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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR) for the Santa Ana General Plan Update (GPU) during the public review period, which began August 3, 
2020, and closed October 6, 2020. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of  the City of  Santa Ana, which is the lead agency. This 
document and the circulated Draft PEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15132. 

1.1 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons commenting 
on the Draft PEIR, copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and individual 
responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced 
and assigned a number (A-1 through A-7 for letters received from agencies, O-1 through O-14 for letters 
received from organizations, and I-1 through I-25 for letters received from individuals). Individual comments 
have been numbered for each letter, and the letter is followed by responses that reference the corresponding 
comment number.  

Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the Draft PEIR text and figures as 
a result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the Draft PEIR for public review.  
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The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. The City 
of  Santa Ana’s staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type 
of  significant new information that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring 
recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  Draft PEIRs should be  

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

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

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 
The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the 
legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (the City of  Santa Ana) to evaluate comments 
on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and 
prepare written responses. This section provides all written responses received on the Draft PEIR and the City’s 
responses to each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the Draft PEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the Draft 
PEIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

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

 
Number 

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

A1 California Department of Transportation, District 12 8/17/2020 2-25 
A2 City of Orange 8/28/2020 2-29 
A3 Metrolink 9/14/2020 2-33 
A4 City of Tustin 9/16/2020 2-39 

A4A City of Tustin/Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger 10/6/2020 2-57 
A5 Orange County Public Works 9/16/2020 2-93 
A6 City of Irvine 9/16/2020 2-101 
A7 Orange County Transit Authority 10/1/2020 2-107 

Organizations 
O1 Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juaneño Band of Mission Indians 8/4/2020 2-121 
O2 Jun Wu, PhD, UC Irvine Department of Environmental and Occupational Health 8/2/20204 2-127 
O3 Kim D. Lu, UC Irvine, Pediatric Exercise and Genomics Research Center 8/31/2020 2-131 
O4 Victoria Lowerson Bredow, PhD, MPH and Connie McGuire, PhD 

UC Irvine Newkirk Center for Science & Society 
9/2/2020 2-135 

O5 Frank Zaldivar, PhD, UC Irvine Health 9/3/2020 2-141 
O6 Enrique Valencia, Orange County Environmental Justice 9/4/2020 2-145 
O7 Suvan Greer, Church of the Foothills of Peace 9/14/2020 2-173 
O8 Jenny Pezda, MESM, Southern California Gas Company 9/16/2020 2-181 
O9 Cynthia Guerra, The Kennedy Commission 9/16/2020 2-187 

O9A Cesar Covarrubias, The Kennedy Commission 10/6/2020 2-193 
O10 Shute, Mahali and Weinberger, Gabriel Ross – Rise Up Willowick 8/27/2020 2-203 

O10A Shute, Mahali and Weinberger, Gabriel Ross – Rise Up Willowick 10/6/2020 2-207 
O11 Robin Mark, L.A. Program Director,  10/2/2020 2-221 
O12 Cynthia Guerra, Rise Up Willowick 10/5/2020 2-229 
O13 Aldolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 10/6/2020 2-237 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

O14 Kristopher Fortin, Project Director, Santa Ana Active Streets 10/6/2020 2-271 
 Individuals 

I1 Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of Law 8/3/2020 2-281 
I1A Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of Law 8/19/2020 2-285 
I2 Maria de los Angeles Diaz 8/22/2020 2-289 
I3 Jose J. Rea, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 8/24/2020 2-293 
I4 Erica Peratoner, MS1, UC Irvine Medical Student 8/26/2020 2-297 
I5 Biblia Cha, MPH, UC Irvine PhD Candidate, Public Health 8/29/2020 2-301 
I6 Victoria Rodriguez, UC Irvine Public Health Student 8/31/2020 2-305 
I7 Stephanie Guevara, UC Irvine Medical Student, Santa Ana Healthy Neighborhoods 9/3/2020 2-309 
I8 Susana Sandoval & Irma Jaurequi, Alliance 9/3/2020 2-313 
I9 Alexis Pellecer, MSI, UC Irvine Medical Student 9/3/2020 2-317 

