into the site, the private street 
terminates into a T-intersection and runs east to west. A fire lane will be located along each side of the 
project site at the furthest east and westerly boundaries for emergency vehicle access purposes. At 
maximum buildout The the Kilroy project is anticipated to will provide a minimum of 1,038 parking spaces 
to serve the proposed number of units, which are located within parking garages or surface on-street 
parking…. 

The Kilroy project is planned for development in one or more phases, depending on the market and 
economy a single phase, including site preparation, grading, installation and connection of utilities, 
construction of access and parking, perimeter landscaping, and construction of the residential buildings. 
Traffic circulation, stormwater drainage, water, electrical, gas, and sewer system improvements will be 
integrated with the existing City- and utility-owned infrastructure as necessary. 

Page 5.2-14, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following PDF has been revised to identify timing of the analysis. 

PDF 2-5 Prior to issuance of building permit for any For all residential projects located within 1,000 feet of an 
industrial facility that emits substantial odors, including which includes but is not limited to 

• wastewater treatment plants 
• composting, greenwaste, or recycling facilities 
• fiberglass manufacturing facilities 
• painting/coating operations 
• coffee roasters 
• food processing facilities, 

the Project Applicant shall submit an odor assessment to the Community Development Director prior 
to approval of any future discretionary action that verifies that the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) has not received three or more verified odor complaints from any 
facility located within 1,000 feet of the site proposed for residential development. If the Odor 
Assessment identifies that the facility has received three such complaints, the applicant will be 
required to identify and demonstrate that Best Available Control Technologies for Toxics (T-BACTs) 
are capable of reducing potential odors to an acceptable level, including appropriate enforcement 
mechanisms. T-BACTs may include, but are not limited to, scrubbers at the industrial facility, or 
installation of Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) filters rated at 14 or better at all 
residential units 

Page 5.2-14, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following PDF has been revised based on comments received by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

PDF 2-6 Applicants for new developments in the Irvine Business Complex shall require that the construction 
contractor utilize off-road construction equipment that conforms to Tier 3 of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, or higher emissions standards for construction equipment over 50 
horsepower that are commercially available. The construction contractor shall be made aware of this 
requirement prior to the start of construction activities. Use of commercially available Tier 3 or higher 
off-road equipment, or: 

• of year 2006 or newer construction equipment for engines rated equal to 175 horsepower (hp) 
and greater; 
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• year 2007 and newer construction equipment for engines rated equal to 100 hp but less than 
175 hp; and 

• 2008 and newer construction equipment for engines rated equal to or greater than over 50 hp 
horsepower.  

The use of such equipment shall be stated on all grading plans. The construction contractor shall 
maintain a list of all operating equipment in use on the project site. The construction equipment list 
shall state the makes, models, and numbers of construction equipment on-site. 

Page 5.5-12, Section 5.5, Geology and Soils. The following minor technical revision has been made to Table 2-
2 in response to comments by the Law Offices of Robert C. Hawkins. 

Excavations extending deeper than about two feet are expected to encounter wet soil conditions and groundwater 
may be encountered at depths greater than 5 to 10 feet during construction...  

Page 5.6-23, Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following PDFs have been revised based on 
comments received by the John Wayne Airport and the Airport Land Commission for Orange County. 

PDF 6-1 As described in the proposed zoning for the project, related to building height limitations, recordation 
of aviation easements, obstruction lighting and marking, and airport proximity disclosures and signage 
shall be provided per Orange County consistent with the Airport Environs Land Use Plan standards for 
John Wayne Airport. 

PDF 6-4 As required by the proposed zoning code, applications for new residential and/or residential mixed-use 
development shall submit data to the Director of Community Development, to evaluate compatibility 
with surrounding uses with respect to issues including but not limited to: noise, odors, truck traffic and 
deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, air emissions, and soil/groundwater contamination, 
heliports/helistops and John Wayne Airport compatibility. Structures that penetrate the 100:1 
Notification Surface shall file a Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alternation with 
Federal Aviation Administration. Residential land uses shall be prohibited in Safety Zone 3.  

Page 5.6-23, Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous. The following minor technical revision has been made to 
PDF 6-3 to specify applicable oversight agencies. 

PDF 6-3 As described in the proposed zoning code related to hazardous material standards, individual 
development sites may have existing facilities, such as underground storage tanks, transformers or 
clarifiers, that contain hazardous materials would be demolished as part of a proposed development. To 
mitigate any hazardous-materials-related impacts during the removal of such related to these facilities, 
the project applicant shall submit a Site Assessment prior to the City deeming the development 
application complete the Director of Community Development, in conjunction with the Orange County 
Fire Authority, shall include specific project conditions of approval as part of the discretionary review 
process for the proposed development. If hazardous materials are identified during the site assessment, 
the appropriate response/remedial measures will be implement in accordance with the directives of the 
Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA), Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) and/or the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), as appropriate. If soils are encountered during site 
development that are suspected of being impacted by hazardous materials, work will be halted and site 
conditions will be evaluated by a qualified environmental professional. The results of the evaluation 
will be submitted to OCFA, OCHCA, and/or RWQCB, and the appropriate response/remedial 
measures will be implemented, as directed by OCFA, OCHCA, RWQCB, or other applicable oversight 
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agencies, until all specified requirements of the oversight agencies are satisfied and a no-further-action 
status is attained. 

Page 5.6-23-Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following project design feature has been 
added pursuant to City Council direction as part of the project approval on July 13, 2010 

PDF 6-6        Residential development shall not be permitted within a one-parcel buffer surrounding the property at 
17451 Von Karman, based on existing parcelization as of the date of the certification of the 
Environmental Impact Report.  The area within the one parcel buffer is depicted in Figure 1 in the City 
of Irvine Zoning Code Chapter 5-8. 

Page 5.7-40-5.7-41, Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has been revised to address 
floodproofing requirements for buildings within the 100-year flood plain. 

Impact 5.7-4: Portions of the project site proposed for development are located within a 100-year flood hazard 
area. [Thresholds HYD-7 AND HYD-8] 

Impact Analysis: As discussed in Section 5.7.1.1, according to the FIRMs produced for the Irvine Business 
Complex area, the 100-year floodplain is conveyed within the existing drainage channels and the remainder of the 
areas are within Zone X, which is defined as areas determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain. However, as 
part of the Irvine Business Complex Master Drainage Study, several portions of the channels may be insufficient for 
containing the 100-year storm flows based on the updated Orange County Hydrology Manual methodologies. It 
should be noted that while the Irvine Business Complex Master Drainage Study includes calculations of flood 
inundation and proposed flood proofing elevations, these calculations are considered preliminary and are subject to 
verification. Final elevations will be verified by the City of Irvine, based on site-specific studies prepared by 
applicants’ engineers which will be reviewed in conjunction with individual projects. Individual projects must 
demonstrate that they will not increase ponding on adjacent properties. As required by PPP 7-1, by designing each 
project to be elevated or flood-proofed one foot above the anticipated 100-year flood elevation, impacts related to 
flood zones are considered less than significant. Page 5.8-8, Section 5.8, Land Use. The following minor technical 
revision has been made to PDF 8-2 to specify applicable oversight agencies. 
 

Page 5.8-8, Section 5.8, Land Use. The following minor technical revision has been made to PDF 8-2 to specify 
applicable oversight agencies. 

PDF 8-2 As described in the proposed zoning code relating to compatibility with surrounding uses, the IBC 
mixed-use environment is an urbanized area, and land use compatibility issues are expected to occur. 
Therefore, applications for new residential and/or residential mixed-use development shall submit data, 
as determined by the Director of Community Development, for the City to evaluate compatibility with 
surrounding uses with respect to issues including, but not limited to: noise, odors, truck traffic and 
deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, air emissions, and soil/groundwater contamination. 
Compatibility with adjacent uses shall be determined through consistency with local, state, and federal 
regulations including but not limited to the City of Irvine Municipal Code, South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA), Orange County Health Care Agency 
(OCHCA) and/or the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),   
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Page 5.8-29, Section 5.8, Land Use. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to 
comments by the University of California – Irvine. 

UCI owns and operates a property along the east side of Jamboree Road between Campus Drive and Fairchild Road, 
adjacent to the IBC. According to the UCI 2007 LRDP, the site, known as North Campus—which is currently 
occupied by academic and support facilities, an arboretum, and a child development center—is planned to be 
redeveloped with up to 950,000 square feet of office/research space and 455  435 multifamily dwelling units by the 
year 2036... 

Page 5.11-2, Section 5.11, Public Services. The following minor technical revision has been made to change 
the following requirement from an existing PPP to a Project Design Feature. 

PPP 11-4 PDF 11-3 A Click2Enter radio frequency access system shall be installed at any vehicle and pedestrian 
access point controlled by privacy gates within the project area (proposed Zoning Code). 

Page 5.11-3, Section 5.11, Public Services. The following minor technical revision has been made to correct 
the buildout figure for the IBC 

5.11.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic area for cumulative analysis of fire protection services is the service territory for OCFA. In recent 
history, Orange County cities and unincorporated areas have undergone a transition from undeveloped and 
agricultural land to urban developed areas, resulting in residential and employment population increases and 
associated increases in the demand for public services, including fire protection and emergency medical services. 
The contribution of these projects to area growth is reflected in Orange County projections and has been taken into 
account in long-range planning efforts on behalf of the county, the City of Irvine, and the agencies providing public 
services to the area. At buildout, a total of 7,583 17,038 residential units are projected for the IBC (including units 
that are already approved, under construction, in process, potential new units, and density bonus units)… 

Page 5.11-5, Section 5.11, Public Services. The following project Design Feature has been added to the list of 
applicable PDF’s 

PPP 11-4 PDF 11-3 A Click2Enter radio frequency access system shall be installed at any vehicle and pedestrian 
access point controlled by privacy gates within the project area (proposed Zoning Code). 

Page 5.11-6, Section 5.11, Public Services. The following minor technical revision has been made to update 
the Irvine Police Department service letter for the IBC Vision Plan project response based on the 7,583 
additional units and a 1.3 person per dwelling unit multiplier. 

Based on the potential for 7,583 dwelling units (including pending units, potential new units, and potential density 
bonus units) beyond what currently exists in the IBC, an additional 13 10 police officers and 5 4 nonsworn support 
personnel would be required...  

Page 5.11-9, Section 5.11, Public Services, Table 5.11-2, IUSD School Capacity and Current Enrollment. The 
following minor technical revisions have been made to Table 5.11-2 in response to comments by the Irvine 
Unified School District.  
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Table 5.11-2   
IUSD School Capacity and Current Enrollment 

School Capacity Current Enrollment 
Culverdale Elementary  652 620 645 
Westpark Elementary 640 583 584 
South Lake Middle School 690 567 566 
University High School 2360 2,444 2356 2,444 
Source: Ruiz 2009.  

