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agencies, and  individuals who attended a Transportation Commission Special Meeting during the 
public review period (March 15 to April 29, 2024) of the Draft PEIR. A copy of each comment letter 
along with corresponding staff responses is included here. Some of the comments did not address 
the adequacy of the environmental document; however, staff has attempted to provide appropriate 
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underline (inserted) markings in the Final PEIR text. Revisions to the Draft PEIR are intended to correct 
minor discrepancies and provide additional clarification. The revisions do not affect the conclusions 
of the document. 
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A-1 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their review and consideration. 
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B-1 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their review and consideration. 
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C-1 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their review and consideration.  

 
 As a courtesy, we would like to inform you that the City is currently 

conducting a concept development and feasibility study for the new 
all-wheeled plaza at the Great Park. The City held a Community Listening 
& Feedback Community Town Hall on Thursday, February 29, 2024 at 
Portola Springs Community Park to collect community input on the 
all-wheeled plaza and solicited feedback via a community survey from 
February 29 to March 31. 
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 D-1 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the PEIR. However, please note the following related to issues 
brought forward in this comment letter: 

 
D-2 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
D-3 Future plans for development of the All American Asphalt facility are 

occurring independent of the General Plan Update process. All 
environmental and other project-related documents unique to that 
property will be released for public review in accordance with state and 
local guidelines and practices. 

 
D-4 As a broad, high-level policy document intended to guide policy decisions 

over the next 20 years, details related to accessory commercial units were 
not included in the General Plan Update. Such details would more 
appropriately be in the Zoning Ordinance and may be included in the 
Zoning Ordinance as a separate project at a future date. This comment is 
noted for the record and will be shared with City decision makers for their 
consideration. 

 
D-5 As a broad, high-level policy document intended to guide policy decisions 

over the next 20 years, the General Plan does not regulate parking 
minimums. Such details would more appropriately be in the Zoning 
Ordinance and may be included in the Zoning Ordinance as a separate 
project at a future date. As such, this comment is noted for the record and 
will be shared with City decision makers for their consideration. 

 
D-6 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
D-7 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
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 D-8 The Circulation Element itself does not include VMT mitigation measures 
but does include policies related to VMT. VMT mitigation measures that are 
required are specifically outlined in Section 4.13, Transportation, of the 
Draft PEIR. 

 
D-9 Please note that the City is not a member city of the National Association 

of City Transportation Officials (NACTO), nor are NACTO guidelines 
regulatory requiring inclusion in the regulatory setting of the Circulation 
Element. This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City 
decision makers for their consideration.  

 
D-10 As a broad, high-level planning document that will guide land use and 

circulation decisions over the next 20 years, the General Plan does not 
include reference to specific traffic calming measures within the focus areas. 
However, such measures are being explored as part of a separate City 
effort. For example, recommendations related to traffic calming measures 
are included in the City’s Local Roadway Safety Plan, Active Transportation 
Plan, and Sustainable Mobility Plan, and traffic calming measures are also 
considered as best practices for roadway projects. This comment will also 
be shared with City decision makers for their consideration. 

 
D-11 At the direction of the Planning Commission, the City is currently exploring 

requirements for bicycle parking within existing developments and will 
bring forward a separate proposal for consideration by the Planning 
Commission in 2024. 

 
D-12 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
D-13 Multi-use paths are identified in Figures 2 and 3 in the Circulation Element. 

Additionally, the City is working to increase cycle tracks and protected 
bikeways. This is noted in the Sustainable Mobility Plan referenced above.  

 
D-14 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 
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E-1 Figure 4.4-1 in Section 4.4.1.2 of the Draft PEIR presents the locations of 

historic resources within the City. These are resources that have been 
formally evaluated and determined to be historically significant. While 
buildings over 45 years of age may be considered by the State Historical 
Resources Commission for eligibility for listing as historic resources, not all 
such buildings will ultimately qualify for eligibility. As such, the building in 
question was not identified as a historic resource in the PEIR. Therefore, no 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 
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F-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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 G-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  

 
G-2 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
G-3 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. However, it should be noted that the City is 
working to implement separated bikeways, as established in the Sustainable 
Mobility Plan (available here:  

 https://legacy.cityofirvine.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=35361). 
 
G-4 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. It should be noted that the inclusion of the 
policy related to the Yale bridge over I-405 is required to remain in the 
General Plan as this policy was the result of a ballot initiative passed by 
Irvine residents in 1990. Removal of this policy would require repeal by a 
citywide vote.. 

 
G-5 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
G-6 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration.  
 
G-7 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
G-8 As a point of clarification, the City uses Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as its 

metric for evaluating transportation impacts in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Senate Bill 743. The 
Circulation Element acknowledges the use of VMT as a threshold and notes 
the City’s use of Level of Service as a local policy used to determine 
transportation infrastructure improvements outside of the CEQA process. 
However, the commenter’s suggestion to use VMT as the standard has 
been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
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H-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
H-2 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. However, it is important to note that the 
Circulation Element is a broad, long-range planning/policy document that 
will guide future decisions in the City over the next 20 years. Specific 
thresholds/metrics or City Standards Plans are typically not included in a 
General Plan as such items are subject to change over the next two 
decades. Furthermore, the City is not a member city of NACTO, nor are 
NACTO guidelines regulatory requiring discussion in the Circulation 
Element. 

 
H-3 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. It should be noted that the inclusion of 
Policies (p) and (q) related to the Yale bridge over I-405 is required to 
remain in the General Plan as this policy was the result of a ballot initiative 
passed by Irvine residents in 1990. Removal of this policy would require 
repeal by a citywide vote.  

 
H-4 The suggested edits to the Circulation Element are noted for the record 

and will be shared with City decision makers for their consideration. It 
should be noted that car parking is prohibited in bike lanes Citywide. The 
City is also creating protected bikeways, as planned in the Sustainable 
Mobility Plan, which would further improve issues related to car parking in 
bike lanes. 
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I-1 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their review and consideration. 
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J-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  
 
J-2 Health considerations have been considered and discussed throughout the 

General Plan Update, with a specific focus on building healthy communities 
in the proposed Environmental Protection and Climate Action Element. The 
Circulation Element also addresses the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists 
and includes a number of goals, objectives, policies, and implementation 
measures aimed at improving the safety of all circulation network users. 
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K-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
K-2 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
K-3 These suggestions are noted for the record and will be shared with City 

decision makers for their consideration. However, it is important to note 
that as a high-level, land use document that is intended to shape 
development over the next 20 years, the General Plan Land Use Element 
does not include vertical mixed-use development standards, setbacks 
standards, or parking standards. Such standards are typically included 
within the Zoning Ordinance. The goals, objectives, policies, and 
implementation actions within the General Plan Update will be used to 
develop future City actions, which could include Zoning Ordinance updates 
related to each of these standards. It is additionally noted that the Land Use 
Element does allow for and encourage mixed-use development but would 
encourage both vertical and horizontal mixed-use development. 

