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Alba. Response to Comments from City of Tustin — Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment A:
Community Development Department, dated February 16, 2010.

Alba-1

Al5a-2

Al5a-3

Alb5a-4

Al5a-5

Al5a-6

Al5a-7

Alb5a-8

Al5a-9

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

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% 8.4 was applied to
forecast future traffic conditions for the study area.

See responses to Comment A15-66 and A15-67.
Comment noted. See response to Comment A15-68.

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.

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.

See Response to Comment A15-66.

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.

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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Al5a-10

Al5a-11

Al5a-12

Al5a-13

Al5a-14

Al5a-15

Al5a-16

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.

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

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.

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

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.

See comment Al5a-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.

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.

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.

Al5a-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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Al5b. Response to Comments from City of Tustin — Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment B:
Smith Engineering and Management, dated February 11, 2010.

Al5b-1

Al5b-2

Al15b-3

Al5b-4

Al5b-5

Al15b-6

Al15b-7

Al15b-8

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.

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.

See response to Comment A15b-2.

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.

See response to Comment A15b-4.

See responses to Comments Al5b-2 and Al15b-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

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.

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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Al15b-9

Al15b-10

Al5b-11

Al5b-12

Al5b-13

Al5b-14

Al5b-15

A15b-16

Al5b-17

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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

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.

See responses to Comment Al15b-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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Al15b-18

Al5b-19

Al15b-20

Al5b-21

Al5b-22

Al15b-23

Al5b-24

Al5b-25

Al5b-26

Al5b-27

A15b-28

environmental analysis, but will be evaluated as part of the Project Report level of the CEQA
analysis. See also response to Comment A15-102.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

See responses to Comment Al15b-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.

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.

See responses to Comments A15b-8 and A15b-9.
See response to comment A15-37.

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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Al5b-29

Al15b-30

Al15b-31

Al15b-32

Al15b-33

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Al5b-34

A15b-35

Al15b-36

Al15b-37

Al15b-38

Al15b-39

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

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.

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.

See response to Comment Al5a-11.

See responses to Comments A15-74, A15-93 and Al5a-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.

See response to Comments A15-8 through A15-11

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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Al5c. Response to Comments from City of Tustin — Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment C:
Hogle-Ireland, dated February 16, 2010.

Al5c-1

Al5c-2

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.

See response to Comment Al5c-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 Al5c-1, and additional athletic fields are available in Westpark as outlined below
(percentages indicate portions of facilities shared with Irvine Unified School District [TUSD]):
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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

Albc-3

See response to Comment A15c-1, A15-37, and Al5c-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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Al5c-4

Alb5c-5

Al15c-6

Al5c-7

Alb5c-8

Al5c-9

See response to Comment Al5c-1, Al5c-2, and Al5c-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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Al5c-10

Al5c-11

Al5c-12

Al5c-13

Al5c-14

Al5c-15

adopted population factor of 1.3 persons per household from the 2000 Federal Census for this
project is considered more accurate and is justified.

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.

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).

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.

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.

See responses to comments Al5c-1, Al5c-5, and Al5c-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.

See response to Comment Al15c-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.

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



2. Response to Comments

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 2-214  The Planning Center July 2010



2. Response to Comments

LETTER A15d — Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment D (21 pages)

ATTACHMENT D

Excerpts from 1992 IBC PEIR
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The El Toro U.S.M.C.A.S. is located to the northeust of IBC, although aircraft noise from
the station is not anticipated to affect the IBC project site. Commerciai, office and
industrial facilities, much like those in the IBC, are adjacent to the IBC boundary.

C. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

Since the 1960’s, the Irvine Busiress Complex (IBC) has transitioned from a low rise
industrial complex to a major regional business center. With its emergence as a major
business center, pressures to convert the existing light industrial uses within the complex to
office uses grew. With this transition came significant iraffic impacts. In order to gain
control of the increasing traffic impacts, the City Council approved a rezoning of the
complex in 1982 (for which a Final Environmental Impact Report was certified).

In order to «ncourage a mix of land uses and to partially mitigate \vaffic impacts, the 1982
ordinance established a development credit system allowing adsivonal development for
projects that provided a mix of uses. The land use intensity regulations in the 1982 zoning
ordinance were based upon the projected traffic impacts. The 1982 EIR identified specific
mitigation measures to address the impacis of development anticipated within the IBC.
. Between 1982 and 1985, substantiai development activity occurred in the IBC which deviated
from the pattern and distribution of development known in 1982. In (985, a Supplemental
EIR was certified which incorporated the new land use information and identified specific
funding mechanisms to implement the circulation improvements necessary to accommodats
changed development patterns as identified in the 1985 EIR. This remains the most recent
comprehensive traffic mitigation analysis for IBC, as intensity increases approved as part of
GPA-16, discussed below, deferred any additional IBC-wide traffic mitigation to the IBC
Rezoning effort.

In 1987, the City discovered that the IBC approvals exceeded the level studied in the 1989
Supplemental EIR. After completing a detailed analysis of existing ordinance provisions and
determining that approved deveiopment exceeds infrastructure capacity, the City Council
enacted Interim Urgency Ordinances in 1987 in an attempt to limii development within the
IBC 10 a level more commensurate with the existing and projected transportation system.