 

Page 5.11-9, Section 5.11, Public Services, Table 5.11-3, SAUSD School Capacity and Current Enrollment. 
The following minor technical revisions have been made to Table 5.11-3 in response to comments by the 
Santa Ana Unified School District.  

 
Table 5.11-3   

SAUSD School Capacity and Current Enrollment 
School Capacity Current Enrollment 

Monroe Elementary School 486 508 477 
McFadden Intermediate School 974 1,519 1,510 
Century High School 2,048 2,540 2,339 
Source: Dixon 2008.  

 

Page 5.11-9, Section 5.11, Public Services, Table 5.11-5, IUSD Student Generation. The following minor 
technical revisions have been made to the text on page 5.11-11 and Table 5.11-5 in response to updated 
student generation factors received by the Irvine Unified School District.  

There is a potential for 2,325 additional new units, including pending units, and  757 density bonus units, for a total 
of  3,082 residential units in the Irvine Unified School District (IUSD) portion of the IBC. The proposed project 
would generate an additional 3,477 1,195 students according to the district-wide student generation rates as shown 
in Table 5.11-5. 

 
 
 

Table 5.11-5   
IUSD Student Generation 

Grade Level Total Units 
Districtwide Generation Rate 

(student per dwelling unit) New Students 
K–6 3,082 0.575 0.201 1,772  619 
7–8 3,082 0.325 0.060 1002 185 

9–12 3,082 0.228 0.127 703 391 
Total 3,276 3,082 1.128 0.389 3,477 1,195 

Source: Ruiz 2009. 
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Page 5.11-12, Section 5.11, Public Services. The following minor technical revision has been made in response 
to comments by the Santa Ana Unified School District.  

… The current SAUSD development fees, as of July 14, 2008 September 9, 2009, are $2.97 $4.84 per square foot 
for residential development and $0.47 per commercial and senior housing square foot. SAUSD will need to place 
relocatable classrooms at each of the schools in this project’s assigned attendance area and may need to study 
boundary changes and the need for new facilities to accommodate this development.  

Page 5.11-13, Section 5.11, Public Services, Table 5.11-8, Pending IBC Residential Development Projects and 
Number of Students Generated. The following minor technical revisions have been made to the text on page 
5.11-13 and Table 5.11-8 in response to updated student generation factors received by the Irvine Unified 
School District.  

 
Table 5.11-8   

Pending IBC Residential Development Projects and Number of Students Generated 
Project 
Name 

Location by 
District 

Total Units (including Density 
Bonus Units) 

Districtwide Generation Rate 
(student per dwelling unit) 

New 
Students 

2851 Alton Irvine Unified School 
District 170 0.402 0.389 68 66 

2852 Kelvin Irvine Unified School 
District 194 0.402 0.389 78 75 

Subtotal Irvine Unified 
School District 364 0.402 0.389 146 142 

 

The pending IBC residential projects would generate approximately 146 142 students for IUSD, 760 students for 
SAUSD, and 176 students for TUSD… 

Page 5.12-12, Section 5.12, Recreation. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to 
comments from the Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP. 

At buildout, a total of 17,038 residential units are projected for the IBC (including 9,015 existing and approved 
residential units and 440 density bonus units), generating a total of 22,149 residents. Based on the City’s Park Code, 
buildout of the IBC would generate a need for a total of 110.2 acres of parkland at buildout. This demand in the IBC 
would be met through park dedications from individual residential projects. Neighborhood park acreage, or 
corresponding amenities, would be provided at a rate of 3 acres per 1,000 population, and in-lieu fees would be paid 
for community park acreage at a land value rate for 2 acres per 1,000 population. According to the General Plan, a 
total of 127,311 residential units are projected for the City’s buildout, generating a total of 165,504 residents the 
Orange County Projections for the City in 2035, the City of Irvine is projected to have a population of 270,009 
people. Based on the City’s Park Code, buildout of the City of Irvine would generate a need for a total of 827.5 
1,350 acres of parkland and/or the equivalent in amenities, improvements, or fees, not including private 
neighborhood parkland or the equivalent in improvements or dedicated recreational amenities. Currently, there are a 
total of 493.7 acres of parkland throughout the City. The remainder of the 1,350 acres would be provided through 
neighborhood park dedication or equivalent amenities or fees in conjunction with individual residential project 
approvals. Therefore, As such, recreational needs of future residents of the IBC area, in conjunction with cumulative 
development in accordance with the adopted General Plan, would add to citywide and regional demand for parks 
and recreational facilities, and the appropriate land and/or improvements and fees for city required parks will be 
exacted in conjunction with approval of individual development projects… 
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Appendix N, Traffic Study. Appendix F to the FEIR includes revisions to Appendix N of the RDEIR in 
response to comments.  

Appendix F Revised Traffic Study Pages 

Page 5.13-1, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP.  

…The current IBC development intensity database will not change as a result of the IBC Vision Plan; however, as 
new land uses are proposed, the database will be updated accordingly and reconciled with the City's traffic model, 
which assumes buildout of the land use assumptions of the Vision Plan… 

Page 5.13-2, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

The City of Irvine and study area are currently served by rail transit at the Irvine Station off Barranca Parkway. The 
Tustin Metrolink Station, located on Edinger Avenue also provides connections to the IBC area. There are several 
almost sixty Amtrak and Metrolink trains per weekday serving the Irvine station and 25 Metrolink trains per 
weekday serving the Tustin station both stations, and Irvine Station is also served by Amtrak. There is a current 
planning effort underway to implement a service expansion program by Metrolink by the year 2010. This expansion 
will reduce the headways of trains between Fullerton Metrolink station to the north of the study area and Laguna 
Niguel/Mission Viejo station to the south of the study area. This expansion will improve services at both the Irvine 
and Tustin Metrolink Stations.  

Page 5.13-3, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figure 5.13-2. IBC Study Area Traffic Analysis Zones. 
The following minor technical revision to identify TAZ 293 has been made in response to comments from the 
Irvine Ranch Water District. The Revised figure is included as Appendix E to this FEIR. 

Figure 5.13-2 IBC Study Area Traffic Analysis Zones 

Page 5.13-12, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP. 

… The most conservative (highest) peak hour trip rate for each land use category from the IBC database expected to 
be reduced was multiplied by the appropriate quantity being reduced for industrial and office land uses. To calculate 
traffic for various land uses within the IBC, the most conservative peak hour trip rate was utilized, which is the AM 
peak hour trip rate for industrial land uses and the PM peak hour trip rate for all other land uses. For industrial land 
uses the AM peak hour trip rate was utilized, for all other land use categories the PM peak hour trip rate was 
utilized. By reducing the quantities of the non-residential land uses to accommodate the increased number of 
residential units under the Vision Plan, the proposed project is trip neutral... 

Page 5.13-21, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP.  

This section describes the current state of the existing land uses and circulation system within the study area. The 
City of Irvine’s traffic model, the Irvine Transportation Analysis Model (ITAM) 8.1 8.4 was applied to forecast 
future traffic conditions for the study area... 
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Page 5.13-42, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Table 5.13-11, Study Area Committed Roadway 
Improvements. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to comments from Remy, 
Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP.  

 
Table 5.13-11   

Study Area Committed Intersection Improvements  
Funding Status of 1992 IBC Intersection Improvements - March 2008 

Stage ID Location Improvements Status [1] 
Stage I 
  49 Red Hill & Main 3rd EBT; 3rd WBT Complete 
  78 MacArthur & Main 4th SBT; 3rd EBT; Free WBR Complete 
  79 MacArthur & I-405 NB Ramp Free 2nd NBR; 4th SBT; 4th NBT; Free 2nd Complete 
  80 MacArthur & I-405 SB 2nd SBL; 4th SBT; 4th NBT Complete 
  82 MacArthur & Michelson 4th SBT; 4th NBT; NBR; WBT Complete 
  84 MacArthur & Campus 4th SBT; 3rd EBT; 3rd WBT Complete 
  138 Jamboree & Alton 3rd WBT; 4th NBT; 4th SBT Complete 
  141 Jamboree & Main 4th SBT; 4th NBT; 3rd WBT; 3rd EBT Complete 
  143 Jamboree & I-405 NB Ramp 3rd NBT & 4th SBT Complete 
  144 Jamboree & I-405 SB 4th SBT; 3rd & 4th NBT Complete 
  145 Jamboree & Michelson 4th SBT; 4th NBT Complete 
  188 Harvard & Michelson 2nd EBL Complete 
  42 Red Hill & Dyer/Barranca 2nd WBL; 4th EBT; 4th WBT Fully Funded1 

  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 3rd WBT; 3rd EBT Fully Funded1 

  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 4th WBT; 4th EBT Not Funded 
  82 MacArthur & Michelson 2nd NBL Not Funded 
  84 MacArthur & Campus EBR Not Funded 
  143 Jamboree & I-405 NB Ramp 4th NBT Not Funded 
  145 Jamboree & Michelson EBR  Not Funded 
  188 Harvard & Michelson Free SBR Not Funded 
Stage II 
  133 Jamboree & ICD Grade Separation Complete 
  138 Jamboree & Alton 2nd NBL; 2nd SBL; 3rd EBT  Complete 
  150 MacArthur & Jamboree NBR; 2nd NBL Complete 
  42 Red Hill & Dyer/Barranca 4th SBT; 4th NBT; 2nd EBL Fully Funded 
  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 3rd SBT; 3rd NBT; 2nd NBL Fully Funded 
  47 Red Hill & MacArthur 4th NBT Not Funded 
  49 Red Hill & Main 3rd & 4th SBT; 3rd NBT; Free NBR Not Funded 
  78 MacArthur & Main Replace 1 WBT (VLD) with 3rd WBL (VLD) Not Funded 
  136 Jamboree & Barranca Grade Separation Not Funded 
  138 Jamboree & Alton 5th NBT; 5th SBT Not Funded 
  184 Harvard & Barranca WBR; 2nd SBL; 2nd NBL Not Funded 
  186 Harvard & Main Free SBR Not Funded 
Stage III 
  234 Culver & Michelson 2nd NBL; SBR; WBR Complete 

  47 Red Hill & MacArthur Replace 1 SBT (VLD) with 3rd SBL (VLD); 
Replace 1 EBT (VLD) with 3rd EBL (VLD) Not Funded 

  97 Von Karman & Barranca Free NBR; 2nd WBL; 4th WBT; 4th EBT Not Funded 
  136 Jamboree & Barranca Free EBR Not Funded 
  141 Jamboree & Main 4th EBT Not Funded 
Tustin Legacy 
 49 Red Hill & Main Free SBR Committed 
 102 Von Karman & Michelson 2nd EBL Committed 
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Table 5.13-11   
Study Area Committed Intersection Improvements  

Funding Status of 1992 IBC Intersection Improvements - March 2008 
Stage ID Location Improvements Status [1] 

 138 Jamboree & Alton 5th NBT Committed 
 185 Harvard & Alton 2nd NBL Committed 
 227 Culver & Warner 2nd EBL Committed 
Notes: [1] Status as of March 2008 
1 The two fully funded improvements at Red Hill & MacArthur and Red Hill & Dyer/Barranca (both funded in part by the 1992 IBC Fees) will be 

constructed by 2015 and are assumed to be in-place in the 2015 interim year analysis. 
Legend: 
EBT = Eastbound Through Lane 
WBT = Westbound Through Lane 
NBT = Northbound Through Lane 
EBR = Eastbound Right 
SBR = Southbound Right 
SBT = Southbound Through Lane 

EBL = Eastbound Left 
WBR = Westbound Right 
WBL = Westbound Left 
NBL = Northbound Left 
VLD = Variable Lane Deployment 
NBR = Northbound Right 

 
 

 

Page 5.13-43, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

… This theoretical scenario provides an early glimpse of potential impacts associated with implementation of the 
proposed project. The impacts are considered theoretical because it is impossible for the entire project to be 
constructed instantly, without requisite circulation system improvements as new projects are built. Although this is 
not a feasible scenario for the IBC Vision, as the project cannot be implemented immediately, it provides a basis for 
evaluation of potential project impacts. 