 
K-4 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. As previously noted, standards related to 
accessory retail are more appropriately included in the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance and may be included as part of a separate project proceeding 
at a future date. 

 
K-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 

Letter K 

K-1 
K-2 

K-3 

K-4 

K-5 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-17 

  
L-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 

 
 It should be noted that the City will encourage mixed use development 

within the three focus areas through the proposed Residential and 
Residential Mixed Use (RRMU) Overlay. This overlay includes language 
pertaining to the formation of proximity villages (the customized concept 
of TOD), which are intended to encourage residential and residential mixed 
uses around local services. Proximity villages would likely be developed 
within the three focus areas, where development is encouraged. The 
overlay also requires projects to include accessory retail and resident 
serving non-residential uses under certain circumstances, which would 
further support the City’s goal of encouraging mixed use development. 
Furthermore, the Land Use Element allows for mixed uses, and specifically 
encourages such uses in the Multi Use land use designation. 

 
 The suggestions in this comment are noted for the record and will be 

shared with City decision makers for their consideration. However, it is 
important to note that as a high-level, land use document that is intended 
to shape development over the next 20 years, the General Plan Land Use 
Element does not include details related to setbacks and parking 
minimums. Such standards are set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. Updates 
to the Zoning Ordinance may occur in the future and could support stated 
goals and policies in the General Plan update. 

 
 Last, the City is currently in the process of developing Objective Design 

Standards and intends to bring those before the City decision makers at or 
before the end of 2024. All materials associated with the Objective Design 
Standards will be made available for public review and comment in advance 
of the public hearings to consider adoption of such standards. 
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L-2 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
L-3 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. These 
suggestions are noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 
makers for their consideration. 

 
 Please note that the modified TOD term refers to the proximity village land 

use concept outlined in the Land Use Element and proposed RRMU 
Overlay, as discussed above. The proposed RRMU Overlay will encourage 
mixed-use development by requiring residential and residential mixed-use 
projects uses to provide accessory retail and/or resident serving 
nonresidential uses for residential uses. Therefore, the proposed RRMU 
Overlay will encourage mixed-use development in support of the proximity 
village concept. 

 
 See the above response related to the timing of the Objective Design 

Standards. 
 
L-4 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with the City 

decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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 M-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 
PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 

 
M-2 The City’s Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) is underway; 

however, due to State mandates to adopt land use changes to implement 
the City’s Housing Element by February 2025, the General Plan and the 
CAAP cannot be combined and completed on the same schedule. The GPU 
is subject to a state mandate from the California Department of Housing 
and Community Development to implement the City’s Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment allocation and associated General Plan Update and 
corresponding zoning changes by February 15, 2025. However, the City is 
continuing to evaluate the benefits of a CAAP. 

 
 While there are benefits to preparing a GPU and CAAP concurrently, it is 

not a mandate and the City has taken every effort to incorporate policies 
and actions within the General Plan to support GHG reductions.  

 
 Furthermore, Section 4.6.5.1.a of the Final PEIR has been revised to provide 

further clarification on why the 2019 GHG emissions inventory provides an 
adequate baseline for evaluating potential impacts associated with GHG 
emissions: 

 
 The 2019 GHG emission inventory reported in Tables 4.6-5 and 4.6-6 

establishes the baseline Citywide emissions. This inventory was completed as 
part of development of the City’s Draft CAAP and represents the best 
available source of existing emissions in the City, with detailed methodologies 
included in Appendix E. The 2019 emissions inventory establishes the baseline 
emissions in the City for purposes of this PEIR. Furthermore, the 2045 
emissions forecast detailed in Tables 4.6-5 and 4.6-6 similarly represents the 
best available GHG emissions projections for the City. Although the emission 
inventory and buildout projections detailed in Tables 4.6-5 forecasts detailed 
in Table 4.6-5 forecasts did not account for land use allowances under the 
General Plan Update, the forecasts are conservative because the General 
Plan Update would allow for residential land uses to occur primarily within 
areas currently designated for nonresidential development. As a result, due 
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 M-2 (cont.) 
 to market conditions and new allowances for residential uses, it is anticipated 

that buildout of the General Plan Update would result in a shift of existing 
unbuilt commercial capacity to residential land uses. Adding residential 
capacity within the City would improve the jobs to housing balance and 
potentially reduce the number of long commutes that are characteristic of 
the City’s existing employment centers, which could reduce emissions 
estimates for on-road transportation, the greatest source of GHG emissions 
in the City. Because the General Plan Update would primarily add residential 
capacity on sites currently designated for nonresidential use, the 2019 GHG 
inventory and projections can be considered a reasonable, and potentially 
conservative, measure of GHG emissions at buildout of the General Plan 
Update. 

 
M-3 The City does not currently have adopted thresholds of significance for 

GHG emissions. Therefore, as lead agency, the City has selected an 
appropriate threshold within the PEIR that is based on the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Threshold as appropriate 
methodology to evaluate GHG emissions. The SCAQMD threshold is 
supported by expert analysis and supporting evidence as referenced here: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-
gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2).  

 
 As stated on page 4.6-8 of the Draft PEIR, “…the Guidance Document 

provides substantial evidence supporting the approaches to significance of 
GHG emissions that can be considered by the lead agency in adopting its 
own threshold.” 

 
 Use of the SCAQMD methodology does not preclude the City from 

adopting GHG thresholds in the future. The City would apply the SCAQMD 
threshold to all applicable projects, not only to projects where the SCAQMD 
is lead agency as referenced in the comment.  

 
 

M-3 
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 M-3 (cont.) 
 In addition to the requirements outlined in mitigation measure GHG-1, the 

City has existing and proposed policies supporting GHG emissions 
reductions detailed in Section 4.6.2.3 of the PEIR. Specifically, the EPCA 
Element includes objectives and policies supporting reductions in GHG 
emissions and energy consumption (refer to Section 4.6.2.3.h). 