In 1988, the City initiated a rezoning effort to address many issues that inadvertensly
resulted from, or were not resolved during previous efforts. A list of goals and objectives
for the project was prepared and submitted to the Tity Council. The concept of creating
an "Urban Village" in the IBC stemmeq fron these goals  * objectives to promote a more
effective mix of 'and uses in an integrated urban paite
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Following an extensive series of preliminary investigations, existing conditions analyses, and
intensive planning and design efforts relating to the "Urban Village Concept," a "Composite
Sketch Plan" for IBC was submitted on September 25, 1989. The Urban Village scenario
was 10 be analyzed as the "Preferred Alternative".

In late 1989, the City adopted the Conservation Open Space General Plan Amendment
(GPA-16), which established a maximum development intensity limit in the IBC of 48.25
million gross square feet of Business/Industrial uses and 3,571 units of residential
development. Although based on the analyses conducted for the GPA-16 impacts that were
identified related to the type and intensity of development within the IBC, no additional
mitigation measures beyond the 1985 Supplemental EIR were proposed. Identification of
a mitigation program was deferred to the current 1BC effort, which was then underway.
Currently, citywide interim zoning regulations are in effect to ensure that necessary revisions
ar . amendments to the City’s Zoning Ordinance (including the IBC) are completed to
reflect the provisions of the General Plan.

In March of 1990, staif was given new direction by the City Council to prepare and analyze
additional land use alternatives for initial review before the City Council.

Following extensive public discussions and review (including two publicized community
workshops), the City determined that there is an essential set of issues related to the IBC.
This relates to issues that require immediate attentivn and resolution. These are issues
related to the excess approvals, and the inconsistencies between the Zoning Ordinance, the
General Plan and the Circulation Improvements.

To ensure that the issues are addressed as part of the IBC Rezoning cffort, with
consideration for the order of their expediency, the City Council approved a work program
for the Rezoning on October 23, 1990. A public scoping meeting was held by the City on
February 20, 1991, to receive further input on the EIR and project. In May and June of
1991, the City of Irvine Planning Commission and City Council held public hearings on the
IBC General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Rezoning Project and considered the Draft EIR
that analyzed the environmental impacts of the proposed GPA and Rezoning. Due to
concerns raised by the community and the neighboring jurisdictions, as well as issues raised
by the City's Transportation and Planning Commission and the City Council, the City
Council directed staff to revise the proposed Rezoning and GPA and to recirculate the
Draft EIF which analyzes the environmental impacts of the reviscd GPA and Zone Change.
As each legal parcel within the IBC will be allocated a total "Trip Budget’, development
within each parcel will be limited to generate the allocated trips. The Program EIR to be
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prepared at this time will address the impacts of the IBC Rezoning (addressing issues of
immediate concern).

In May and June of 1992, the Planning Commission and the City Council of the City of
Irvine heid public hearings on the IBC GPA/Zone Change project and considered the
recirculated Draft Program EIR that analyzed the environmental impacts of the proposed
GPA and Rezoning. Due to concerns raised by small business and property owners within
the IBC, the City Council formed an IBC Ad-Hoc Committee to address these concerns.
The Ad-Hoc Committee consisted of representatives from the City Council, the Planning
Commission, the Transpoitation Commission, the Irvine Chamber of Commerce, the
Industrial League of Orange County, small business and property owners, and City staff
members. Based un discussions within the Ad-Hoc Committee and direction received from
the City Council, the following revisions were incorporated in: the IBC GPA/Zone Change
project:

Development Potential: The establishment of development potential for vacant and
under-utilized parcels is based on a formula that recognizes existing development
along with a reasonable potential for additional development for all parcels which
are currently below a 0.25 Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) in office trips. This change
could allow 2764 million more square feet of additional office development
potential, or 3,814 PM peuk hour trips. This increase in the trip maximum will allow
for more flexibility for the future development of parcels which currently have under
a 0.25 FAR in office trips.

Occupancy Level: Based on additional information and analysis of historical and
projected economic conditivns, for non-residential development at buildout (Post-
2010), a realistic projection of the maximum potential occupancy has been assumed.
The occupancy leve! considered for analysis is 85% compared to 92% under the
previnus proposal. The revised assumption is deemed to be a more realistic
projection based on data supplicd by rcal estate brokers familiar with the
developmeni and business community within IBC (see Appendix J, OCCUPANCY
LLEVEL DATA).

Transfer «f Development Rights (TDR): The IBC Zoning Ordinance will include
a TDR mechanism that will allow for transfer of trips betweenwithin parcels/sites in
the IBC subject to a discretionary review process. The propusal alsc cails for the
establishment of a TDR Fee 10 supplement the funding of circulation improvements.
This TDR mechanism will allow for a percentage of the sales of the developmem
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rights to come back to the City, to be used for IBC roadway mitigation costs (see
Appendix B, PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE).

Funding Programs and Development Phasing: A re-evaluation of the cost and
revenue assumptions to identify funding needs has resulted in ways to reduce the
funding shortfall by evaluating contingency needs and funding opportunities from
other agencies. The revised funding analysis identifies alternate funding sources
including consideration of re:dily available funds to address any potential shortfall
such as Transfer of Development Righis Fees (see Appendix D, FUNDING
PROGRAM).