Page 5.13-66, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

Figures 5.13-20 and 5.13-21 graphically depict the ADT Traffic Volumes and deficient segment LOS, respectively, 
for the 2015 Cumulative Baseline No Project scenario. The analysis indicates that twelve eleven segments are 
deficient under the 2015 Cumulative Baseline No Project daily conditions, with 10 of the segments in the City of 
Irvine. As noted above, LOS E indicates a deficient segment for all arterial segments outside Planning Area (PA) 36 
within the City of Irvine. It should be noted that daily V/C ratio analysis arterial segments in Costa Mesa, Newport 
Beach, and Tustin are not evaluated further and any deficiencies are addressed at the intersections. PA 36 segments 
are considered deficient at LOS F. Deficient segments under daily Year 2015 Cumulative Baseline No Project 
conditions include: 

 

• 1585—Newport Avenue from Valencia Avenue to Edinger Avenue (Tustin)* 

*Deficient locations under daily conditions—no further analysis required.) 
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Page 5.13-69, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figure 5.13-21. 2015 Cumulative Baseline No Project 
Daily Arterial Deficiencies. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to comments 
from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin. The Revised figure is included as 
Appendix E to this FEIR. 

Figure 5.13-21 2015 Cumulative Baseline No Project Daily Arterial Deficiencies 

Page 5.13-89, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

Deficient segments under daily Year 2015 Cumulative With Project conditions include the following:  

• … 
• 1585—Newport Avenue from Valencia Avenue to Edinger Avenue (Tustin) 

Page 5.13-89, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been made 
in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

... This is likely due to the redistribution of trips within the IBC study area under the With Project conditions, with a 
greater amount of residential dwelling units, and the assumption of a corresponding a reduction in commercial, 
office, and industrial square footage to allow for the increased residential uses, consistent with the methodology of 
the Vision Plan land use. For deficient intersections or intersections that become deficient with the Proposed Project 
within the City of Irvine where the ICU value increases by 0.02 over the No Project conditions that intersection 
experiences a significant project impact…  

Page 5.13-93, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figure 5.13-30. 2015 Cumulative With Project Daily 
Arterial Deficiencies. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to comments from 
Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin. The Revised figure is included as Appendix 
E to this FEIR. 

Figure 5.13-21 2015 Cumulative With Project Daily Arterial Deficiencies 

Page 5.13-105, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP.  

As part of the IBC Vision plan, the 2,522 2,035 residential units currently in process would be expected to be 
completed by 2015, with the exception of 776 approved units at Park Place anticipated to be built after 2015; the 
remaining 3,950 units plus the 776 approved units at Park Place and associated density bonus units included as part 
of the Vision Plan are expected to be completed by project buildout or the Post-2030 timeframe. Please refer to 
Appendix N for a complete discussion of these scenarios.  

Page 5.13-107, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

The analysis indicates that the following segments are deficient under the Post-2030 No Project daily conditions, 
including two segments in Costa Mesa, 12 in Irvine, one in Newport Beach, one in Santa Ana, and two one in 
Tustin. As noted above, LOS E indicates a deficient segment for all arterial segments outside Planning Area (PA) 36 
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within the City of Irvine. PA 36 segments are considered deficient at LOS F. Deficient segments under daily Post-
2030 Cumulative Baseline No Project conditions include the following: 

• … 
• 1585—Newport Avenue from Valencia Avenue to Edinger Avenue (Tustin) 

Page 5.13-111, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figure 5.13-36. Post-2030 Cumulative Baseline No 
Project Daily Arterial Deficiencies. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to 
comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin. The Revised figure is 
included as Appendix E to this FEIR. 

Figure 5.13-21 Post-2030 Cumulative Baseline No Project Daily Arterial Deficiencies 

Page 5.13-133, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figure 5.13-45. Post-2030 Cumulative With Project 
Daily Arterial Deficiencies. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to comments 
from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin. The Revised figure is included as 
Appendix E to this FEIR. 

Figure 5.13-21 Post-203 Cumulative With Project Daily Arterial Deficiencies 

Page 5.13-135, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

The analysis indicates that several segments are deficient under the Post-2030 Cumulative With Project daily 
conditions including two segments located within Costa Mesa, 15 of the segments in Irvine, one segment each in 
Newport Beach and Santa Ana, and two one segments in Tustin. Compared to the No Project scenario, there are 
three additional segments that are deficient under daily conditions within the City of Irvine. As noted above, LOS E 
indicates a deficient segment for arterial segments outside Planning Area (PA) 36 within the City of Irvine. PA 36 
(IBC area) segments are considered deficient at LOS F. Deficient segments under Post-2030 Cumulative With 
Project conditions include the following: 

• … 
• 1585—Newport Avenue from Valencia Avenue to Edinger Avenue (Tustin) 

Page 5.13-147, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

The Post-2030 With Project (MPAH Network) impact analysis evaluates the proposed IBC Vision With Project 
scenario with the specific unfunded circulation system improvements identified in the 1992 IBC Rezone EIR 
assumed in the network. This buildout alternative was prepared to identify whether there were differences in 
resulting impacts when compared to the IBC Vision Plan network (constrained network) that removed specific 
unfunded improvements identified in the 1992 IBC Rezone EIR and to help determine if these improvements are 
necessary under buildout conditions or should be removed from the City’s General Plan. The intent of the MPAH 
alternative buildout scenario analysis is two-fold: 1) to provide a reasonable sensitivity analysis that provides Irvine 
and adjacent jurisdictions with the information necessary to downgrade or upgrade facilities under General Plan 
buildout conditions using reasonable and accepted methodologies for impact identification and mitigation (such as 
Irvine’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines and adjacent jurisdictions’ adopted methodologies); and 2) to begin the 
County MPAH Amendment process for downgrading MPAH arterials, which may require preparation of a 



 
3. Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

Page 3-16 • The Planning Center July 2010 

Cooperative Study with OCTA, Irvine, and affected jurisdictions. The following improvements are included in the 
MPAH Network: 

Page 5.13-148 through 5.13-149, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical 
revision has been made in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City 
of Tustin.  

There are 20 deficient segments under the Post-2030 With Project (MPAH Network) daily conditions, two segments 
located within Costa Mesa, 16 of the segments in Irvine, one segment in Newport Beach, and one no segments in 
Tustin. As noted above, LOS E indicates a deficient segment for arterial segments outside Planning Area (PA) 36 
within the City of Irvine. PA 36 segments are deficient at LOS F. Deficient segments under the Post-2030 With 
Project (MPAH Network) conditions include the following: 

• … 
• 1585—Newport Avenue from Valencia Avenue to Edinger Avenue (Tustin) 

Page 5.13-153, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

… The IBC Vision Plan traffic study has determined that 6 lanes are unnecessary for both of these roadway 
segments under buildout conditions. Thus, the City of Irvine will initiate an MPAH Amendment by entering into a 
cooperative study with the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to determine the feasibility of 
downgrading both Alton Parkway and Von Karman Avenue. Once this study is complete, both agencies can move 
forward with amendments to the General Plan and MPAH to downgrade both Alton Parkway between Red Hill 
Avenue and Jamboree Road as well as Von Karman Avenue between Barranca Parkway and Michelson Drive. Once 
the Study is complete, in order for the City of Irvine to maintain eligibility for Measure M funding, prior to 
amending the City’s General Plan to downgrade both Alton Parkway between Red Hill Avenue and Jamboree Road 
and Von Karman Avenue between Barranca Parkway and Michelson Drive, the City and OCTA will work to 
prepare amendments to the County MPAH to be approved by the OCTA Board of Directors. If the MPAH is 
approved by the OCTA Board, the City can move forward with downgrading the arterial segments. 

Page 5.13-157, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

MacArthur Boulevard between Main Street and SR-55 cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance without 
changing the MPAH road classification upgrading the segment from a Major Arterial (six lanes) to a Principal 
Arterial (eight lanes). The classification would not need to be upgraded in the MPAH, as the MPAH designations 
represent a minimum standard which jurisdictions, such as Irvine or Santa Ana, may build upon. Reclassification 
would provide one additional lane in each direction and potentially would require an amendment to the City of Santa 
Ana General Plan. This forecast deficiency constitutes a project related significant impact according to the City of 
Santa Ana’s performance criteria. The City of Irvine is responsible for a fair-share for this improvement for the Post-
2030 future scenario.  

Page 5.13-161, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Figure 5.13-50. IBC Vision Study Intersection 
Improvement Locations. The following minor technical revision has been made in response to comments 
from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin. The Revised figure is included as 
Appendix E to this FEIR. 

Figure 5.13-21 Post-203 Cumulative With Project Daily Arterial Deficiencies 
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Page 5.13-163, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP, and the City of Tustin.  

5.14.6.1 Summary of Mitigation Program 

In summary, one arterial segment and 21 intersections are forecast to operate at a deficient LOS under 2015 and 
Post-2030 conditions. Mitigation measures are proposed for all project-related impacts identified in the interim year 
2015 analysis regardless of whether the location is impacted in the build-out condition. Of the 21 deficient 
intersections, a project impact is forecast for 15 of the deficient intersections. The arterial segment deficiency is a 
project related impact. Additionally, a number of freeway mainline segments and ramps are forecast to operate at a 
deficient LOS. As a general rule, mitigation measures for arterials or intersections begin with identification of any 
measures that might have been recommended as part of other traffic studies in the area. These mitigation measures 
are then applied to determine whether they result in roadway segment or intersection operation within acceptable 
thresholds.  