 
 Regarding natural gas, the GPU does not preclude future implementation 

of Statewide strategies to achieve carbon neutrality and shift toward all 
electric homes, nor does it preclude the City from considering policies that 
support electric buildings as part of the CAAP or other regulatory efforts. 
Furthermore, all new construction is subject to current building and energy 
codes including mandatory CALGreen requirements which requires 
electrical outlets at major appliances to facilitate transition to electric.  

 
 In addition, the ECPA Element of the GPU has incorporated a substantial 

policy framework to support GHG emissions reductions that would 
complement the forthcoming CAAP. Implementation of the ECPA Element 
would further the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions associated with 
future development under the project to the maximum extent feasible.  
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M-4 The City is not adopting a CEQA threshold of significance with the PEIR. As 

stated on page 4.6-13 of the PEIR, “Thresholds used to evaluate impacts to 
GHG emissions are based on applicable criteria in the CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations Sections 15000-15387), Appendix G.” 

 
 Adoption of the project and certification of the Final PEIR will not change 

the City’s CEQA guidance quoted in this comment, which states that “this 
environmental issue remains unsettled and should be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis.” Use of the SCAQMD methodology in the PEIR does 
not preclude the City from adopting its own GHG thresholds in the future.  
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M-5 PEIR Tables 4.6-7 and 4.6-8 discuss project consistency with the 2017 and 

2022 Scoping Plan demonstrating the project is consistent with applicable 
Scoping Plan policies. However, the analysis concludes in Section 4.6.6.2 
that although the project would support GHG emission reductions, the City 
is not able to demonstrate whether the policy framework would be 
sufficient to meet state GHG emission reduction goals. Therefore, it is 
concluded that impacts related to conflicts with an applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs 
would be considered significant. However, Section 4.6.5.1.a of the PEIR 
states the following: 

 
 As a result, due to market conditions and new allowances for residential uses, 

it is anticipated that buildout of the General Plan Update would result in a 
shift of existing unbuilt commercial capacity to residential land uses. Adding 
residential capacity within the City would improve the jobs to housing 
balance and potentially reduce the number of long commutes that are 
characteristic of the City’s existing employment centers, which could reduce 
emissions estimates for on-road transportation, the greatest source of GHG 
emissions in the City. 

 
 Furthermore, the EPCA Element includes goals and policies that would 

further the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions associated with VMT. As 
detailed above, the DEIR did not conclude the project is consistent with the 
2022 Scoping Plan. 
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M-6 The California Air Resources Board (CARB) evaluated GHG emissions 

associated with sulfuryl fluoride and issued their findings in the Response to 
Petition to Regulate Sulfuryl Fluoride to Reduce the Use of the High Global 
Warming Potential Pesticide, dated February 24, 2023. In their evaluation 
CARB stated the following:  

 
 Although sulfuryl fluoride is a greenhouse gas, as acknowledged in the 

petition, sulfuryl fluoride is not listed in Health and Safety Code section 38505, 
subdivision (g), which defines a list of “greenhouse gases” that CARB includes 
in the statewide GHG emissions inventory. CARB does not currently plan to 
adopt a regulation or to take other, non-regulatory steps to add sulfuryl 
fluoride to that inventory. CARB has, to date, only included gases listed in 
Health and Safety Code section 38505, subdivision (g) in its inventory. Adding 
an unlisted greenhouse gas to the inventory would be a new step for CARB 
and would require further study and discussion with stakeholders and partner 
agencies. As to the requested phase-out of sulfuryl fluoride: CARB lacks 
sufficient information at this time to determine whether a sulfuryl fluoride 
phase-out is warranted given its use and overall impact on global 
temperature changes, the limited information available on cost-effective 
GHG emissions mitigation approaches, and the pest-control and economic 
consequences of phasing-out sulfuryl fluoride. For that reason, CARB declines 
to initiate a regulatory process to phase-out sulfuryl fluoride at this time. 

 
 Therefore, there is no requirement for the City to evaluate GHG emissions 

associated with sulfuryl fluoride in the PEIR, and no changes addressing this 
comment have been made. 

 
M-7 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. The City has provided responses to specific comments 
above. 
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N-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 

 
 
N-2 Suggested edits to the Conservation and Open Space Element do not 

address the adequacy of the PEIR, but will be forwarded to the decision 
makers for their review and consideration.  
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N-3 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration.  
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O-1 Section 4.14.2.2.p of the Final PEIR has been revised to state the following: 
 
 p. Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
 
 New development and retrofitted landscape water efficiency standards are 

governed by the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). 
The MWELO is also referenced by Title 24, Part 11, Chapters 4 and 5 of the 
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). All local agencies 
must adopt, implement, and enforce the MWELO or a local Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance (WELO) that is at least as effective as the MWELO. 
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P-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-2 The City concurs with this comment that Tier 5 technology may reduce 

emissions compared to Tier 3 and Tier 4 technology. However, as stated in 
this comment, implementation of Tier 5 technology will not begin until 
2027 or 2028. Therefore, it would be speculative to reference Tier 5 
technology at this time. Nonetheless, future development under the project 
determined to have potential air quality impacts related to air quality 
emissions would be required to use best available control measures at the 
time, which would include Tier 5 technology once it has been implemented. 
No revisions have been made per this comment. 

Letter P 

P-1 

P-2 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-33 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P-3 Section 4.7.2 of the PEIR acknowledges the risks associated with sitting 

sensitive populations within the proximity of existing air pollution sources. 
Consistent with the guidance provided in the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) Air Quality Land Use and Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective, mitigation measure AQ-3 states that “individual projects that 
may site new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway or urban roads 
with 100,000 or more vehicles/day, the applicant shall prepare a Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA).” Mitigation measure AQ-3 goes on to state that if “the 
HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk and/or noncancer hazard index 
exceed the respective thresholds, as established by the SQAQMD at the 
time a project is considered (i.e., 10 in one million cancer risk and 1 hazard 
index), the project applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate 
that best available control technologies (including MERV filters) to reduce 
substantial exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs.” Therefore, mitigation 
measure AQ-3 is consistent with this comment. No revisions have been 
made per this comment. 
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 P-4 Section 3.4 of the PEIR of the PEIR states the following: 
 
 This evaluation is programmatic and does not evaluate the potential 

project-specific environmental impacts of individual development 
proposals that may be allowed under the project after its adoption. 
Subsequent projects would be reviewed by the City for consistency with 
the project and this PEIR, and adequate project-level environmental review 
would be conducted as required under CEQA. 

