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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 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-194 • The Planning Center July 2010 

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 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

IBC Vision Plan and Mixed Use Overlay Zoning Code Final EIR City of Irvine • Page 2-213 

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. 
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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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