Page 5.13-170, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from the Caltrans.  

• Intersection #232: Culver Drive and I-405 Northbound Ramps 

This intersection is deficient under Post-2030 conditions with a project related significant impact. The extremely 
high volume and high right turn adjustment on the westbound right turn movement has contributed to the ICU 
deficiency in the PM peak hour and necessitated the recommendation of restriping the westbound approach of this 
intersection to one left turn lane, one and two right turn lanes, and a shared left-right turn lane. Implementation of 
this improvement results in acceptable operations in both the AM and PM peak hours under the Post-2030 scenario 
and appears to be physically feasible. 

Page 5.13-191, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

... Bringing State facilities closer to residences and businesses is also not a social or legal prerogative of the City 
however, the regional transportation agency, OCTA has identified certain improvements to the freeway mainline to 
be funded by the Renewed Measure M, approved in 2007-08 by the County and participating Cities including the 
City of Irvine. This analysis does take into consideration improvements identified through this funding source...  

Page 5.13-196, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Caltrans.  

Intersection #232: Culver Drive and I-405 Northbound Ramps: Restripe the westbound approach of 
this intersection to one left turn lane, and two one right turn lanes, and a shared left-right 
turn lane. 

 

Page 5.13-196, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

Intersection #85: MacArthur Boulevard and Birch Street: Improve the eastbound approach to two 
eastbound left-turn lanes and two southbound eastbound through lanes. 
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Page 5.13-198, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic. The following minor technical revision has been 
made in response to comments from Manatt, Phelps & Phillips LLP.  

5.13-4 Prior to adoption of the AB 1600 nexus study identified in MM 13-1,  issuance of a building permit for 
the 12,000th unit within the IBC, the City and Caltrans shall jointly identify feasible operational and 
physical improvements and the associated fair-share funding contribution necessary to mitigate 
project-related impacts to state transportation facilities. The City shall fund said improvements on pro-
rata “fair-share” basis in accordance with the terms and conditions of an Agreement to be prepared and 
agreed to by both agencies. These fair-share contributions for feasible improvements shall be included 
in the AB 1600 nexus study  enter into a mitigation agreement with Caltrans which identifies 
transportation or operational improvements necessary to mitigate project-related impacts to state 
transportation facilities. 

Page 5.15-2, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The text of footnote 1 is being revised to clarify U.S. role in 
Kyoto Protocol  

11 Kyoto Protocol: Established by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) and signed by more 
than 160 countries (including the United States, which ultimately did not ratify) stating that they commit to reduce their GHG 
emissions by 55 percent or engage in emissions trading. 
 

Page 5.15-9, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The following minor technical revision has been made in 
response to the newly adopted CEQA Guidelines.  

The amendments to the CEQA guidelines were adopted December 30, 2009 are currently in the process of being 
updated to address global warming GHG emissions. The changes were approved by the Office of Administrative 
Law for inclusion in California Code of Regulations. The changes become effective March 1, 2010. Pursuant to SB 
97, proposed changes to the CEQA Guidelines will be adopted on or before January 1, 2010. The Natural Resources 
Agency has circulated the proposed changes to the CEQA Guidelines as part of the rulemaking process. Based on 
the draft these adopted thresholds for GHG emissions, a significant impact relative to global climate change is 
considered to occur if the project would: 

Page 5.15-10 through 5.15-11, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change, and Table 5.15-4, IBC Vision Plan 
Transportation and Nontransportation GHG Reduction Targets. The thresholds for determining significant 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission impacts has been revised based on the newly adopted CEQA Guidelines.  

While the City’s proposed Climate Action establishes a city-wide goal to achieve the reduction targets of AB 32, the 
CEQA Guidelines (updated December 2009) requires a lead agency to evaluate the change in existing physical 
environmental conditions associated with the project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines a net zero increase in 
GHG emissions would clearly indicate that no significant impacts would occur as Section 15064.4(b)(1) is not 
intended to imply a zero net emissions threshold of significance (Natural Resources Agency 2009). Therefore, GHG 
emissions associated with the IBC Vision Plan are compared to the City’s GHG reduction target of 15 percent below 
existing levels for transportation and nontransportation sources. The City separates emissions into these two 
categories because transportation emissions are indirect emissions that are regulated through federal, statewide, and 
regional emissions reduction programs; whereas, nontransportation sectors can be directly controlled by applicants 
for new projects or the City.  
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To achieve this target, plans, programs, or policies (PPP) and project design features (PDF) would need to achieve a 
15 percent reduction attain a net zero increase in GHG emissions. If PPPs and PDFs, identified by the project do not 
achieve 15 percent below the IBC Vision Plan’s current GHG emissions inventory, then GHG emissions impacts 
will be considered potentially significant in the absence of mitigation. Table 5.15-4 shows the GHG emissions 
reduction targets based on the existing emissions inventory for the IBC shown in Table 5.15-3. The GHG reduction 
target for the IBC Vision Plan area for transportation emissions is 580,974 683,499 MTons (i.e., 15 percent below 
current existing conditions) and the target fro for nontransportation emissions is 191,975 225,853 MTons (i.e., 15 
percent below existing conditions). 

 
Table 5.15-4   

IBC Vision Plan Transportation and Nontransportation GHG Reduction Targets 

Source 
Existing CO2e Emissions GHG 

Reduction Target 
15 Percent below Existing Conditions 

GHG Reduction Target  
Transportation Sector 683,499 MTons 580,974 MTons 
Nontransportation Sectors 225,853 MTons 191,975 MTons 
Source: CTG 2009 
MTons = metric tons 

 

Page 5.15-14, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The City has approved development of a Renewable 
Energy and Existing Building Retrofit Program. In addition, the City has received federal funding for this 
program. Therefore, the following PPP has been incorporated into the EIR.  

PPP 15-14 Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit Program: Pursuant to City Council Resolution 
09-52, the City has received federal funding from the U.S. Department of Energy to establish a 
Renewable Energy and Existing Retrofit Program. Retrofitting is designed to improve a building's 
energy consumption by using cost-effective measures that do not require extensive remodeling work. 
The City of Irvine is proposing to use the "whole building approach" meaning that the City will look at 
the following: 

• Thermal envelope (i.e. the shell insulation and air leakage) 

• Mechanical systems (i.e. HVAC and domestic hot water) 

• Appliances and lighting that may need replacing 

The approach will evaluate these areas and their interaction given usage rates, building site, and 
climate to assess the building's overall energy efficiency and performance and to make targeted 
recommendations for improvement and ultimately reduce residential demand. The City of Irvine will 
create a financing district to help property owners finance energy efficiency improvements and 
renewable energy installations. The City of Irvine is forming a Property Assessed Clean Energy 
(PACE) District under the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 and its powers as a charter 
city. Eligible improvements may include energy efficiency, water conservation, and renewable energy 
improvements to privately owned buildings or property. Potential funding for initial improvements 
may come from various sources including American Recovery and Reinvestment Act grants, taxable 
bonded indebtedness, other external financing arrangements, or City funds. 
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Page 5.15-15-5.15-16, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The text of following project design features are 
being revised to clarify the role of the proposed zoning in establishing the IBC TMA 

PDF 15-7 Transportation Management Association (TMA): The City anticipates establishment of a TMA for 
the IBC by Spring 2010. Based on the ITAM model, establishment of the TMA for the IBC Vision 
Plan area would result in a reduction of 8 percent of projected VMT. The proposed zoning enables the 
establishment of a TMA within the IBC.  As described in the proposed zoning for the project, future 
applicants of new commercial, office, and retail development within the Irvine Business Complex area 
shall provide the following features to reduce project-related mobile-source air pollutant emissions: 

• Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools totaling 5 percent of all spaces on-site.  

• Preferential parking for alternative-fuel vehicles (e.g., compressed natural gas or 
hydrogen) totaling 5 percent of all spaces on-site. 

• Secure bicycle parking and storage facilities for employees and visitors that can 
accommodate 15 percent of employees on-site. 

• Commuter information boards indentifying bicycle paths and public transit routes and 
schedules. 

PDF 15-9 Bicycle Improvements: The IBC would provide linkages to the City regional bicycle trail system. 
Currently continuous on-street bicycle lanes exist only along Main Street. Bicycle lanes are proposed 
along parts of Jamboree Road, Red Hill Avenue, Von Karman Avenue, Michelson Avenue, Carlson 
Avenue, Barranca Parkway, and Alton Parkway. Furthermore, the sidewalk system would be shared 
between pedestrians and bicycles. As part of the Vision Plan, bicycle connections to the San Marco 
Park, adjacent to the San Diego Creek, would be improved with a new pedestrian bridge.  

Also refer to PDF 13-1 and PDF 15-7, which require allow for the creation of a Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) for the IBC area. 

 

Page 5.16-15-5.15-17, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The following minor technical revisions have 
been made to change the following requirement from Project Design Features to existing PPP’s. and 
renumber PDF’s accordingly. 

PDF 15-10 PPP 15-15 Safe Route to Schools: The Safe Routes to School program is a federal and state grant 
program intended to increase the percentage of students walking or cycling to school. Funding is awarded to cities to 
construct engineering improvements and to start educational, encouragement, and enforcement programs. The City 
of Irvine has been successful in obtaining grant funding to implement a citywide program that includes walking 
school buses—groups of students who meet at a designated location and walk to school together, with a parent at the 
front and back of the group. This encourages students to walk to school and assuages parents’ fears of traffic and 
crime safety risks that are impediments to walking alone. Based on the ITAM model, a 0.2 percent reduction in 
VMT is achieved through implementation of this program. 

PDF 15-11 PPP 15-16Circulation Phasing Analysis: The amount of emissions increase exponentially as arterial 
travel speeds decrease. As is the case with many cities in Southern California, there are often defined 
congestion locations (such as the major intersections along Jamboree Road) where a majority of 
congestion and delay occurs. The City currently has a Circulation Phasing Analysis program in place. 
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They collect traffic counts at congested locations on a bi-annual basis and monitor locations every 
three years. The results of the analysis are used to determine future Capital Improvement Projects. 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

PDF 15-1210 Ultra-Low-Flow Fixtures: Applicants for new developments in the Irvine Business Complex 
shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development that toilets, 
urinals, sinks, showers, and other water fixtures installed on-site are ultra-low-flow water fixtures that 
exceed the Uniform Plumbing Code. Examples are: 1.28 average gallons per flush high efficiency 
toilets, 2 gallon per minute (gpm) efficient bathroom faucets, 2.2 gpm efficient kitchen faucets, and 2.2 
gpm efficient shower heads. 