 
             Therefore, no new stationary and portable sources would be constructed 

with adoption of the PEIR. However, SCAQMD may serve as a Responsible 
Agency under CEQA for subsequent projects proposed after the PEIR is 
adopted. 

 
P-5 At the program level of analysis conducted for the General Plan Update, it 

is not feasible to conduct site specific analyses of operational emissions 
associated with stationary and portable sources. Furthermore, the General 
Plan Update is implementing the City’s RHNA requirements, which would 
allow for residential land uses to occur primarily within areas currently 
designated for nonresidential development. Residential uses emit fewer 
stationary and portable operational emissions, and the project would 
therefore likely reduce these types of emissions. Nonetheless, future 
development under the project would be subject to mitigation measure 
AQ-2, which would require individual projects that may exceed the daily 
operational emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD to identify 
project-level mitigation and/or project design features that would reduce 
operational impacts to less than significant to the extent feasible. No 
revisions have been made per this comment. 

 
P-6 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
P-7 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. The City has provided responses to specific comments 
above and will make these responses publicly available ten days prior to 
certification of the Final PEIR. 

P-4 

P-5 
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Q-1 This is an introductory comment and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 

 
 
 
 
Q-2 Please note that the transit study that is underway is not a part of the 

project. Conclusions and decisions resulting from the study are not yet 
available. As such, inclusion of a reference to this study is not appropriate 
in the General Plan Update, which is a broad, high-level planning document 
that is intended to guide policy decisions over the next 20 years. 
Information provided in this comment is noted for the record and will be 
shared with the City decision makers for their review and consideration. It 
is additionally noted that the General Plan Update includes numerous 
goals, objectives, policies, and implementation measures encouraging the 
use of transit and encouraging improvements to the transit network in 
support of the City and OCTA’s goals to increase transit ridership and 
usage. 

 
Q-3 These comments are noted for the record and will be shared with the City 

decision makers for their review and consideration. 
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Q-4 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

 
 

Q-4 
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Q-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
 
 
Q-6 This comment has been noted for the record. The resolution of all maps 

and figures will be improved to ensure readability for both hardcopies and 
electronic copies posted online. 

 
Q-7 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  
 
 It should also be noted that no changes to the existing footnotes are 

proposed at this time, as the City decision makers have not yet approved 
the Project or Reduced Project Alternative. As noted on page LU-82 of the 
Land Use Element, the Statistical Table will be updated following approval 
of the Project or Reduced Project Alternative. Changes to the table and all 
existing footnotes will be limited to those necessary to reflect the approved 
project. Similarly, staff will update statistical tables in the applicable 
Planning Area chapters of the Zoning Ordinance following a decision on 
the Project. 

 
 It should be noted that neither the Project or Reduced Project Alternative 

would result in changes to nonresidential square footages nor would the 
project amend the development agreement recorded on July 12, 2005, and 
no changes to Footnotes 17 or 18 would be required. 

 
 Comments related to the location of the bus base are noted for the record 

and will be forwarded to City decision makers. 
 

Q-5 

Q-6 

Q-7 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-40 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q-8 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. It 
should also be noted that an amendment to the Circulation Element will be 
prepared following the approval of the MOU by all affected parties related 
to the Red Hill Avenue MPAH amendment currently in-process. 

 
 
 
Q-9 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with the City 

decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
Q-10 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with the City 

decision makers for their review and consideration. 

Q-8 

Q-9 

Q-10 
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R-1 Introductory comment. See responses to specific comments below. 
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R-2 Tables 1 provided in this comment letter has been added to the Final PEIR 

as Table 4.12-4a. Tables 2 through 5 provided in this comment letter have 
been added to the Final PEIR as Tables 4.12-12 through 4.12-14. Section 
4.12.5.1.c of the Final PEIR has also been revised to include the discussion 
of how the project would affect schools within each focus area provided in 
this comment. Refer to the Errata for exact changes that have been made 
to this section of the PEIR. 

 
 The quote from the Draft PEIR presented in this comment does not suggest 

that the project would not impact capacity, but the growth associated with 
the GPU would be incremental, which would provide the City and IUSD 
ample to time appropriately consider what additional facilities would be 
needed to accommodate future growth. The City looks forward to working 
with IUSD to adequately plan for future schools. 

R-2 
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R-3 This comment has been noted for the record. The City understands that 

development outside of the focus areas would increase demand for 
schools. However, as described in Section 4.12.5.1.c of the Final PEIR, future 
development would occur incrementally through 2045, based on market 
conditions and other factors, such that school services are not 
overburdened at any given time. Pursuant to California Government Code 
Section 65995, the individual applicants shall pay developer fees to the 
appropriate school districts at the time building permits are issued. 
Furthermore, Per AB 2626 and SB 50, school districts may impose a fee in 
conjunction with the construction of new commercial or residential 
buildings and for those projects that are adding square footage to an 
existing commercial or residential building. Alternatively, an applicant may 
enter into a school finance agreement with the school district to address 
mitigation to school impacts in lieu of payment of developer fees, a 
mechanism that is often employed to develop future schools needed as a 
result of large-scale residential development in the City. The agreement 
shall establish financing mechanisms for funding facilities to serve the 
students from the project. It should also be noted that any future schools 
that may eventually be necessitated would require separate environmental 
review and approval to determine potential impacts on District schools. 

 
R-4 As stated in Section 4.12.5.2 of the PEIR, future public facilities, including 

schools, would require separate environmental review and approval. The 
required impact analysis and subsequent mitigation would be consistent 
with what is presented in Final PEIR, although exact details would be 
dependent upon site conditions for future school facilities, which are not 
known at this time. 

 
R-5 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. The City has provided responses to specific comments 
above. 

R-3 

R-4 

R-5 
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S-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 
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S-2 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration.  

 
 

S-2 
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S-3 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  
 
S-4 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. 
 
S-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  
 
 
 
 

S-3 
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S-6 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  
 
S-7 Policies S-1(a) and S-1(d) on page S-67 also identify goals for emergency 

preparedness and response training. 