I10 Jenny Ventura, UC Irvine Medical Student 9/4/2020 2-321 
I11 Martha Romero 9/5/2020 2-325 
I12 Omar Morales-Haro and Jean-Paul Plaza, UC Irvine Medical Students 9/8/2020 2-329 
I13 Greg Camphire, UC Berkeley Planning Student 9/11/2020 2-333 

I13A Greg Camphire, UC Berkeley Planning Student 10/6/2020 2-333 
I14 Juan Gonzalez, Planning Student 9/12/2020 2-341 
I15 Natalie Sierra 9/14/2020 2-345 
I16 Perla Mendoza 9/14/2020 2-349 
I17 Kelton Mock, UC Irvine, Medical Student 9/14/2020 2-353 
I18 Soledad Valentin, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 9/15/2020 2-357 
I19 Adolf Sierra, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 9/15/2020 2-361 
I20 Diane Fradkin 9/16/2020 2-365 
I21 Mike Johnson 10/2/2020 2-401 
I22 Brenda Escalera 10/6/2020 2-405 
I23 Jose Trinidad Castaneda 10/6/2020 2-409 
I24 Leonel Flores 10/6/2020 2-413 
I25 Manuel Escamilla 10/6/2020 2-417 
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2.1 GENERAL RESPONSES 
Several common issues were raised in the comment letters received during the public review period for the 
Draft PEIR. This section provides topical responses to recurring comments raised by responding agencies, 
organizations, and the public. Each response provides a more comprehensive explanation and response to these 
common issues raised during the public review period. Responses to individual comments received—as 
included in Section 2.2—will refer to these responses, as appropriate.  

This section includes expanded discussions regarding the following topics: 

 General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule 
 Environmental Justice 

 Parks and Open Space 

 Health Risk/Pollution Assessment 
 Request to Recirculate Draft PEIR 

Several letters included comments on more than one of  these topics, and they are inherently interrelated. The 
discussions, therefore, include some overlap. The discussions below also explain the extent to which each topic 
is required to be addressed by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of  CEQA is to 
evaluate and disclose potential environmental impacts of  the proposed project (GPU). If  not required by 
CEQA, the issue need not be addressed in this Final EIR (FEIR). The City provides these expanded discussions 
to clarify controversial issues surrounding the GPU and GPU process and to clarify their requirements under 
CEQA. 

2.1.1 General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule 
Many comments received during the Draft PEIR review period expressed concerns that the overall General 
Plan process was rushed and that community outreach was inadequate. Although CEQA includes very specific 
noticing and public review requirements, this process is separate from the General Plan Update process and 
community outreach to develop the plan. This information is provided as clarification because the GPU process 
and community outreach are not CEQA issues, and there is no requirement to address these concerns in this 
Final EIR.  

Community Outreach 
The City’s General Plan community outreach program included a wide variety of  tools to notify and engage 
the community throughout the preparation of  the General Plan Update. In addition to hosting numerous 
virtual meetings—such as Planning Commission and City Council study sessions—City staff  participated in 
neighborhood association meetings, Communication Linkage Forum (Com-Link) meetings, focus groups, and 
community roundtable meetings to share information and dialogue with the community regarding the General 
Plan Update. See https://www.santa-ana.org/general-plan/meetings. Social media was also used, including 
Nixel email alerts, Instagram, Facebook, NextDoor, and Twitter, to announce the release of  informative videos 
of  the GPU elements on YouTube and to highlight new information on the City’s General Plan Update website. 
City staff  also conducted face-to-face community engagement as part of  their attendance at the City’s 
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Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security (CARES) outreach efforts in the community, sharing the 
project timeline and an environmental justice (EJ) informational flyer, and collecting feedback on the draft 
General Plan. Community outreach has been a cornerstone of  the update process since the General Plan’s 
inception in 2015 and will continue to be the City’s practice moving forward. The following paragraphs expand 
on the outline of  the community engagement program.  