PDF 15-1311 Landscaping and Irrigation Systems: Applicants for new developments in the Irvine Business 
Complex shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development that 
landscaping irrigation systems installed in the project are automated, high-efficient irrigation systems 
that reduce water use, such as an evapotranspiration “smart” weather-based irrigation controller, dual 
piping for recycled water, and bubbler irrigation; low-angle, low-flow spray heads; moisture sensors; 
and use of a California-friendly landscape palette. These features will make the project consistent with 
the intent of the California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881), including 
provisions to reduce the wasteful, uneconomic, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of water. 

PDF 15-1412 Use of Reclaimed Water on All Master Landscaped Areas: If recycled water service is 
determined by IRWD to be feasible (see PPP 14-1), applicants for new developments in the Irvine 
Business Complex shall use reclaimed water in all master landscaped areas. This will include master 
landscaped commercial, multifamily, common, roadways, and park areas. Master landscapes will also 
incorporate weather-based controllers and efficient irrigation system designs to reduce overwatering, 
combined with the application of a California-friendly landscape palette.  

Solid Waste Measures 

PDF 15-1513 Material Recovery: To reduce waste generated in the IBC and encourage recycling of solid 
wastes, the Orange County Integrated Waste Management Department operates material recovery 
facilities to recycle glass, plastic, cans, junk mail, paper, cardboard, greenwaste (e.g., grass, weeds, 
leaves, branches, yard trimmings, and scrap wood), and scrap metal. Future employees, residents, and 
customers would participate in these programs. On-site recycling facilities will be required for all 
commercial, retail, industrial, and multifamily residential developments. 

Building 

PDF 15-1614 GreenPoint Rated Residential Buildings: Applicants for new residential developments in the 
Irvine Business Complex shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of Community 
Development that proposed buildings are designed and constructed to be GreenPoint Rated. 
GreenPoint Rated developments must achieve a minimum of 50 total points and meet the category-
specific point thresholds as specified in the current GreenPoint Rated Builder Handbook. 
Developments that exceed this minimum are rewarded by a higher grade on their projects. The 
GreenPoint Rated program is updated every three years to coincide with changes to the California 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards.  

PDF 15-1715 Designed to Earn the Energy Star Non-Residential Buildings: Applicants for new non-
residential developments in the Irvine Business Complex shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Community Development that proposed buildings are designed and constructed to 
achieve the ‘Designed to Earn the Energy Star’ rating. In order achieve the ‘Designed to Earn the 
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Energy Star’ rating, the architect/design firm must demonstrate that the final estimate of the building’s 
energy use corresponds to a rating of 75 or better using the US EPA’s Energy Performance Rating 
from the Internet-based tool, Target Finder. 

Page 5.15-19 through 5.15-20, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change, and Table 5.15-5, Post-2030 Annual 
GHG BAU Emissions Inventory for the Irvine Business Complex. The following text has been revised based 
on the net-zero increase from existing threshold for transportation and nontransportation sources. The net-
zero significance threshold is based on the newly adopted CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines a net zero increase in GHG emissions would clearly indicate that no significant impacts would 
occur as Section 15064.4(b)(1) is not intended to imply a zero net emissions threshold of significance (Natural 
Resources Agency 2009).  

CO2e emissions from construction and operational activities associated with the existing conditions, and post-2030 
(P2030) Proposed General Plan BAU and P2030 Proposed General Plan with Statewide and Federal PPPs and PDFs 
are shown in Table 5.15-5... 

Table 5.15-5   
Post-2030 Annual GHG BAU Emissions Inventory for the Irvine Business Complex 

Source 
Proposed General 
Plan BAU (P2030) 

Percent of Total 
Proposed General 
Plan P2030 BAU 

Inventory 

Proposed General 
Plan P2030 with 
Statewide and 

Federal PPPs and 
PDFs 

Transportation Sector    
Transportation 872,087 68% 512,956 615,6941 

Transportation GHG Reductions Needed 291,113 683,499 — — 67,805 MTons 
Nontransportation Sectors    
Residential 122,788 10% 47,359 53,8322, 3 

Non-Residential 191,254 15% 97,791 113,3903, 4 

Hotel 7,996 1% 3,988 4,6413 

Infrastructure 8,314 1% 7,898 
Water 5,497 0% 4,394 5,2243 

Solid Waste 48,953 4% 44,064 48,9533 

Construction 32,072 2% 32,072 
Subtotal 416,874 32% 237,566 266,010 
Nontransportation GHG Reductions Needed 224,889 —225,853 — — 40,157 MTons 

Total CO2e Inventory 1,288,961 100% 750,522 881,704 
TOTAL CITYWIDE REDUCTIONS NEEDED — — 40,157 MTons 
Source: CTG 2009 
MTons = metric tons 
1 Includes 78,494 MTons of reductions associated with the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard (PPP 15-5) and 177,900 MTons associated with the 

Federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards (PPP 15-6).  
2 Includes 60,180 MTons of residential reductions associated with the Title 24 Code Cycles: Net Zero Buildings (PPP 15-3).  
3 Includes a total of 16,792 MTons of reductions associated with the California Renewable Portfolio Standard (PPP 15-4) for residential, non-residential, 

hotel, water, and solid waste. 
4 Includes 73,892 MTons of non-residential reductions associated with the Title 24 Code Cycles: Net Zero Buildings (PPP 15-3).  
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Page 5.15-20 through 5.15-21, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change, and Table 5.15-6, GHG Reductions 
Associated with PPPs and PDFs. The following text has been revised based on the net-zero increase from 
existing threshold for transportation and nontransportation sources. The net-zero significance threshold is 
based on the newly adopted CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines a net zero increase in 
GHG emissions would clearly indicate that no significant impacts would occur as Section 15064.4(b)(1) is not 
intended to imply a zero net emissions threshold of significance (Natural Resources Agency 2009). 

The City’s GHG reduction target is 15 percent below existing levels, or no net increase in GHG emissions, for 
transportation and nontransportation sectors. To achieve this target, Citywide PPP and PDFs would need to achieve 
a 15 percent reduction from existing conditions (see Table 5.15-4). Because the Proposed General Plan BAU 
(P2030) scenario generates 1,288,960 MTons of GHG emissions, PPPs and PDFs would need to achieve 291,113 
MTons of reductions from P2030 for transportation sources and 224,899 40,157 MTons of reductions from P2030 
for nontransportation sources. Federal and State strategies would achieve the City’s target of a zero net increase for 
transportation-related GHG emissions. However, additional reductions associated with Federal and Statewide 
transportation strategies are not applied as offsets toward the non-transportation sources. Therefore, Citywide PPPs 
and PDFs would need to achieve a total of 40,157 MTons of reductions in order to meet the City’s zero net increase 
in GHG emissions threshold for transportation and non-transportation sources combined. Table 5.15-6 below 
quantifies reductions associated with Citywide PPPs and PDFs.  

As shown in this table, Citywide PPPs and PDFs achieve 131,182  MTons of GHG reductions and therefore would 
not achieve the GHG emissions reduction target for the IBC Vision Plan area. Consequently, mitigation measures 
are required to ensure GHG emissions achieve the GHG emissions reduction target for the IBC Vision Plan. The  the 
project’s contribution to GHG impacts are considered potentially less than significant. 
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Table 5.15-6   
GHG Reductions Associated with PPPs and PDFs 

PPP/PDF Action 

GHG Emissions Reductions from 
Proposed General Plan BAU (P2030) in 

MTons of CO2e 
Transportation  

Citywide PPPs and PDFs  
PDF 15-10 Safe Route to Schools 1,747 
PPP 15-9 Transit Service to LAX 2,174 

PPP 15-11 Additional Fixed Route Shuttle System to Complement The i 
Shuttle 8,723 

PDF 15-7 Transportation Management Association (TMA)1 72,6481 

PPP 15-10 Comprehensive Signal Retiming and Coordination Program 8,723 
PDF 15-11 Circulation Phasing Analysis 8,723 

Subtotal Citywide PPPs and PDFs 102,738 MTons 
Statewide and Federal PPPs  
PPP 15-5 California Low Carbon Fuel Standard 78,493 
PPP 15-6 Federal Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards 177,900 

Subtotal Statewide and Federal PPPs  256,363 MTons 
Transportation Reductions from Post-2030 BAU 359,131 MTons 
Transportation Target for Post-2030 291,113 MTons 
Achieves Transportation GHG Target? Yes 
Nontransportation 30,618 MTons 

Citywide PPPs and PDFs  
PDF 15-16 Residential Buildings: GreenPoint Rated Residential Buildings 7,303 
PDF 15-17 Non-Residential Buildings Designed to Earn the Energy Star 16,2522 

PPP 15-1 and 
PPP 15-13 

Solid Waste: C&D Debris Recycling and Reuse Ordinance and  
Waste Reduction 4,889 

 Subtotal Citywide PPPs and PDFs 28,444 MTons 
Statewide and Federal PPPs  
PPP 15-4 California Renewable Portfolio Standard 16,792 

PPP 15-3 
Title 24 Code Cycles: Net-Zero Buildings  
 Residential 
 Non-Residential 

 
60,180 
73,892 

Subtotal Statewide and Federal PPPs  150,864 MTons 
Nontransportation Reductions from Post-2030 BAU 179,308 MTons 
Nontransportation Target for Post-2030 224,899 MTons 
Achieves Nontransportation GHG Target? Yes 
Source. CTG 2009. 
Notes: 
1 Includes requirements for bicycle lockers and on-site showers and parking spaces for carpools.1 
2 Does not include 2,174 MTons of reductions associated with preferred parking for carpools and vanpools. 
 

 

                                                           
1 Approximately 2,174 MTons of GHG emissions reductions from preferential parking for carpools and vanpools (PDF 15-7) was 
included as part of the non-residential buildings strategy. Also includes 704 MTons from secure bicycle parking and storage 
facilities for employees and visitors (PDF 15-7). 
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Table 5.15-6   
GHG Reductions Associated with Citywide PPPs and PDFs 

Citywide 
PPP/PDF Action 

GHG Emissions Reductions from in 
MTons of CO2e 

PDF 15-10 Safe Route to Schools 1,747 
PPP 15-9 Transit Service to LAX 2,174 

PPP 15-11 Additional Fixed Route Shuttle System to Complement The i 
Shuttle 8,723 

PDF 15-7 Transportation Management Association (TMA)1 72,6481 

PPP 15-10 Comprehensive Signal Retiming and Coordination Program 8,723 
PDF 15-11 Circulation Phasing Analysis 8,723 
PDF 15-16 Residential Buildings: GreenPoint Rated Residential Buildings 7,303 
PDF 15-17 Non-Residential Buildings Designed to Earn the Energy Star 16,2522 

PPP 15-1 and 
PPP 15-13 

Solid Waste: C&D Debris Recycling and Reuse Ordinance and  
Waste Reduction 4,889 

Total Citywide PPP and PDF Reductions 131,182 MTons 
GHG Reduction Target for Post 2030 40,157 MTons 
Achieves GHG Reduction Target Yes 

Source. CTG 2009. 
Notes: 
1 Includes requirements for bicycle lockers and on-site showers and parking spaces for carpools.2 
2 Does not include 2,174 MTons of reductions associated with preferred parking for carpools and vanpools. 
 