The aforementioned chuanges constitute a mid-course correction for the IBC GPA/Zone
Change project and are not considered to be of a significant nature.

The EIR will assess project impacts in each specified environmental issue area, and will
suggest mitigation measures and/or alter atives to reduce those impacts to acceptable levels.
As allowed by Section 15168 of State CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR will be prepared.
Impacts and mitigation meusures will be 1dentified for the IBC as a whole (at "Program”
level of analysis), as well as anticipated benefits and impacts of recommended transportation
improvement mitigation measurcs. Subsequent activities will be examined in the light of the
Program EIR to determine whether any additional environmenta! dncumentation must be
prepared.

D. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The IBC General Plan Amendment and Rezoning Project includes a Zone Change (88-ZC-
0135), General Plan Amend:nent (7234-GA), and the establishment of a Circulation
Mitigation Program and revised Funding Program including a Fee Program.

Based upon the proposed zoning concept, the Planning Area will be divided into three
districts. The Multi-Use District will be comprised of all portions of the planning area south
of Barranca Parkway. Parcels with existing or previously approved residential projects will
be zoned residential and will constitute the Residential Distriet in the IBC. Residential
development within IBC will be limited to the existing and previously approved projects.
No additional residential units beyond the existing and approved projects will be allowed
within IBC. The Industrial District will include the area north of Barranca Parkway,
commonly known as the Construction Circle area
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As each legal parcel within the IBC will be allocated 4 total "Trip Budget", development
within each parcel will be limited to generate the allocated trips. Projecis can use the total
allocated AM and PM irips to propose various types of non-residential land uses. The
proposed zoning concept provides additional flexibility to developers in terms of the
selection of land uses. As a result, it is anticipated that certain land use compatibility issues
may arise as developers introduce a variety of land uses throughout the IBC. To ensure that
land use compatibility issues are considered while the IBC retains its mixed use character,
the City will ensure that thorough envirenmental analysis is conducted on project proposals.
In addition, the proposed zoning ordinance specifies master plan, conditional use permit or
other discretionary review processes to ensure that all aspects of pruposed projects, including
land use compatibility, are analyzed. Appendix B is the proposed IBC Zoning Ordinance
which includes the details of land use regulations, development intensity, development
standards and special development standards within the IBC,

Included in the proposed IBC Zoning Ordinance is a mechanism for Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR’s). The TDR mechanism allows for the transfer of trips from
parcel-to-parcel and site-to-site within the IBC boundaries. Each TDR application will be
required to complete a discretionary review process to allow identification of all potential
impacts of the TDR, and propose appropriate mitigation. The applicant will be required
to submit a traffic study to identify and address any potential traffic impacts on the
circulation system to a level of insignificance. All TDR applications will also be required
tc be associated with a project, so as to eliminzte the "Banking” of development potential
on sites which have no plans o utilize the additional potential. A TDR Fee haswil also
beenbe established tothat-weuld supplement the Furding Program for the implementation
of circulation improvements (see Appendix B, PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE).

The purpose of the project will be to amend the present General Plan and Zoning intensity
standard of approximately 48.255 million gross square feet of Business/Industrial uses and
3,571 units of Residential uses, with estimated actval existing, approved and projected
development of approximately 55818 million gross square feet of non-residential
development and 3,896 residential units (this is the "Preferred Allernative" addressed in the
project traffic study). A slight increase in the maximum residential units is proposed as
compared to the Current General Plan (refer to Table 1, IBC LAND USE SUMMARY).
The proposed project (with respect to zoning, land use and square footage) will include the
existing projects and approvals (approvals include a!l Vesting Maps, Development
Agreements, Conditional Use Permits, Master Plans, Zoning Compliances, and building
permits for projects within the IBC) than are near completion or that have already been
approved. The project will also allow for a 0.25 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of office
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equivalent development for vacant/under-utilized parcels. Under-utilized parcels are those
which are currently developed to less than 0.25 FAR of office equivalency. The project
includes transportation improvements and an associated phasing and fee program to provide
acceptable levels of service, Traffic modelling for IBC is planned to assume a 15%
commuter trip reduction for Transportation Demand }..anagement (TDM) measures (rail
transit will not be assumed although it will be included as a mitigation). ‘The project
includes the fellowing lund use provisions and key elements:

Zone Change (88-ZC-0135)

The intent of this rezc:ning is to establish a mitigation program that is capable of addressing
the impacts of all existing and approved develupment including development resuiting from
a maximum of 0.25 FAR on vacant and under-utilized parcels. Under-utilized parcels are
thuose which are currently developed to less than a 025 FAR of office-equivalent
development, based on the proposed land uses for each parcel.

To fulfill this purpose, a draft Zoning Ordinance has been prepared that regulates
development intensity based upon the amount of existing built, approved and development
potential of up to 0.25 FAR of office equivaiency on vacant and under-utilized parcels. The
parcel-specific zoning will be implemented and monitored through the establishment of Trip
Budgets which correspond to the total trip generation of the buildout of the existing,
approved and projected land uses within each parcel. Thus, based on the new zoning
regulations and the revised intensity limit (both square fuotage and trip maximums), a
pascel-based system has been created that links land uses and intensities with the projected
traffic and other impacts.