Since starting the General Plan Update process in late 2015, the City has sought to meaningfully engage 
community residents, looking for best practices and community partnerships to reach all residents, especially 
those that have not traditionally engaged in the public decision-making process. The General Plan Outreach 
Program included a series of  40 Community Workshops starting in 2015; informational "pop-ups" at 
community events; presentations to focus groups; and the convening of  a General Plan Advisory Group 
composed of  17 members of  the community, including seniors, youth, community-serving organizations, 
Community Linkages Neighborhood Leaders, and City commissioners. Moreover, translation services were 
offered during the meetings, and videos of  workshops were archived and made available for those unable to 
attend in-person.  

A variety of  community issues, including environmental justice issues, were identified through these outreach 
activities. With this community input, the Draft General Plan Policy Framework was created in December 2018, 
and Community "Core Values" were created to reflect the voice of  the collective Santa Ana community and to 
express its environmental justice principles. Because these core values touch all aspects of  the GPU and general 
plan elements, it was determined early in the process to incorporate environmental justice components as 
policies woven into the fabric of  the various elements, elevating their importance and prominence in each 
element.  

In an effort to continue a community dialogue on environmental justice and to obtain community feedback, 
the City mailed over 32,000 environmental justice informational flyers in late May 2020 to property owners, 
occupants, and residents in EJ communities as defined by the CalEnviroScreen screening tool. Subsequently, 
on July 31 and August 1, 2020, the City held two virtual meetings to obtain input on the general plan elements 
and environmental justice issues. Over 22,000 mailers were sent inviting residents, businesses, and property 
owners within and 500 feet around the five land use focus areas to participate in these community meetings.  

Based on feedback from the July 31 and August 1 community meetings, on August 31, 2020, the City held a 
Community Outreach Roundtable with approximately 20 participants for improving outreach efforts for the 
General Plan Update, including in EJ neighborhoods. The roundtable convened again on October 14, 2020, to 
gather additional feedback on the City’s GPU EJ policies.  

City staff  continued its community engagement program through its involvement with the CARES mobile 
resource center program, reaching out to neighborhoods in greatest need, providing information and 
continuing outreach on the General Plan Update. The CARES mobile resource center was operational August 
through October of  2020. On September 15, 2020, City staff  held a meeting with the Madison Park 
Neighborhood Association and University of  California, Irvine (UCI) to discuss EJ issues. City staff  also held 
an Anti-Displacement Roundtable with the THRIVE local organization on October 13, 2020. And City staff  
held two additional meetings with Orange County Environmental Justice (OCEJ), UCI Public Health educators, 
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and the Orange County Healthcare Agency regarding lead contamination studies and policies in September and 
October 2020.  

On October 19, 2020, neighborhood leaders from the 21 neighborhoods in EJ disadvantaged communities 
were invited to learn more about environmental justice policies and programs. City staff  provided an overview 
of  SB 1000 legislation for including EJ in general plan updates to neighborhood leaders, followed by open 
question-and-answer discussions.  

Lastly, the City attended the Community Forum on October 23, 2020, that was convened by OCEJ, Santa Ana 
Active Streets, Madison Park Neighborhood Association, Rise Up Willowick, and the Kennedy Commission to 
address concerns including environmental justice. 