 

Page 5.15-22, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The following text has been revised based on the net-zero 
increase from existing threshold for transportation and nontransportation sources. As the Citywide PPPs and 
PDFs achieve the GHG net-zero target, the project would not cumulatively contribute to a cumulative impact. 
Mitigation Measure 15-1 is not required and since the City has approved creation of a Renewable Energy and 
Existing Buildings Retrofit Program, this program has been included as PPP 15-14. 

As described under Impact 5.15-1, project-related GHG emissions are not confined to a particular air basin but are 
dispersed worldwide. Therefore, impacts identified under Impact 5.15-1 are not project-specific impacts to global 
warming but the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact. Because the project’s GHG emissions were 
considered less than significant with incorporation of the PPPs, and PDFs, and Mitigation Measure 15-1, the 
project’s GHG emissions and contribution to global climate change impacts are considered less than cumulatively 
considerable and therefore also less than significant. 

Page 5.15-22, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The following text has been revised based on the net-zero 
increase from existing threshold for transportation and nontransportation sources. As the Citywide PPPs and 
PDFs achieve the GHG net-zero target, the project would generate a substantial increase in GHG emissions 
or conflict with a GHG reduction plan. Mitigation Measure 15-1 is not required and since the City has 
approved creation of a Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit Program, this program has been 
included as PPP 15-14. 

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, the following impacts would 
be less than significant: 5.2-5 and 5.2-7 5.15-1. 

                                                           
2 Approximately 2,174 MTons of GHG emissions reductions from preferential parking for carpools and vanpools (PDF 15-7) was 
included as part of the non-residential buildings strategy. Also includes 704 MTons from secure bicycle parking and storage 
facilities for employees and visitors (PDF 15-7). 
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Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

• Impact 5.15-1 Project-related greenhouse gas emissions could significantly contribute to global climate 
change impacts or conflict with the CARB-Adopted Scoping Plan. 

Page 5.15-22 through 5.15-23, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The following text has been revised based 
on the net-zero increase from existing threshold for transportation and nontransportation sources. Citywide 
PPPs and PDFs achieve the GHG net-zero target. Mitigation Measure 15-1 is not required and since the City 
has approved creation of a Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit Program, this program has 
been included as PPP 15-14. 

5.15.6 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

MM 15-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits in the IBC Vision Plan Area, the City shall establish a 
renewable energy and existing building retrofit program that will establish a framework for funding 
and implementing renewable energy projects and energy efficiency retrofits of existing buildings 
within the IBC Vision Plan area or the City as a whole. Applicants for new development projects 
within the IBC Vision Plan area shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of Community 
Development that the retrofits and/or renewable energy (which may include solar thermal, solar 
photovoltaic, wind, or other sources approved by the City) of existing buildings equates to the 
reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 32 percent of nontransportation sources. Applicants 
for new development projects shall first attempt to accomplish renewable energy production or energy 
efficiency retrofits of existing buildings within the IBC Vision Plan area. If deemed acceptable to the 
Director of Community Development, applicants for new development projects can implement new 
renewable energy production or energy efficiency retrofits of existing buildings within the City of 
Irvine to reduce GHG emissions. However, all renewable energy production or energy efficiency 
retrofits must be within the City limits. 

Page 5.15-23 through 5.15-24, Section 5.15, Global Climate Change. The following text has been revised based 
on the net-zero increase from existing threshold for transportation and nontransportation sources. As the 
Citywide PPPs and PDFs achieve the GHG net-zero target, the project would generate a substantial increase 
in GHG emissions or conflict with a GHG reduction plan. Mitigation Measure 15-1 is not required and since 
the City has approved creation of a Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit Program, this 
program has been included as PPP 15-14. 

The City has issued a request for proposal for establishing the City’s Residential Retrofit Program and Sustainable 
Facilities Program (commercial and municipal facilities). The Residential Retrofit Program will be designed to 
overcome financial barriers to making energy efficiency improvements and installing renewable energy systems at 
individual residents. The Sustainable Facilities Program will address ongoing operations and maintenance of 
commercial and municipal facilities including energy and water use, waste management, purchasing, transportation, 
indoor environmental quality, site management, and construction and green cleaning practices. The City is 
proposing to prepare these programs in 2010 so that the Residential Retrofit Program and Sustainable Facilities 
Program are in effect by Spring of 2011. Mitigation Measure 15-1 would ensure that applicants for new 
development within the IBC implement GHG emissions offsets equivalent to 32 percent of the projects 
nontransportation emissions at buildout. Table 5.15-7 shows GHG emissions reductions associated with the 
additional GHG reduction strategy. 

Table 5.15-7   
Nontransportation GHG Reductions Associated with PPPs, PDFs, and Mitigation Measure 
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PPP/PDF Action 

GHG Emissions Reductions from 
Proposed General Plan BAU (P2030) in 

MTons of CO2e 
Nontransportation 30,618 MTons 

Citywide PPPs and PDFs  
PDF 15-16 Residential Buildings: GreenPoint Rated Residential Buildings 7,303 
PDF 15-17 Non-Residential Buildings Designed to Earn the Energy Star 16,2521 

PPP 15-1 and 
PPP 15-13 

Solid Waste: C&D Debris Recycling and Reuse Ordinance and  
Waste Reduction 4,889 

 Subtotal Citywide PPPs and PDFs 28,444 MTons 
Statewide and Federal PPPs  
PPP 15-4 California Renewable Portfolio Standard 16,792 

PPP 15-3 
Title 24 Code Cycles: Net-Zero Buildings  
 Residential 
 Non-Residential 

 
60,180 
73,892 

Subtotal Statewide and Federal PPPs  150,864 MTons 
Mitigation Measure  
MM 15-1 Renewable Energy and Existing Building Retrofits2 81,850 

Subtotal Mitigation Measure  81,850 MTons 
Nontransportation Reductions from Post-2030 BAU 261,158 MTons 
Nontransportation Target for Post-2030 224,899 MTons 
Achieves Nontransportation GHG Target? Yes 
Source. CTG 2009. 
Notes: 
1 Does not include 2,174 MTons of reductions associated with preferred parking for carpools and vanpools. 
2 The Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit programs are an emissions offset program that will be implemented by spring of 2011. Based on the 

draft Climate Action Plan, there is a potential for 181,889 MTons of reductions within the entire City for residential, commercial, and municipal buildings. 
Within the IBC Vision Plan area, the amount of reductions from the retrofit programs is 81,850 MTons; however, to achieve the 15 percent reduction from 
Existing Conditions for this project, only 45,591 MTons is necessary. 

As shown in Table 5.15-7, the additional Mitigation Measure would substantially reduce nontransportation GHG 
emissions to achieve the City’s 15 percent GHG reduction target. Nontransportation PPPs, PDFs, and the Mitigation 
Measure would result in 261,158 MTons of GHG reductions.3 Table 5.15-8 5.15-7 shows the GHG emissions 
inventory for the IBC Vision Plan for the following scenarios: 

• Existing Conditions (2008) 
• Proposed General Plan BAU (P2030) 
• Proposed General Plan (P2030) with PPPs, and PDFs, and Mitigation Measure   

As shown in this Table, GHG emissions inventory at buildout with reduction would be 668,672 750,522 MTons 
with PPPs, and PDFs, and Mitigation Measure 15-1, which is approximately 26 17 percent lower than existing 
conditions. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 15-1, impacts to global climate change are less 
than significant. 

 
Table 5.15-8 5.15-7   

Comparison of Annual GHG Emissions Inventory for the Irvine Business Complex  

Source Existing Conditions (2008) 
Proposed General Plan 

BAU (P2030) 

Proposed General Plan 
(P2030) with PPPs, PDFs, 

and MM 
Transportation    
Transportation 683,499 872,087 512,956 

                                                           
3 Excludes the 2,174 MTons of reductions associated with preferred parking for carpools and vanpools for strategy PDF 15-17, 
Non-Residential Buildings Designed to Earn the Energy Star. 
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Table 5.15-8 5.15-7   
Comparison of Annual GHG Emissions Inventory for the Irvine Business Complex  

Source Existing Conditions (2008) 
Proposed General Plan 

BAU (P2030) 

Proposed General Plan 
(P2030) with PPPs, PDFs, 

and MM 
Nontransportation    
Residential 13,957 122,788 47,359 
Non-Residential 159,742 191,254 97,791 
Hotel 6,410 7,996 3,988 
Infrastructure 7,229 8,314 7,898 
Water 3,319 5,497 4,394 
Solid Waste 35,196 48,953 44,064 
Construction 0 32,072 32,072 
Existing Building Retrofits1 — — -81,850 
Subtotal Nontransportation 225,853 416,874 155,715 237,566 

Total 909,352 1,288,961 668,672 750,522 
Source. CTG 2009. 
Notes: 
PPP: plans, programs, and policies; PDF: project design features; MM: mitigation measures. 
1 The Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit programs are an emissions offset program that will be implemented by spring of 2011. Based on 

the draft Climate Action Plan, there is a potential for 181,889 MTons of reductions within the entire City for residential, commercial, and municipal 
buildings.  

 

Page 6-2, Section 6, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. The following text has been revised based on 
the Airport Land Use Commission action on the project on June 17, 2010 

Impact 5.8-2: Project implementation could Potentially be in conflict with an applicable adopted land use 
plan. [Threshold LU-2] 

As described above, the proposed project was reviewed by ALUC and the City and determined to be consistent with 
AELUP and Caltrans health and safety standards and PDF 6-1 has been incorporated into the project. In addition, 
the ALUC has determined that the 2851 Alton Parkway and Martin Street Condos projects are consistent with the 
adopted AELUP. However, the revised project, other pending projects, and potential future projects pursuant to the 
IBC Vision Plan and Overlay Zoning Code have not yet been before ALUC for a determination of consistency, as 
ALUC typically does not conduct such reviews until the City of Irvine Planning Commission hearings are 
scheduled. If ALUC determines that the proposed project as revised, or potential future projects are not found to be 
consistent with the AELUP, and the Irvine City Council disagrees and overrides this finding by a two-thirds vote, a 
significant unavoidable adverse impact would result and a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be 
required. 
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Page 7-18, Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The following minor technical revision has been 
in response to comments by the Law Offices of Robert C. Hawkins. 