Included in the proposed IBC Zoning Ordimance is a mechanism for Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR’s). The TDR mechanism allows for the transfer of trips from
parcel-to-parcel and site-to-site within the IBC boundaries. Each TDR application will be
required to complete a discretionary review pracess to allow identification of all potential
imnpacts of the TDR, and propose appropriate mitigation. The applicant will be required
to submit a traffic studv to identify and address any potental traffic impacts on the
circulation system to a level of insignificance. All TDR applications will also be required
to be associated with a project, so as to eliminate the "Banking” of development potentiul
on sites which have no plans to utilize the additional potential. A TDR Fee haswilt also
beenbe established tothat-would supplement the Funding Program for the implementation
of circulation improvements (see Appendix B, PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE).
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The proposed total development intcnsity and its aliocation to the individual parcels within
the IBC is based upon a Database compiled by the City's Community Development
Department. The database, following an extensive public review process, was approved by
the City Council in January 1991, and identifies ihe total square footage in existing,
approved and remaining potential, as well as the trip maximums based on the legal parcel
boundary. On a parcel-by-parcel basis for the entire IBC, the new zoning will amend
development intensity as well as land use regulations within IBC. Modification of outdated
areas of the zoning ordinance will be implemented and the revised General Plan intensity
cap will be documented in the zoning ordinance through the zone change (see Appendix B,
PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE).

General Plan Amendment (Project No. 7234-GA)

The project will update the General Plan regarding maximum allowable building intensity
standards (in both total square footage, and also trips generated by parcel) in the IBC, and
will reflect any changes to the land use designations and circulation system necessitated by
the rezoning. The General Plan building intensity standard will be increased to
approximately 55.818 miliion gross square feet of business and industrial uses and would
generate 63,346 AM trips, 76,055 PM trips and 811,296 average daily trips (ADT), as
"compared o its present building intensiy siandard of 48.255 million gross feet which
generates 60,292 AM trips, 71,212 PM and 748,966 ADT. The project permits 3,896
residential units which would generate 1,949 AM trips, 2,027 PM trips, and 24,545 ADT, of
which 403 units are existing, and arc generaung a total of 201 AM trips, 209 PM trips, and
2,494 ADT (refer to Table 2, IBC TRIP GENERATIONS BY LAND USE). The General
Plan Amendment will amend the Building Intensity Standards in the Land Use Element
Figures A-7 (INDUSTRIAL INTENSITY STANDARDS) and A-10 (RESIDENTIAL
INTENSITY), Cbjective A-4 (INTENT OF THE GPA AND ZONE CHANGE), the
Housing Element Figures C-1 (GENERAL PLAN POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT) and C-2 (DWELLING UNIT RANGE), and Objective C-7
(IMPLEMENTING ACTION), and the Circulation Element Figure DD-5 (ARTERIAL
HIGHWAY DESIGNATION). Also, please refer to Appendix C, SUMMARY OF
REVISIONS FOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT. The Circulation Element will
require an amendment for the segment of Redhill Avenue between Main Street and
MacArthur Boulevard from "Primary" to "Major” arterial (other road widenings are occurring
on major arterials and therefore will not require a Circulation Element Amendment).
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Table 1
I[BC LAND USE SUMMARY
*CURRENT
EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND IBC GPA AND
LAND USE (as of 7-15-92) ZONING REZONING
Office 23.033 million S.F. 39.209 million S.F. 32.019 million S.F.
Retail 1.197 million S.F. 1.524 million S.F. 2.051 million S.F.
Hoel 1.571 million S.F. 2.732 million S.F. 2.580 million S.F.
Industrial /Warehouse 14.046 million S.F. 4,790 million S.F. 14.097 million S.F.
Resideutial (Dwelling 403 D.U. 3571 D.U. 3,806 D.U.**
Units)
5.072 million S.F.***
*Zoning Potential"
TOTAL 39.846 million S.F. 48.255 million S.F. 55.818 milion S.F. |}
403 D.U. 3,571 D.U. 3,896 D.U.
TOTAL NET INCREASE

Over Existing Conditions: 15.972 million SF (3,493 DU)
Over Current General Plan: 7.563 million SF (325 DU)

S.F. w Square Feet
D.U. = Dwelling Units

Source: Cily of Irvinc

* Notc: Current General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Land Uses are consistent with modelling assumptions for traffic,
wnoise and air quality. Specific land uscs and corresponding buikding intensitics for huildowt projects are not
legislated in the City's General Plan and Zoning Ovdinance,

** Note: includes the 87 dwelling units in the McCGaw Apartments and the 360 density bonus dwelling units for Park Place
Apariments.

*** Note:

Zoning Polential was calculated using a (.25 FAR olfice cyuivalency for cach parce! currently developed to less
than a 0.25 FAR officc cquivalent.
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Traffic Improvement Mitigation Program and Funding Program

The project also includss a ecirculation improvement Mitigatiou Program, aud a Funding
Program including a Fee Program to imiplement the necessary circulation improvements
within IBC. The Mitigation Program specifies the physical nature and priority of the
necessary circulation improvements. The Funding Program including a Fee Program is
based on tratfic forecasts contained in Appendix F, TRAFFIC STUDY, and preliminary cost
estimates for critical transportation improvements needed to achieve acceptable Levels of
Service. The total cost for transportation improvements is estimated at approximately
$2228225 wmillion. The Funding and Fee Programs are included in Appendix D, FUNDING
PROGRAM.