S-6 
S-7 
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S-8  This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 

S-8 
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 T-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 
PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 

 
T-2 A new Figure 4.5-2 Earthquake Induced Landslide Susceptibility has been 

added to Final PEIR and attached to the end of the responses to this letter. 
Figure 4.5-2 of the Draft PEIR referenced in this comment has been 
renumbered as Figure 4.5-3. With the addition of the new Figure 4.5-2 
Earthquake Induced Landslide Susceptibility, the statement from Section 
4.5.5.1.b of the PEIR quoted in this comment is now correct. 

 
T-3 The statement quoted in this comment has been deleted from the Final 

PEIR. A new figure presenting earthquake induced landslide susceptibility 
has been added to Section 4.5.1.1 Surface Rupture of the Final PEIR. 
Deletion of this statement and addition of the new figure makes clear the 
distinction between earthquake-induced landslides and liquefaction. 

 Page 4.5-4 of the Final PEIR has been revised as follows: 
 Liquefaction zones may also contain areas susceptible to the effects of 

earthquake-induced landslides. This situation typically exists at or near the 
toes of existing landslides, downslope from rockfall or debris flow source 
areas, or adjacent to steep stream banks. 

 
T-4 Section 4.5.5.1.b of the Final PEIR has been clarified to provide reference to 

the City’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), which is the source of this 
statement. This discussion has also been revised to discuss deep-seated 
landslide susceptibility based on information from the City’s LHMP: 

 Even these areas; h However, the City’s LHMP documents that these areas 
are designated as having a moderately low risk of landslides due to seismic 
conditions, and a low likelihood of a landslide under other conditions. 
Additionally, the California Geological Survey has mapped deep seated 
landslide hazards, which uses a scale of landslide susceptibility that is based 
on slope steepness and the strength of the underlying rock, with 0 being 
no susceptibility and 10 being the highest susceptibility. Figure 4.5-3 
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 T-4 (cont.) 
 identifies the deep-seated landslide susceptibility for Irvine. Areas in the 

foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains and San Joaquin Hills show the 
greatest susceptibility within the City. 

 See page 55 of the City’s LHMP, which is available online here: 
https://online.flippingbook.com/view/792205/78/ 

 
T-5 The probability of both earthquakes as presented in the Draft PEIR was off 

by two decimal points. Page 4.5-4 of the Final PEIR has been revised to 
state the following: 

 The San Joaquin Hills Fault, located within the City, has a 400.40 percent 
probability of a major earthquake occurring while the Newport-Inglewood 
Fault, located 8 miles from the City, has a 950.95 percent probability of a 
major earthquake occurring. The 2015 Third Uniform California Earthquake 
Rupture Forecast classifies the probability of an earthquake occurring on 
either of these faults as negligible. 

 These revisions have also been made to Section 4.5.5.1.a of the Final PEIR. 
 
T-6 Section 4.5.2.3d (p. 4.5-12) has been revised as follows: 
 The largest and most recent earthquake to occur within 100 miles of the 

City of Irvine was the 6.7 magnitude Northbridge Northridge Earthquake in 
1994 that occurred approximately 56 miles from the City. Additional 
earthquakes that have occurred within the region since the beginning of 
the twentieth century are presented in Table 4.5-2. 

 
T-7 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration.  

 

T-6 

T-7 
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U-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

 
U-2 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
However, it should be noted that first-last mile connections are discussed 
under Goal 9 of the Circulation Element. Specifically, the Circulation 
Element includes the following implementation action:  

 Enhance first and last mile connectivity by improving pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure, implementing transit and ridesharing services, and providing 
secure bike parking facilities to facilitate convenient access to transit stops 
and destinations. 

 
U-3 However, it should be noted that the City will continue to provide and/or 

require pedestrian improvements that are inclusive of all types of 
pedestrians with varying needs. 

 
U-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
However, it should be noted that multimodal strategies are included 
throughout the Circulation Element, including in objectives, policies, and 
implementation actions listed under Goal 7 (aims to foster collaboration 
with regional transportation agencies to improve connectivity, accessibility, 
and efficiency of transportation networks), Goal 9 (aims to improve 
transportation efficiency and accessibility), Goal 10 (aims to provide 
sustainable transportation options and improve access to transit stops and 
stations), Goal 11 (aims to bolster mobility and maximize access to transit), 
and Goal 12 (aims to provide sustainable transportation and enhance 
mobility). 
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 U-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
However, it should be noted that the City agrees with Caltrans on the 
importance of designing Complete Streets, and as such, has included 
multimodal strategies throughout the Circulation Element, as noted above. 
The following policies and implementation actions also specifically address 
Complete Streets, which will be considered in the design of future projects: 

 
 Goal 2, Policy (n): Encourage development projects to support the 

principles of the Complete Streets principles and engage stakeholders and 
local community affected by proposed design. 

 
 Goal 3, Policy (b): Encourage proposed developments to provide safe, 

convenient, and direct pedestrian access to surrounding land uses, on-
street parking, and transit stops, as applicable, emphasizing active 
transportation and supporting the Complete Streets Act. 

 
 Goal 3, Implementation Action: Continue to encourage pedestrian-friendly 

policies, such as complete streets ordinances, pedestrian-oriented design 
standards, and pedestrian priority zones, to integrate walking into the 
transportation planning process.  

 
 Goal 5, Policy (a): Implement Complete Streets design principles to ensure 

that all roadway projects accommodate the needs of pedestrians, cyclists, 
and transit users, in addition to motorized vehicles, by incorporating 
features such as widened sidewalks, dedicated bike lanes, pedestrian 
crossings, and traffic calming measures. 

 
 Goal 9, Implementation Action: Implement complete streets policies that 

prioritize the needs of all road users, including pedestrians, cyclists, 
motorists, and public transit riders, in street design and redevelopment 
projects to create safer, more accessible, and user-friendly streetscapes. 

 
 Goal 11, Policy (b): Implement Complete Streets design standards and 

guidelines to integrate transportation and land use planning considerations 
into street design, ensuring that streets accommodate the needs of all 
users, including pedestrians, cyclists, motorists, and transit riders, while 
fostering vibrant and accessible communities. 

U-5 
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 U-6 Information regarding regional bus service and connectivity to rail service 
is provided in the first two bullets on page 4.13-5 of the Transportation 
section of the PEIR, which describes Metrolink and local transit services. 

 
U-7 The following statement has been added to page 4.13-5 of the Final PEIR: 
 
 OCTA Route 76 provides service between John Wayne Airport and 

Huntington Beach, and operates from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. The bus stops in front of Terminal B on the Arrival (lower) 
Level. 