Although this alternative would lessen some environmental impacts, it would not avoid the significant 
environmental impacts to air quality, noise, or transportation/traffic. It would provide less housing opportunities in 
close proximity to existing employment centers, retail and entertainment uses, and transportation facilities and 
would not promote the objectives of the City’s long-range goals for the IBC to the same extent as the proposed 
project. Most of the project objectives would be met, but not to the degree of the project. In addition, this alternative 
reduces overall allowable development intensity within the IBC below what is currently allowed by the existing 
General Plan and would impact existing entitlements development intensity values assigned to existing parcels.  
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Page 1-11 through 1-54, Chapter 1, Executive Summary The following text has been revised in the Executive Summary based on responses to comments 
and changes to the EIR sections detailed above. 

 
Table 1-2   

Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
5.1 Aesthetics 
5.1-1: Future development pursuant to the 

IBC Vision Plan would not 
substantially alter the visual character 
of the IBC area and its surroundings. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required. 
PDF 1-2 Applicants for new development projects in the IBC Vision Plan area that 

propose buildings 40 feet or higher shall conduct a shade-shadow analysis 
prepared to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development. 
The shade-shadow analysis shall ensure that building envelope shall not 
affect more than 50 percent of a sun-sensitive area (i.e., residential 
backyards/patios and recreational areas) for at least 50 percent for the 
duration of the season (i.e., three hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM 
during winter daylight hours). 

Less than significant. 

5.2  AIR QUALITY 
5.2-1: Regional population, housing, and 

employment growth projections in the 
Irvine Business Complex were not 
accounted for in the air quality 
management plan. 

Significant PDF 2-5 Prior to issuance of building permit for any For all residential projects 
located within 1,000 feet of an industrial facility that emits substantial 
odors, including which includes but is not limited to 
• wastewater treatment plants 
• composting, greenwaste, or recycling facilities 
• fiberglass manufacturing facilities 
• painting/coating operations 
• coffee roasters 
• food processing facilities, 

  
 the Project Applicant shall submit an odor assessment to the Community 

Development Director prior to approval of any future discretionary action 
that verifies that the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) has not received three or more verified odor complaints from 
any facility located within 1,000 feet of the site proposed for residential 
development. If the Odor Assessment identifies that the facility has 
received three such complaints, the applicant will be required to identify 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
and demonstrate that Best Available Control Technologies for Toxics (T-
BACTs) are capable of reducing potential odors to an acceptable level, 
including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T-BACTs may include, 
but are not limited to, scrubbers at the industrial facility, or installation of 
Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) filters rated at 14 or better at 
all residential units. 

PDF 2-6 Applicants for new developments in the Irvine Business Complex shall 
require that the construction contractor utilize off-road construction 
equipment that conforms to Tier 3 of the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, or higher emissions standards for construction 
equipment over 50 horsepower that are commercially available. The 
construction contractor shall be made aware of this requirement prior to the 
start of construction activities. Use of commercially available Tier 3 or 
higher off-road equipment, or: 
• of year 2006 or newer construction equipment for engines rated equal 

to 175 horsepower (hp) and greater; 
• year 2007 and newer construction equipment for engines rated equal 

to 100 hp but less than 175 hp; and 
• 2008 and newer construction equipment for engines rated equal to or 

greater than over 50 hp horsepower.  
 The use of such equipment shall be stated on all grading plans. The 

construction contractor shall maintain a list of all operating equipment in 
use on the project site. The construction equipment list shall state the 
makes, models, and numbers of construction equipment on-site.  

… 

5.6  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
5.6-2: Various hazardous material sites are 

located within the proposed project 
area. 

Less than significant … 
PDF 6-3 As described in the proposed zoning code related to hazardous material 

standards, individual development sites may have existing facilities, such 
as underground storage tanks, transformers or clarifiers, that contain 
hazardous materials would be demolished as part of a proposed 
development. To mitigate any hazardous-materials-related impacts during 
the removal of such related to these facilities, the project applicant shall 

Less than Significant 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
submit a Site Assessment prior to the City deeming the development 
application complete the Director of Community Development, in 
conjunction with the Orange County Fire Authority, shall include specific 
project conditions of approval as part of the discretionary review process 
for the proposed development. If hazardous materials are identified during 
the site assessment, the appropriate response/remedial measures will be 
implement in accordance with the directives of the Orange County Fire 
Authority (OCFA), Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) and/or 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), as appropriate. If 
soils are encountered during site development that are suspected of being 
impacted by hazardous materials, work will be halted and site conditions 
will be evaluated by a qualified environmental professional. The results of 
the evaluation will be submitted to OCFA, OCHCA, and/or RWQCB, and 
the appropriate response/remedial measures will be implemented, as 
directed by OCFA, OCHCA, RWQCB, or other applicable oversight 
agencies, until all specified requirements of the oversight agencies are 
satisfied and a no-further-action status is attained. 

PDF 6-4 As required by the proposed zoning code, applications for new residential 
and/or residential mixed-use development shall submit data, to the 
Director of Community Development, to evaluate compatibility with 
surrounding uses with respect to issues including but not limited to: noise, 
odors, truck traffic and deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, 
air emissions, and soil/groundwater contamination, heliports/helistops and 
John Wayne Airport compatibility. Structures that penetrate the 100:1 
Notification Surface shall file a Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed 
Construction or Alternation with Federal Aviation Administration. 
Residential land uses shall be prohibited in Safety Zone 3. 

PDF 6-6      Residential development shall not be permitted within a one-parcel buffer    
surrounding the property at 17451 Von Karman, based on existing parcelization as of 
the date of the certification of the Environmental Impact Report.  The area within the 
one parcel buffer is depicted in Figure 1 in the City of Irvine Zoning Code Chapter 5-8. 

5.6-3: The project site is located in the 
vicinity of John Wayne Airport and 
within the jurisdiction of an airport 

Less than significant PDF 6-1 As described in the proposed zoning for the project, related to building 
height limitations, recordation of aviation easements, obstruction lighting 
and marking, and airport proximity disclosures and signage shall be 

Less than significant 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
land use plan. provided per Orange County consistent with the Airport Environs Land 

Use Plan standards for John Wayne Airport. 
… 

5.8  LAND USE AND PLANNING     

5.8-1: The proposed project would not 
divide an established community. 

Less than significant … 
 
PDF 8-2 As described in the proposed zoning code relating to compatibility with 

surrounding uses, the IBC mixed-use environment is an urbanized area, 
and land use compatibility issues are expected to occur. Therefore, 
applications for new residential and/or residential mixed-use development 
shall submit data, as determined by the Director of Community 
Development, for the City to evaluate compatibility with surrounding uses 
with respect to issues including, but not limited to: noise, odors, truck 
traffic and deliveries, hazardous materials handling/storage, air emissions, 
and soil/groundwater contamination. Compatibility with adjacent uses shall 
be determined through consistency with local, state, and federal 
regulations including but not limited to the City of Irvine Municipal Code, 
South Coast Air Quality Management District, Orange County Fire 
Authority (OCFA), Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) and/or 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB),   

Less than significant 

5.11  PUBLIC SAFETY 
5.11.1 Result in a substantial adverse 
physical impact associated with the 
provisions 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 police 
protection services. 

Less than significant PPP 11-4 PDF 11-3 A Click2Enter radio frequency access system shall be installed at  
any vehicle and pedestrian access point controlled by privacy gates within the project 
area (proposed Zoning Code). 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
5.13  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
I5.13-1: Buildout of the IBC pursuant to the 

proposed project would generate 
additional traffic volumes and impact 
levels of service for the existing area 
roadway system. 

Potentially Significant … 
MM 13-1 Prior to the issuance of the first building permit pursuant to the proposed 

project, the City of Irvine shall prepare a "nexus" study that will serve as 
the basis for requiring development impact fees under AB 1600 legislation, 
as codified by California Code Government Section 66000 et seq, for the 
Irvine Business Complex to support General Plan and Zoning changes 
under consideration for the Irvine Business Complex Vision Plan. … 
 
Newport Beach 
 
… 
Intersection #85: MacArthur Boulevard and Birch Street 
• Improve the eastbound approach to two eastbound left-turn lanes and 

two southbound eastbound through lanes. 
 

… 
 

MM 13-4  Prior to adoption of the AB 1600 nexus study identified in MM 13-1,  
issuance of a building permit for the 12,000th unit within the IBC, the City 
and Caltrans shall jointly identify feasible operational and physical 
improvements and the associated fair-share funding contribution 
necessary to mitigate project-related impacts to state transportation 
facilities. The City shall fund said improvements on pro-rata “fair-share” 
basis in accordance with the terms and conditions of an Agreement to be 
prepared and agreed to by both agencies. These fair-share contributions 
for feasible improvements shall be included in the AB 1600 nexus study  
enter into a mitigation agreement with Caltrans which identifies 
transportation or operational improvements necessary to mitigate project-
related impacts to state transportation facilities. 

  

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
5.15 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
5.15-1: Project-related greenhouse gas 

emissions could significantly 
contribute to global climate change 
impacts or conflict with the California 
Air Resources Board–adopted 
scoping plan. 

Less than significant … 
PPP 15-14 Renewable Energy and Existing Buildings Retrofit Program: Pursuant 

to City Council Resolution 09-52, the City has received federal funding 
from the U.S. Department of Energy to establish a Renewable Energy and 
Existing Retrofit Program. Retrofitting is designed to improve a building's 
energy consumption by using cost-effective measures that do not require 
extensive remodeling work. The City of Irvine is proposing to use the 
"whole building approach" meaning that the City will look at the following: 
• Thermal envelope (i.e. the shell insulation and air leakage) 
• Mechanical systems (i.e. HVAC and domestic hot water) 
• Appliances and lighting that may need replacing 
 

 The approach will evaluate these areas and their interaction given usage 
rates, building site, and climate to assess the building's overall energy 
efficiency and performance and to make targeted recommendations for 
improvement and ultimately reduce residential demand. The City of Irvine 
will create a financing district to help property owners finance energy 
efficiency improvements and renewable energy installations. The City of 
Irvine is forming a Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) District under 
the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 and its powers as a 
charter city. Eligible improvements may include energy efficiency, water 
conservation, and renewable energy improvements to privately owned 
buildings or property. Potential funding for initial improvements may come 
from various sources including American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
grants, taxable bonded indebtedness, other external financing 
arrangements, or City funds. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Less than significant 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
PDF 15-7 Transportation Management Association (TMA): The City anticipates 

establishment of a TMA for the IBC by Spring 2010. Based on the ITAM 
model, establishment of the TMA for the IBC Vision Plan area would result 
in a reduction of 8 percent of projected VMT. The proposed zoning 
enables the establishment of a TMA within the IBC.  As described in the 
proposed zoning for the project, future applicants of new commercial, 
office, and retail development within the Irvine Business Complex area 
shall provide the following features to reduce project-related mobile-source 
air pollutant emissions: 

• Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools totaling 5 percent of all 
spaces on-site.  