Land Use Database

The proposed development building intensity standard within IBC of 55.818 million square
feet of non-residential development and 3,896 residential units, resulting in 63,346 AM trips,
76,035 PM trips, and 811,296 ADT, is based on the following (see Table 1, LAND USE
SUMMARY, Table 2b and Exhibit 4, MAJOR IBC PROJECTS, and Appendix E, LAND
USE DATABASE):

39.846 million square feet Existing
48.255 million square feet Current General Plan
55.818 million square feet TOTAL MAXIMUM YERMITTED

Major IBC Projects

The following is a brief description of the ten (10) projects within the IBC that have been
approved or are near completion. For additiunal information regarding the Major IBC
Projects (the big 10), refer to Section IV.B, LAND USE, under "IBC Major Projects".

Douglas Plaza: The Douglas Plaza proje«t is situated along the southern boundaries of the
IBC and is bordered by MacArthur Buulevard on the west, Campus Drive on the south and
Von Karman Avenue on the east. The project includes approximately 1,799,630 SF (square
feet), consisting of approximately 1,600,935 SF of office, 68.300 SF of retxil, 153,720 SF of
hotel, and 86 dwelling units.

fl-14 IN 623
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Tzble 2a
IBC TRIP GENERATIOLNS BY LAND USE

IBC GPA AND
LAND USE | 1992 PROJECTED CURRENT REZONING
EXISTING GENERAL PLAN FROJECT
Office 28,871 AM trips 51,071 AM trips 41,624 AM trips
30,716 PM trips 54,462 PM trips 44,186 FM trips
306,248 ADT 542,887 ADT 440,902 ADT
Retail 3,046 AM trips 3,871 AM trips 5,213 AM trips
8,334 PM trips 10,504 PM trips 14,273 PM trips
100,555 ADT 127,974 ADT 172,249 ADT
Hotel 975 AM trips 1,409 AM trips 1,625 AM trips
1,579 PM trips 2,272 PM trips 2,629 PM trips
23,190 ADT 33,480 ADT 38,0640 ADT
Industrial/ 6,058 AM trips 2,156 AM trips 6,345 AM trips '
Warehouse 5.637 PM trips 2,011 PM trips 5,919 PM trips
52,712 ADT 22,129 ADT 65,125 ADT
Residential 201 AM trips 1,785 AM trips 1,949 AM trips
209 PM trips 1,857 PM trips 2,027 PM trips
2,539 ADT 22,496 ADT 24,545 ADT
“Zoning Pot" 6,590 AM trips
6,996 PM trips
69,835 ADT
TOTAL 39,151AM trips 60,292 AM trips 62,346 AM trips
46,475 PM trips 71,212 PM trips 76,035 PM trips
495,244 ADT 748,96¢ ADT 811.296 ADT
TOTAL NET INCREASE
Over 1992 Projected Existing Conditions: Over Current General Plan:
24,195 AM trips 3,054 AM trips
29,560 PM trips 4,823 PM trips
316,052 ADT 62,330 ADT
AM = Peak morning hour trips generated
PM = Peak evening hour frips generated
ADT = Average Daily Trips generated
GPA = General Plan Amendment
Source: ity of lrvine
=15 IN 280023
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Table 2b.
MAJOR IEC PROJECTS
PROJECT

NO. PRQJECT EXISTING SF. LAND USE BUILD OUT
SF.
1 DOUGLAS PLAZA 862,865 office 1,600,935
43,957 retail 68,300
153,720 hotel 153,720
0 Indust/Wrhs 15,000
1,060,542 Total 1,799,630

8 D.U.
2 KOLL EAST 122,288 office 437,000
25,260 Indust/Wrhs 0

47548 Total 437,000 |
3 PARK PLACE 1,965,215 office 3,699,194
0 retail 324,700
0 hotel 160,000
33,000 Indust/Wrhs 0
1,989,215 Total 4,1838M4
1,802 D.U.
4, MOLA 0 office 497,070
0 retail 240,080
0 hotel 373,840
0 Total 1,110,990

LI DU, i
£ LAKESHORE TOWERS 407,789 office 810,000
6,000 retail 113,440
413789 Total 923,440
6. KCi WHITE 576,814 office 751,511
7,500 relail 7,500

584,314 Total 856,M1 |
1 KCI BLACK BUB,028 officc 1,087,810
33,042 retail 33,042
330,700 hoiel 336,700
1258970 Total 1,458,152

HI-16 IN 28662-3
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Table 2b.
(Continued)
MAIJOR IBC PROYECTS
PROJECT
NO. PROJECT EXISTING S.F. LAND USE BULLD O:J"':'
8. KCI NORTH 1,422,502 office 2,302,420
176,750 retail 191,982
420,310 hote! 895,745
58.3% Indust/Wrhs 77,281
- 2om.pol. 108,257
_ 2,186,155 Total 3,575,685
9, JAMBOREE CENTER 1,699,386 office 1,840,00¢
3,267 retail 23,000
423,500 hotel 423,500
2,126,153 Total 2286500
10. CENTURY CENTER 525,118 office 860,694
2,604 retail 23,750
#6,500 hotel 86,500
86,000 Indust/Wrhs 0
- Zon.pot. 2,47
0022 Totui 992,421
cwotow. sy e

NET INCREASE PKOPOSED. 7,156,845 S.F.
3,007 D.U.