 
U-8 Page 4.13-21 of the Final PEIR has been revised to state the following: 
 
 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the demand for 

public transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and airport facilities, particularly within the 
three Focus Areas where most of the planned residential units are located. 
However, the Circulation Element includes objectives and policies aimed at 
improving the existing roadway network in order to accommodate Tthis 
increased demand would require improvements and expansions to the 
existing circulation system. 

 
 Please also note the footnote on page 4.13-20 of the PEIR which states the 

following: 
 
 As a separate policy requirement, the City conducted an LOS analysis for the 

proposed project, which resulted in recommended infrastructure 
improvements. Specific projects associated with recommended 
improvements are not proposed as part of the project and have not yet been 
identified. However, future infrastructure projects would be required to 
undergo a separate environmental review process and would likely be 
identified in the City’s CIP at the time they are proposed and details on such 
projects are available. 

 
U-9 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. It 
should be noted that all future projects requiring a transportation analysis 
will be required to conduct a VMT assessment in accordance with SB 743 
and the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines. 
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U-10 It should be noted that the Circulation Element addresses goods movement 

that are unique to the City, including multimodal connectivity within the 
City and greater region. Additionally, Policy (e) under Goal 10 specifically 
aims to implement green freight strategies to reduce emissions from freight 
transportation activities, such as promoting low-emissions vehicles, 
optimizing freight routing and delivery schedules, and incentivizing the 
adoption of sustainable freight practices among businesses and logistics 
providers.  

 
 It should further be noted that the proposed General Plan Update does not 

include a standalone Environmental Justice Element, but rather addresses 
environmental justice throughout the General Plan Elements. No changes 
have been made to these policies, as the project complies with SB 1000. 

 
U-11 It should be noted that the City agrees with Caltrans on the importance of 

collaborating with our partners, and as such, has included Goal 7 in the 
Circulation Element which specifically aims to foster collaboration with 
transportation agencies. Designing and operating a safe circulation 
network is also addressed throughout the Circulation Element. 

 
U-12 It should be noted that the City agrees with Caltrans on the importance of 

coordinating with other agencies to address threats and disruptions to the 
region resulting from climate change. The City will continue to coordinate 
with Caltrans and other partners on this issue in an effort to maintain a 
sustainable transportation network. 

U-10 

U-11 

U-12 
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U-13 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. It 
should be noted that the City agrees with Caltrans on the importance of 
addressing equity in all decisions, including those related to the City’s 
RHNA, circulation network, and land use planning. 

 
 
 
U-14 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

U-13 

U-14 
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V-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. See responses to specific comments below. 
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V-2 At the program level of analysis, it cannot be known if future site-specific 

development would impact suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. 
However, Section 4.3.5.3 of the PEIR states that “…each future proposed 
project shall include an initial site assessment to determine if sensitive 
biological resources could be present within and/or adjacent to the 
proposed development project…” Section 4.3.5.3 goes on to state the if 
sensitive biological resources have the potential to occur, the project would 
be subject to mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-8, which include a 
focused habitat assessment and focused species surveys as warranted by 
biological conditions. Should suitable nesting and foraging habitat of 
Crotch’s bumble bee, future site-specific development would be required 
to implement mitigation measures as suggested in this comment. However, 
it is not necessary for the PEIR to list every species-specific mitigation 
measure, including those suggested by CDFW in this comment, that may 
be implemented under future site-specific development. Therefore, the City 
acknowledges that future site-specific development will need to consider 
the potential for impacts to suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee, No 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

V-2 
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V-3 As stated in Section 4.3.10.1.a of the PEIR, future site-specific under the 

project would be required to comply with the NCCP/HCP, and individual 
projects would also be assessed for compliance with the NCCP/HCP 
depending on whether the project site lies inside the NCCP/HCP Reserve 
System (including the Irvine Open Space Preserve of the Irvine Open Space 
Initiative) or Special Linkage Areas. No changes have been made to the 
PEIR. 
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V-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. While 
an artificial light policy is not a current City regulation, such a regulation 
would be more appropriately addressed in the City’s Municipal Code 
and/or Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, no changes to the project have been 
made. 

V-4 
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V-6 At the program level of analysis, it cannot be known if future site-specific 

development would impact riparian and sensitive habitats and/or 
jurisdictional resources that would necessitate a Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement (LSAA). However, Section 4.3 Biological Resources of 
the PEIR includes mitigation measure BIO-9, which states that “if a 
proposed project has the potential to affect riparian and sensitive habitats 
and/or jurisdictional resources, a qualified biologist conduct a jurisdictional 
delineation…” 

 
 Furthermore, mitigation measure BIO-10 states the following: 
 
 If the results of mitigation measure BIO-9 above determine that a proposed 

project would impact riparian and sensitive habitats and/or jurisdictional 
features, permits and authorizations shall be obtained from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and/or 
Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to project approval. The 
regulatory agency authorization(s) would include specific avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to riparian and sensitive 
habitats and/or jurisdictional resources, which may include monetary 
contributions to a mitigation bank or habitat creation, restoration, and/or 
enhancement. 

 
 Therefore, the PEIR includes adequate mitigation that would ensure that an 

LSAA would be issued by CDFW prior to project approval of site-specific 
development that would impact riparian and sensitive habitats and/or 
jurisdictional resources. 

 
V-7 The project did not conduct any surveys but relied on data presented in 

the biological resources technical report prepared by Alden Environmental, 
Inc. (August 2019). Therefore, there is no new biological data to report to 
the California Natural Diversity Database. 

V-6 
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V-8 The City will pay the necessary filing fees when it files the Notice of 

Determination with the County Clerk. 
 
 
V-9 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. The City has provided responses to specific comments 
above. 

V-8 
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V-10 As stated in response to comment O-2 above, it is not necessary for the 

PEIR to list every species-specific mitigation measure, including those 
suggested by CDFW in this comment, that may be implemented under 
future site-specific development. Therefore, the City acknowledges that 
future site-specific development will need to consider the potential for 
impacts to suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee, but no changes have 
been made to the PEIR. 