• Preferential parking for alternative-fuel vehicles (e.g., compressed natural 
gas or hydrogen) totaling 5 percent of all spaces on-site. 

• Secure bicycle parking and storage facilities for employees and visitors 
that can accommodate 15 percent of employees on-site. 

• Commuter information boards indentifying bicycle paths and public transit 
routes and schedules. 

PDF 15-9 Bicycle Improvements: The IBC would provide linkages to the City regional 
bicycle trail system. Currently continuous on-street bicycle lanes exist only 
along Main Street. Bicycle lanes are proposed along parts of Jamboree 
Road, Red Hill Avenue, Von Karman Avenue, Michelson Avenue, Carlson 
Avenue, Barranca Parkway, and Alton Parkway. Furthermore, the 
sidewalk system would be shared between pedestrians and bicycles. As 
part of the Vision Plan, bicycle connections to the San Marco Park, 
adjacent to the San Diego Creek, would be improved with a new 
pedestrian bridge. Also refer to PDF 13-1 and PDF 15-7, which require 
allow for the creation of a Transportation Management Association (TMA) 
for the IBC area. 

 
PDF 15-10 PPP 15-15 Safe Route to Schools: The Safe Routes to School program is 

a federal and state grant program intended to increase the percentage of 
students walking or cycling to school. Funding is awarded to cities to 
construct engineering improvements and to start educational, 
encouragement, and enforcement programs. The City of Irvine has been 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
successful in obtaining grant funding to implement a citywide program that 
includes walking school buses—groups of students who meet at a 
designated location and walk to school together, with a parent at the front 
and back of the group. This encourages students to walk to school and 
assuages parents’ fears of traffic and crime safety risks that are 
impediments to walking alone. Based on the ITAM model, a 0.2 percent 
reduction in VMT is achieved through implementation of this program. 

PDF 15-11 PPP 15-16 Circulation Phasing Analysis: The amount of emissions 
increase exponentially as arterial travel speeds decrease. As is the case 
with many cities in Southern California, there are often defined congestion 
locations (such as the major intersections along Jamboree Road) where a 
majority of congestion and delay occurs. The City currently has a 
Circulation Phasing Analysis program in place. They collect traffic counts 
at congested locations on a bi-annual basis and monitor locations every 
three years. The results of the analysis are used to determine future 
Capital Improvement Projects. 

 Water Conservation and Efficiency 
PDF 15-1210 Ultra-Low-Flow Fixtures: Applicants for new developments in the 

Irvine Business Complex shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Community Development that toilets, urinals, sinks, showers, 
and other water fixtures installed on-site are ultra-low-flow water fixtures 
that exceed the Uniform Plumbing Code. Examples are: 1.28 average 
gallons per flush high efficiency toilets, 2 gallon per minute (gpm) efficient 
bathroom faucets, 2.2 gpm efficient kitchen faucets, and 2.2 gpm efficient 
shower heads. 

PDF 15-1311 Landscaping and Irrigation Systems: Applicants for new 
developments in the Irvine Business Complex shall submit evidence to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Community Development that landscaping 
irrigation systems installed in the project are automated, high-efficient 
irrigation systems that reduce water use, such as an evapotranspiration 
“smart” weather-based irrigation controller, dual piping for recycled water, 
and bubbler irrigation; low-angle, low-flow spray heads; moisture sensors; 
and use of a California-friendly landscape palette. These features will 
make the project consistent with the intent of the California Water 
Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881), including provisions 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
to reduce the wasteful, uneconomic, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of water. 

PDF 15-1412 Use of Reclaimed Water on All Master Landscaped Areas: If 
recycled water service is determined by IRWD to be feasible (see PPP 14-
1), applicants for new developments in the Irvine Business Complex shall 
use reclaimed water in all master landscaped areas. This will include 
master landscaped commercial, multifamily, common, roadways, and park 
areas. Master landscapes will also incorporate weather-based controllers 
and efficient irrigation system designs to reduce overwatering, combined 
with the application of a California-friendly landscape palette.  

 Solid Waste Measures 
PDF 15-1513 Material Recovery: To reduce waste generated in the IBC and 

encourage recycling of solid wastes, the Orange County Integrated Waste 
Management Department operates material recovery facilities to recycle 
glass, plastic, cans, junk mail, paper, cardboard, greenwaste (e.g., grass, 
weeds, leaves, branches, yard trimmings, and scrap wood), and scrap 
metal. Future employees, residents, and customers would participate in 
these programs. On-site recycling facilities will be required for all 
commercial, retail, industrial, and multifamily residential developments. 

 Building 
PDF 15-1614 GreenPoint Rated Residential Buildings: Applicants for new 

residential developments in the Irvine Business Complex shall submit 
evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development 
that proposed buildings are designed and constructed to be GreenPoint 
Rated. GreenPoint Rated developments must achieve a minimum of 50 
total points and meet the category-specific point thresholds as specified in 
the current GreenPoint Rated Builder Handbook. Developments that 
exceed this minimum are rewarded by a higher grade on their projects. 
The GreenPoint Rated program is updated every three years to coincide 
with changes to the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards.  

PDF 15-1715 Designed to Earn the Energy Star Non-Residential Buildings: 
Applicants for new non-residential developments in the Irvine Business 
Complex shall submit evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Community Development that proposed buildings are designed and 
constructed to achieve the ‘Designed to Earn the Energy Star’ rating. In 
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
order achieve the ‘Designed to Earn the Energy Star’ rating, the 
architect/design firm must demonstrate that the final estimate of the 
building’s energy use corresponds to a rating of 75 or better using the US 
EPA’s Energy Performance Rating from the Internet-based tool, Target 
Finder. 
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Table 1-2   
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation 
Plans, Programs, and Polices [PPPs], 

Project Design Features [PDFs], and Mitigation Measures [MM] 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 
  … 

MM 15-1 Prior to the issuance of building permits in the IBC Vision Plan Area, the 
City shall establish a renewable energy and existing building retrofit 
program that will establish a framework for funding and implementing 
renewable energy projects and energy efficiency retrofits of existing 
buildings within the IBC Vision Plan area or the City as a whole. Applicants 
for new development projects within the IBC Vision Plan area shall submit 
evidence to the satisfaction of the Director of Community Development 
that the retrofits and/or renewable energy (which may include solar 
thermal, solar photovoltaic, wind, or other sources approved by the City) of 
existing buildings equates to the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions by 32 percent of nontransportation sources. Applicants for new 
development projects shall first attempt to accomplish renewable energy 
production or energy efficiency retrofits of existing buildings within the IBC 
Vision Plan area. If deemed acceptable to the Director of Community 
Development, applicants for new development projects can implement 
new renewable energy production or energy efficiency retrofits of existing 
buildings within the City of Irvine to reduce GHG emissions. However, all 
renewable energy production or energy efficiency retrofits must be within 
the City limits. 
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Page 5.13-171, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Table 5.13-23, City of Irvine Proposed Intersection Mitigation. The following minor technical 
change has been made to Table 5.13-23 based on discussions with Caltrans. 

Table 5.13-23   
City of Irvine Proposed Intersection Mitigation 

2015 Cumulative with 
Project 

2015 Cumulative With 
Project After Mitigation 

Post-2030 Cumulative 
With Project 

Post-2030 Cumulative 
With Project After 

Mitigation 
AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM 
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Page 5.13-189, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Table 5.13-29, Freeway Mainline Impacts and Fair-share. The following minor technical 
change has been made to Table 5.13-29 based on discussions with Caltrans. 

 
Table 5.13-29   

Freeway Mainline Project Impacts and Fair-share 

NB  4 8,000 8,401 1.05 F 8,327 1.04 F 8,688 1.09 F 8,586 1.07 F 287 260 * 3.3% I-405 to MacArthur 
Boulevard SB  4 8,000 8,697 1.09 F 8,528 1.07 F 9,134 1.14 F 8,732 1.09 F 437 204 * 4.8% 

NB  5 10,000 7,551 0.76 D 9,377 0.94 E 7,858 0.79 D 9,666 0.97 E 307 290 * 3.9% 
3.0% 

MacArthur 
Boulevard to Dyer 
Road SB  5 10,000 9,867 0.99 E 7,748 0.77 D 10,284 1.03 F 7,912 0.79 D 417 164 * 4.1% SR

-5
5 

Dyer Road to 
Edinger Avenue NB  6 12,000 6,771 0.56 C 11,387 0.95 E 7,128 0.59 C 11,696 0.97 E 357 310 * 5.0% 

2.7% 
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Page 5.13-193, Section 5.13, Transportation and Traffic, Table 5.13-30, Freeway Ramp Impacts and Fair Share. The following minor technical change 
has been made to Table 5.13-30 based on discussions with Caltrans. 

 
Table 5.13-30   

Freeway Ramp Project Impacts and Fair Share 

Culver 
Drive NB Off 1 1,500 1,270 0.85 D 1,250 0.83 D 1,360 0.91 E 1,270 0.85 D 90 20 * 6.6% 

1.8% 
Jamboree 
Road SB Off  2 500 2,340 1.04 F 2,110 0.94 E 2,730 1.21 F 2,690 1.20 F 390 580 * 21.6% 

NB On  1 1,000 440 0.29 A 1,530 1.02 F 490 0.33 B 1,590 1.06 F 50 60 * 10.2% 
3.8% MacArthur 

Boulevard NB Off  1 500 1,640 1.09 F 890 0.59 C 1,770 1.18 F 920 0.61 C 130 30 * 7.3% 

I-4
05

 

Bristol 
Street 

SB 
Loop 
On  

1 1,000 1,090 0.73 D 1,490 0.99 E 1,110 0.74 D 1,610 1.07 F 20 120 * 7.5% 

Baker 
Street SB On  1 1,000 510 0.57 C 1,250 1.39 F 510 0.57 C 1,290 1.43 F 0 40 * 3.1% 

Baker 
Street NB Off 1 1,500 1,420 0.95 E 1,300 0.87 D 1,450 0.97 E 1,350 0.90 E 30 50 * 3.7% 

1.1% 
MacArthur 
Boulevard 

SB On 
Loop 1 1,000 170 0.19 A 800 0.89 D 200 0.22 A 870 0.97 E 30 70 * 15.0% 

8.0% 

SR
-5

5 

Dyer Road NB On 
Direct 1 1,000 330 0.22 A 1,350 0.90 D 390 0.26 A 1,400 0.93 E 60 50 * 15.4% 

3.6% 
Jamboree 
Road SB Off  2 500 2,619 1.16 F 2,867 1.27 F 2,727 1.21 F 2,938 1.31 F 109 71 * 4.0% 

SR
-7

3 

Campus 
Drive NB On 1 1,000 629 0.42 B 1,983 1.32 F 818 0.55 C 2,111 1.41 F 189 128 * 23.1% 

6.1% 
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