KCl = Kull Center brvine

SF. = Squarc Feel

D.U. = Dwelling Unils

Indust/Wrhs = Manufacturing/Warchouse/Service Industrial Uses
Zon. Pot. = Zoning Potenlial (assumed to be office)

Source; City of lrvine
Note:  Several industrial developments will also be permiticd to expand their cxisting facilities within the IBC

(including, but not limited 1o Allegan Corporatiom, Baxter i) Kendall/McGaw), the McGaw
Apartments which include 87 DU, as well as the 360 D.U. for -he Park Place Densily Bonus,
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@ rolleast

© ParkPlce

O Mola

o Liakeshore Towers

@ Koll Center ving = shite!
@ Koll Center irvine Black®
o Koll Center Irvine *North*
o Jambaree Center

o Century Center \:
E IRVINE BUSINESS COMPLFX
Major IBC Projects
- !I!'m Boly, William Frost O Aseociates
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Koll East: The Koll East project is situated directly west of the Park Place project and is
bordered by Teller Avenu: on the west, Michelson Drive on the north, and Jamboree
Boulevard on the east. The project includes approximately 437,000 SF, which will all be
designated for office uses.

Bark Place: The Park Place project is located on the eastern boundary of the IBC, directly
south of the I-405, and lies between Jamboree Boulevard on the west and the San Diego
Creek Channel on the east. A portion of the project is south of Michelson Drive, bound
on the east by Carlson Avenue. ‘The project is to include approximately 4,183,894 SF,
consisting of approximately 3,699,194 SF of office, 324,700 SF of retail, 160,000 SF of hotel
and 1,802 dwelling units (1,442 dwelling units, plus 360 Density Bonus dwelling units).

Mola: The Mola project is situated directly south of the Park Place project, with its western
beundaries along Jamboree Boulevard and its eastern boundaries along Carlson Avenue.
The project will include approximately 1,110,990 SF, consisting of approximately 497,070 SF
of office, 240,080 SF of rexail, 373,840 SF of hotel and 1,119 dwelling units.

. Irvine "White", and Koll Center Irvine “Black™: These
projects are iocated in the west central area of the IBC. The Lakeshore and the Koll
Center "Black" projects are bordered by the 1-405 Freeway on the north, and are divi led by
Von Karman Avenue on the east and west, respectively. The Koll Center "White" is
bordered by the Lakeshore Towers project on the north, Von Karman Avenue on the east,
and Michelson Drive on the south.

The Lakeshore Towers Project consists of approximately 923,440 SF, with approximately
810,000 SF for office and 113,440 SF for retail. The Koll Center "White" project consists
of approximately 50,041 SF, with approximately 751,511 SF for office, 7,500 SF for retail
and 97,030 SF of undesignated use (assumed as office). The Koll Center "Black” project
consists of approximately 1,458,152 SF, which includes approximately 1,087,810 SF of office,
33,642 SF of retail and 336,700 SF of hotel.

Koll Center Irvine "Nosth": The Kol Center Irvine "North" project is located directly north
of the Lakeshore Towers project and is bordered by Main Street on the north, Von Karman
Avenue on the east and the 1-405 Freeway on the south. The project includes approximately
3,575,685 SF, consisting of approximately 2,302,420 SF of office, 191,982 SF of retail, 895,745
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SF of hotel, 77,281 SF of industrial/warehouse and 108,257 SF for “zoning potential®
(ussumed as future office).

Jamboree Center: The Jamboree Center project is located along the castern boundary of
the IBC, directly north of 1-405, and lies between Jamboree Road on the west and the San
Diego Creek on the east. This Project will include a total of approximately 2,286,500 SF,
consisting of approximately 1,846,000 SF of office, 23,000 SF of retail, and 423,500 SF of
hotel.

Centuiy Center: The Century Center project is located in the central eastern area of the
IBC and is bordered by Jamboree Boulevard on the east and Main Street on the south. The
project includes approximately 992,421 SF, which includes approximately 860,694 SF of
office, 23,750 SF of retail, 86,000 SF of hotel, and 21,477 SF of ":oninf notential’ (assumed
as future office),

Additionally, application for the McGaw residential project, which will include 87 dwelling
units within the IBC, was deemed complete prior to January 1, 1991, and is included as an
approved project within the IBC.

E. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Objectives of the Irvine Business Complex (IBC) Rezoning Project include the following:
' Establish a traffic mitigation Phasing Plan and revised Fee Program and/or
alternatives to a revised Fee Program.

Revise the present General Plan/Zoning Interim Building Intensity Standard
of 48.255 million gross square feet with estimated actual existing and
approved development of approximately 55.818 million gross square feet.

Allow fur a maximum (.25 FAR of office equivalent development for all
vacant parcels and parcels that are currently built under 0.25 FAR of office

equivalent develupment (under-utilized parcels).

Provide consistency hetween the City’s Zoning Ordinance, the General Pjan,
and the circulation improvements within the 1BC.
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F. PROJECT PHASING

In order to meet the objectives of the IBC Project, the Project includes the Program EIR
for the IBC rezoning which will address impacts and feasible mitigation measures to reduce
such impacts.