V-10 
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W-1 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration.  W-1 
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W-2 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W-3 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. It should be noted that the inclusion of the 
policy related to the Yale bridge over I-405 is required to remain in the 
General Plan as this policy was the result of a ballot initiative passed by 
Irvine residents in 1990. Removal of this policy would require repeal by a 
citywide vote.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W-4 These comments are noted for the record and have been forwarded to staff 

and City decision makers for their consideration. 
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W-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the PEIR, but it will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 
 
 
W-6 This comment is noted for the record and will be shared with City decision 

makers for their consideration. It should be noted that the inclusion of the 
policy related to the Yale bridge over I-405 is required to remain in the 
General Plan as this policy was the result of a ballot initiative passed by 
Irvine residents in 1990. Removal of this policy would require repeal by a 
citywide vote.  

 

W-5 
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X-1 This comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. 

 
 It should be noted that per Public Resources Code §21091, the City was 

legally required to provide a 45-day public comment period on the Draft 
PEIR. The public comment period for the Draft PEIR began on March 15, 
2024, and concluded on April 29, 2024. All comment letters received after 
the expiration of the public review period are considered late comments.  

 
 A lead agency is required to consider comments on the Draft PEIR and to 

prepare written responses if a comment is received within the public 
comment period. (Public Resources Code [PRC] §21091(d); CEQA Guidelines, 
§15088.) When a comment letter is received after the close of the public 
comment period, a lead agency does not have an obligation to respond. 
(PRC §21091(d)(1); PRC §21092.5(c)). Accordingly, the City is not required to 
provide a written response to late comment letters, including the May 30, 
2024, letter from GK Law on behalf of Local 11.  

 
 Accordingly, this comment letter is considered a late letter that does not 

require a written response. Nonetheless, the City has elected to respond to 
this late letter for information purposes, but without waiving its position that 
written responses to late comment letters are not required by law or any 
other claims the City may have at law or in equity related to the letter. 
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 X-2 Development incentives included under the new Residential and 
Residential Mixed-Use Overlay include a potential waiver of Development 
Intensity Values (DIVs) within Focus Area 1 for projects proposing to include 
more affordable housing that currently required under the City’s 15 percent 
Inclusionary Housing Requirement. Developers proposing to develop 
properties within this area of the City are currently required to use all 
existing DIVs on a subject property and/or purchase additional DIVs on the 
open market if needed. The project would waive the requirement to 
purchase additional DIVs if a developer were to propose to develop a 
residential and/or residential mixed-use project with at least 17 percent of 
the units proposed to be affordable, thereby offering an incentive to 
encourage the development of more affordable housing. Furthermore, the 
project would waive DIV requirements for residential mixed-use projects 
that include residential serving, nonresidential uses (retail, restaurants, and 
community facilities) measuring 50,000 square feet or less and are 
proposed on-site. The zone change also establishes a minimum density of 
50 dwelling units per acre. Please refer to the Staff Report materials for the 
Planning Commission hearing at which the project was considered on 
May 16, 2024: 

 
 https://irvine.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2386&m

eta_id=151064.  
 
 PRC §21093 notes that tiering of environmental documents ensures that 

EIRs for later projects are consistent with a previously approved policy, plan, 
program, or ordinance and that such projects concentrate upon 
environmental effects may be mitigated or avoided in connection with the 
decision on each later project. Further, tiering is appropriate when it helps 
the public agency focus on issues relevant for each level of environmental 
review.  

 
 The PEIR that was prepared for the project is programmatic in nature, which 

is appropriate for a citywide project such as the General Plan Update and 
its associated zone change. Future residential and residential mixed-use 
projects facilitated by the General Plan Update would be eligible tier off the 

X-2 

https://irvine.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2386&meta_id=151064
https://irvine.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2386&meta_id=151064
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 X-2 (cont.) 
 PEIR prepared for the project to the extent permitted by CEQA and would 

still be required to undergo a project-level review for consistency with 
CEQA.  

 
 It should be further noted that the project does not propose any changes 

to existing or proposed nonresidential uses (including hotel and other 
commercial uses), and all such uses would continue to be required to 
undergo separate environmental review and identify all feasible and 
necessary mitigation measures required to reduce any identified 
environmental impacts. 
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 X-3 The project implements the adopted and certified 2021-2029 Housing 
Element (2022), which identified sites within the City required to meet the 
City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) assigned to the City by 
SCAG. As shown on the figures provided in the PEIR, Focus Areas 1, 2, and 3 
are within PGAs identified within the SCAG RTP/SCS. All of Focus Area 1 is 
in a SCAG PGA, while portions of Focus Areas 2 and 3 fall outside SCAG’s 
PGAs. All three focus areas are well-served by transit, including near the 
Irvine Station (which is within a PGA) in Focus Areas 2 and 3, and iConnect 
stations and the Tustin Station in Focus Area 1. All three focus areas are also 
located near the two primary employment centers of the City. By placing 
the bulk of future housing within the three focus areas, the project has the 
effect of reducing per capita vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and improving 
access to employment opportunities, goods, and services. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with SCAG’s RTP/SCS goals of reducing per 
capita VMT (2020 Connect SoCal, page 62) and planning for more housing 
near transit (2020 Connect SoCal, Page 21).  

 
 It should also be noted that the project and the PEIR contemplate 

additional housing sites outside of the focus areas, including within the 
other PGAs (see Table 3-2 of the Project Description within Chapter 3.0 of 
the PEIR, which includes a breakdown of housing units by Planning Area), 
further ensuring consistency with SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 

 
X-4 The PEIR is programmatic in nature in that it looks at citywide impacts 

associated with implementation of the General Plan Update and associated 
zone change, both of which are also citywide in nature. There is no specific 
requirement to assess project-related impacts on the jobs-to-housing ratio 
at a citywide level or at an individual Planning Area or TAZ level, and such 
an analysis would be speculative at this time in the absence of project-
specific information associated with future projects that may be developed 
in accordance with the General Plan Update. As such, the discussion of 
project impacts on the jobs-to-housing ratio at a citywide level is 
appropriate for context within the PEIR.   

 

X-3 

X-4 

X-5 
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 X-4 (cont.) 
 It should be further noted that the project would encourage the 

development of housing at all income levels, with a specific emphasis on 
affordable housing, in the three areas of the City that are closest to major 
employment centers (the Irvine Business Complex and Spectrum Center) 
and are most well-served by transit. As such, the project would improve the 
jobs-to-housing balance within the City and would also promote land use 
patterns that would increase access to housing, jobs, and other goods and 
services for individuals at all income levels. 