Actual phasing for the IBC Rezoning Project has not been determined as the project
involves an area-wide Zone Change and General Plan Ainendment and does not include
individual detailed development plans for parcels within IBC. However, there are several
existing agreements, entitlements, or approvals that are near completion or are alrcady
approved which are expected to be substantially built out within 5 to 15 years. The total
IBC development cap may not be realized for 20 years or more.

G. AGREEMENTS, PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agreements ard epprovals will be required as a part of the IBC Rezoning Project.
Following distribution of the Draft EIR, a 45-day public review peried is provided for public
comment, in accordance with CEQA.

At the erd of the 45-day review period and following responses to comments on the Draft
Program EIR, the Irvine City Council will determine the adequacy of the Final EIR
following public hearings and a recommendation by the Planning Commission. The Final
EIR includes the revised Draft EIR, comments received during the 45-uay public review
period, and responses to the comments. Following a determination that the Final EiR is
adequate and certification of the EIR by the City Council, a Notice of Determination will
be issued by the City should the project be approved.

The following is a list of responsible agencies and the associated approvals and agreemeats
anticipated to be required for the prupused project:

Responsibic Agency Agreement/Approval
City of Irvine City Council = Final EIR Certification

. Zone Chuange

in-21 IN B
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General Plan Amendment (Land
Use, Housing and Circulation)

Phasing Plan

Re' .ed Fee Program

NOTE: Individual projects within IBC will require a separate review and approval
process, including appropriate environmental documentation.

11-22
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VI'L.  INVENTORY OF UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

A. CIRCULATION AND TRAFFIC

The IBC Rezoning Project will have a significant impact on traffic and circulation within and
surrounding the IBC. Although mitigation measures will help reduce impacts to the extent
feasible, several intersections and road segments within and surrounding the IBC will not
meet City performance criteria, which is considered a significant impact as a result of the
IBC General Plan Amendment and Re:oning Project. Implementation of the above
mentioned transpe tation measures and existing ordinances/programs relative to
transportation management with the intent of reducing the single occupant vehicle, will
further reduce this significant impact, but are not anticipated to avoid significant intersection
and roadway capacity deficiencies.

B. LAND USE

Project implementation will result in a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change for the
IBC, which will permit significant additional intensity over specific areas within IBC and the
current General Plan land uses in zoning districts. Dye 1o Skypark Grd;’s -geopraphic
relationship.with John Wayne Aitport, this-area will continue to be impactéd by ¢ommearcial
and pmrale au*craft werﬂlsht as it lies wuhm a major it traffic oq‘.tﬂdcr Si-gmﬂew
W&anmmﬁmm&vem] areas within ﬂnlﬁcmybe
impacted by right-of-way acquisition necessary for proposed road improvements.

D. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

The following identifies issues which maintain a level of significance after mitigation.

The potential buildout of the IBC will result in the need for additional public park and
educational facilities. Although parkland dedicution and/or fees will meet minimum City
requirements, school facility fees will contribute toward financingfinanee new district
educational facilities, and a commitment from SAUSD/TUSD/IUSD that enrollment will
be provided, project implementation of non-residential and residential development may
result in significant impacts (depending on the nature of future development approvals),
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ﬁs-lhm are | mﬁonzéz ﬂé&@mk within lhﬁ @Cmrldnﬂ#& SAUSTYSmates the snms

Other than physical impacts discussed in other sectinns, no significant relevant planning
impacts are anticipated with implementation of the required plan ainendments.

F. AIR RESOURCES

The proposed IBC GPA and Rezoning Project exceeds the regional forecasts by
representing a significant cumulative amount of air emissions.

G. NOISE

Noise produced as a result of the IBC Rezoning would not significantly alter the noise
environment in the area. However, during evening and late night periods of low ambient
noise, truck noise would be distinctly perceptible to an observer located outdoors. With
interior and exterior noise mitigation to residential units adjacent to Main Street through
Wesipark, and Barranca Parkway through Planning Area 38, cumulative noise levels will be
brought to a level of insignificance, However, from second story units with the windows
open, individual trucks may still be clearly heard. With windows closed, interior noise levels
due to trucks should be largely unnoticed.

Significant aircraft attributed 10 John Wayne Airport and MCAS(H) Tustin will continue
to be a major existing noise source for areas throughout the IBC.

H. WATER RESOURCES
Implementation of the above mitigation measures are expected 1o reduce any adverse
impacts associated with Jlood control and water qguality to a less thai: significant level,

Significant impacts will remain, however, due to potential dam inundation (although the
likelihood of dam failure is considered low).
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1. PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, as well as those within site
specific studies, are anticipated to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.

J.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

With implementation of recommended mitigation measures, no significant impacts are
anticipated to biological resources.

K. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Although certain previously unidentified cultural resources may be damaged during future
grading activity, required mitigation measures are anticipated to reduce potential impacts
to less than sigrificant levels.

I. EARTH RESOURCES

The proposed mitigation measures provide for appropriate geotechuical investigations and
incorporation of necessary land use design changes into the project at subsequent levels of
review. These actions can reduce seismic hazards to levels currently acceptable to the City
Despite these actions, locally significant structural and infrastructure damage can be
expected as the result of a major earthquake centered near the project area.