 
X-5 The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)) do not require an EIR to 

consider every plausible alternative to a project, but rather must examine 
in detail only the ones which the lead agency determines could feasibly 
attain most of the basic project objectives. Given the project’s objectives, 
and most notably the ability to meet RHNA requirements, the PEIR has both 
identified those alternatives considered but rejected, and analyzed in detail 
two alternatives that could at least in part attain project objectives.  

 
 In compliance with CEQA, the PEIR considered both a No Project and a 

Reduced Project Alternative as feasible alternatives to the project. Further, 
as noted in the PEIR, the introduction of more housing within areas of the 
City that are closest to transit and employment centers (each of the focus 
areas) has the effect of reducing VMT per service population when 
compared to the Reduced Project Alternative or No Project Alternative.  

 
 The majority of the proposed GPU future housing units in Focus Area 3 will 

occur in Planning Area 51. While parts of Planning Area 51 fall outside 
SCAG’s PGAs, future GPU development in these areas is largely dedicated 
to the Irvine Great Park. The future GPU residential units in Planning Area 51 
will be focused on a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) immediately 
north of Irvine Train Station which does fall within a SCAG PGA. 
Furthermore, the GPU includes a new multi-modal undercrossing on Ada 
that will provide connectivity, including bicycle and pedestrian pathways, 
between the TOD and Irvine Train Station transit center and to/from 
employment and commercial centers south of the SCRRA railroad tracks.  



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-104 

 X-5 (cont.) 
 As such, reducing housing units from Focus Area 3 could have the 

unintended consequence of increasing VMT per service population by 
reducing the number of housing units placed near employment centers, 
goods, services, and transit. 
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 X-6 Refer to responses X-2 and X-3, above. The project itself does not create 
development incentives that would encourage less affordable housing but 
rather would provide incentives for projects that provide more affordable 
housing than required under current City standards.  

 
 Refer to response X-5, above, for further discussion related to the 

alternatives evaluated as part of the project. No additional alternatives are 
required to be considered. 

 
X-7 As a broad, high-level policy document intended to guide policy decisions 

over the next 20 years, the General Plan Update does not propose any 
specific development projects at this time. Project-specific GHG reduction 
measures will be identified when applications for future development are 
submitted. Mitigation measure GHG-1 has been revised in the Final PEIR 
(available here: https://www.cityofirvine.org/community-
development/current-environmental-reviews) to include a menu of 
possible measures that can be implemented at the project level. These 
measures include, but are not limited to, affordable housing, electric vehicle 
parking, transportation demand management, unbundled parking, transit 
subsidies, commute trip reduction programs, an active transportation 
network, bicycle micro-mobility fleet, all electric development, energy 
efficiency, energy star appliances, alternative water heating, water efficient 
landscaping, and electric landscaping equipment. The Final PEIR 
acknowledges that “without a comprehensive citywide plan to reduce GHG 
emissions that can demonstrate how the City would meet statewide 
emission targets, impacts would be considered significant and would 
require mitigation.” Since the City does not have an adopted CAP, the City 
relies on guidance provided by the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD’s Draft 
Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance 
Threshold, dated October 2008, contains the proposed interim GHG 
significance thresholds and rationale for developing the thresholds. 
SCAQMD noted that the proposed interim GHG significance thresholds for 
evaluation of land use development projects were only a recommendation 
for lead agencies and not a mandatory requirement. The GHG significance  

 

X-6 

X-7 

https://www.cityofirvine.org/community-development/current-environmental-reviews
https://www.cityofirvine.org/community-development/current-environmental-reviews
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 X-7 (cont.) 
 threshold may be used at the discretion of the local lead agency. The 

Guidance Document identifies the 3,000 MT CO2E annual threshold and 
present rationale for this threshold based on the 90 percent capture rate 
methodology. This threshold is widely utilized for project’s located within 
the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD and is utilized by the City. As stated in the 
Final PEIR, “Although project implementation would support citywide goals 
to reduce GHG emissions and the General Plan Update includes goals and 
polices to support GHG emission reductions, the project does not include 
a quantified GHG emission reduction strategy to ensure statewide emission 
goals can be achieved by 2045. Therefore, impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable after mitigation.” 

 
 Refer to response X-2, above, for a discussion related to subsequent 

environmental analyses required for future projects. It should further be 
noted that because the project does not propose or evaluate any 
nonresidential uses associated with commercial or hotel uses, the proposal 
of such uses would be required to undergo separate environmental review 
at the time they are proposed to ensure compliance with CEQA.   
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X-8 The VMT impact analysis for the General Plan Update was based on VMT 

per service population and is not limited to residents and employees. 
Service population includes other VMT-contributing groups such as 
customers and client trips typical of land use trip generation evaluated. 
After the approval of the General Plan Update and related PEIR, further 
VMT analysis will be required for development projects that are individually 
submitted to the City for consideration on a case-by-case basis. The City’s 
adopted VMT Impact Analysis Guidelines, approved by the City Council on 
June 23, 2020, with technical update approved on March 21, 2023, 
considers land use projects that may vary from typical residential and non-
residential projects. Specific non-residential land use projects, such as 
hotels, where non-employee VMT is the dominant VMT source, may be 
evaluated with consideration that “other VMT-contributing groups may be 
applicable for non-residential projects” as referenced in the calculation of 
a project’s VMT rate within the adopted VMT Impact Analysis Guidelines. 
The commenter’s recommendation for more robust TDM measures specific 
to hotel operations is noted and may be considered by the City as part of 
future technical updates to the City’s VMT Impact Analysis Guidelines. It 
should be noted that hotel employees working in Irvine Spectrum (Planning 
Areas 31, 32, and 33 in Focus Area 2 as well as Planning Area 35) may 
already be eligible for subsidized TDM measures under the Spectrumotion 
program including: emergency ride home, rideshare matching services, 
Metrolink/OCTA bus passes, and car-pool gas cards. 

 

X-8 
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X-9 As a broad, high-level policy document intended to guide policy decisions 

over the next 20 years, the General Plan does not propose any specific 
development projects at this time. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 may result in 
additional compliance standards for specific development tiering off the 
PEIR to the extent permitted by CEQA.   

 
X-10 This comment is conclusionary and does not address the adequacy of the 

PEIR, but it will be forwarded to the decision makers for their review and 
consideration. The City has provided responses to specific comments 
above. 

 

X-9 

X-10 
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