M. POPULATION AND HOUSING

No significant impacts are anticipated regarding housing and employment in the IBC upon
project implementation. Adherence 1o the Housing Elemert of the City's General Plan,
which is aimed at the provision of adequate housing supplies, including lower-cost housing
will help ensure adequate housing availability within the City and 1BC.
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Al5d. Response to Comments from City of Tustin — Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment D:
Excerpts from 1992 IBC PEIR, dated Year 1992.

Al5d-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 Al5e — Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, Attachment D (3 pages)

ATTACHMENT E

Memorandum from LSA Associates, Inc. to

Irvine planner Pamela Sapetto, dated
December 5, 2000
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DEC-B5-2000 10°11 COUSRMMENT SOLUTIONS 549 N7 2 P.oavE?

s asBadlatyd, Mo,

L S A *RE AN Fiaxa, $VITR fou sl Tt :m'mw. ArYERIBL
TR, SALITONERA Al MOt ran . odMess aeaxtis

HEMORANDUM

[™- Detember 5, 2000

™~ Pazela Sapoms

e, Tosyy Prtros.

apr, Mola Centyn Project Trips Emtitlement History

lhmﬂhnﬁdﬂ-muwﬁsmdﬂtl&hmh
(Resolofon No, 89-1358), Aseordiag te the Mols Ceoti Traflle Impect Analysia dated Febouary,
1989, the Mol Centre project would beve geacraied 36,664 dally trips, mm.pntmwr.
and 2907 pm. poak bour Wips. This project was apperovel in Febnury, 1985, Sebsequento this
thwﬂwmmmw 287 am. peak hout,
and 349 p.. peal bout olps of the Mol Centrs approvel.

Cuntady, the Cungus Cantre projest is proposisg two phiaset of development og the Malz Ceates
she. The Arstghese, approved in 1999 (Case No. 40162.0PM), will generate spprosismassly 3,710
dally, 319 .m. peak bosr, and 319 pan, pesk hovr lrips, The build out of Campus Contre is forecast
to gencrais an sddiional 10473 daily, 881 wm, peak howr, and 963 pom. peak hour Tipe.

As show va the atisched tabla, the Trocans Apaytment projest ples build cun af the Cxmpus Coame:
project is extimated o generate 17,826 daily, 1 487 s.m. peak honr, 2nd 1,631 pum. peak bourrips.

As & result, spproximately 18,838 daily, 399 a.m. perk bour, and 1,276 pm. peak hoor trips fiom the
urlgiral Mels Centre entithement will femoin somsed aod availsble as remining zoning potentlal.

1¥ you have sny quesiions o7 need additional informalon, plesto contiat me at (949) 553-0656,
Amachment
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i e et GOERENT SOLUTIONS S48 U7 TSR P.ESAR
AN TIEL .,
Miola Centrs Eatiftemest fistory
T ———— L S—
Tobel |  AM Peak Hour
Ut Stse  Usits | ADY | 5 Oat Towl Toal
4 Mola Ceatre
Offiza 48257 TBF | 6928 | 526 125 &Sl | 154 Stz 48
Family Restaorant 15785 TSP |64 | 189 132 WA o 1B
Figh Qualily Resturent 15,75 TSP | 0506 | 6 t 7148 2 &
Figh Quality Recturunt
2000 TSF [ 1913 ) % 1 L] L ]
Reteid 260 TSF (3264 M 4 IS [m 16 29
Healdh Club 9000 TIF [3600) 86 58 144 ) 134 138 U
Thentr 2600 Sty |4580| @ ] o |20 4 3%
MHatel 450 Reoe[4500| 10 77 190 MS 12 307
Resifentiy 1119 DU |7050| 112 44 S60 | 213 TS
Day Com 200 TsP & s 4 9 3 3 &
Totxl Mols Centre Eotiticment 34664| 1036 BS0 1536)1Sn 126 2907
'oycxat Aparteents
Residentiad 58 DU (3643| 51 & W |23 113 389
Tota] Tosesws Apartments ssal st 236 287|236 I3 39
Il.'-q-l'.'ult(’
Office 35200 TSE (3Mo| 2 70 M3 | 6 28 29
RetilCommersial 1000 T | W 3 L] % |15 5 X
Total Phase T Campus Cantre smolann 7 P M IM 3
pﬂm(‘nﬁtﬂiﬂ-‘
Offion 26200 T (330 N @| & I3 N9
RetulCommartial 700 T8¢ | 28 ] s 1} o on un
Hokel 250 Rooms|2)75| W0 61 16x| 103 82 19
Restatmant g0 T (M| @ @ 126] 7 e 120
Apertaenty 3500 DU |3450 | 42 225 213|225 W 32
Total Caatrs Baildent 10473] 450 e1  em m
Ooed Trips 1Tns| M 745 347 ML BMa 18M
Remelniog On-She WAs] ¢ 108 399 | M0 456 L3%
! pials Coptre Toeffs bupact Avalysia, Prbwaary 24, 1500,
3 Kol] Center South Inseriont Pl § Access Study, Decsmber 10, 1959,
? Draft Chprss Cetrs Tl Lrpact Agadyshs, October 12, 2000.
C-09-001799

2C-09-001303
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Albe. 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.

Albe-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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