Community Engagement: General Plan Process Chronology 
As detailed above, key GPU update milestones and the City’s community outreach activities for the GPU 
included: 

 Late 2015: City commenced comprehensive update  

 2016 Community Outreach including: 
 40 community workshops with local service organization, youth representatives, seniors, business 

community and neighborhood leaders 
 Youth Summer Program 
 Pop-up events Citywide 
 Participation by 485 community members 
 Summarized in Community Outreach Executive Summary 

 2017 GP Advisory Group (GPAG) formed 
 Included youth and planning commissioners, business owners, community advocacy leaders, and 

residents 
 14 meetings held over ten months established five core values and communities vision 
 Created: three land use maps, four visions statements, five core values, 94 affirmative statements, and 

reviewed and provided feedback on 39 goals and 299 policies  
 Summarized in GPAG Report to City Council 

 2018 Policy Framework: General Plan Technical Advisory Group (GPTAC) 
 Seven GPTAC meetings 
 Refined Draft Goals and Policies 
 Resource Collection of  Existing Conditions 
 Land Use Focus Study Areas 
 Summarized in GPAG Report to City Council 
 Presented Vision and Core Values to City Council 
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 Second Community Outreach Effort 

 Late 2019: City evaluated updated CAlEnviroScreen (version 3.0, updated June 2019) and documented 
results in a series of  materials (bilingual flyer, bilingual video and background analysis) 

 2020  
 May 2020: City mailed over 32,000 EJ information flyers 
 July 7: City Council Study Session (public and interested parties invited) 
 July 31 and August 1: Virtual meetings to solicit GPU and EJ input. Over 22,000 mailers sent inviting 

residents, businesses, and property owners in EJ communities and within 500 feet of  the five focus 
areas to participate 

 August 3: General Plan Element Policy Frameworks and proposed land use buildout released for public 
review (concurrently with Draft PEIR) 

 August 24 and September 14: Planning Commission study sessions (public and interested parties 
invited) 

 August 31 and Oct 14: Roundtable with approximately 20 participants (Madison Park Neighborhood 
Association) 

 September 28: Updated General Plan Public Review Draft Elements reflecting community comments 
and including additional implementation actions released for public review 

 October 19: City hosted citywide EJ meeting with neighborhood groups and interested parties—
OCEJ, Santa Ana Active Streets, Madison Park Neighborhood Association, Rise Up Willowick, and 
the Kennedy Commission 

Implementation Actions for Ongoing Community Engagement 
The General Plan Update identifies a number of  implementation actions to promote ongoing community 
outreach and engagement to ensure the community’s voice is included in future policy decisions. Example 
implementation actions in the plan include:  

1) Community Element Implementation Action 1.1 Engage EJ Communities. Establish an Ad Hoc 
Committee of community stakeholders to guide preparation of an ongoing EJ Community Engagement 
Program. 

2) Community Element Implementation Action 1.3 Collaboration. Develop intentional, strategic 
partnerships with public, private, and nonprofit entities to improve health outcomes by leveraging capacity, 
resources, and programs around mutually beneficial initiatives that promote health, equity, and 
sustainability in neighborhoods within environmental justice area boundaries. Develop a comprehensive 
partnership policy providing guidelines that can be used throughout the City organization. 

3) Conservation Element Implementation Action 1.13 Community survey on healthy lifestyles. Plan 
for and conduct a Community Survey of residents related to community health, air quality, parks, and 
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community services; with focuses outreach to Environment Justices concerns and priority areas (tie into 
other City efforts like Strategic Plan, Park & Rec Planning, Community Benefits, etc.). 

2.1.2 Environmental Justice 
Environmental Justice—Not a CEQA Requirement  
Several comments on the Draft PEIR asserted that the document was inadequate because it did not address 
environmental justice issues and/or specifically did not analyze and quantify potential impacts to disadvantaged 
communities. In 2016, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 1000 (SB 1000), the Planning for Healthy 
Communities Act, to incorporate environmental justice into the local land use planning process. It is defined 
as “the fair treatment of  people of  all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adopting, 
implementation, and enforcement of  environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Gov. Code § 65040.12, 
subd. (e)(1).). SB 1000 requires local governments to address pollution and other hazards that 
disproportionately impact low-income communities and communities of  color in their jurisdictions. The law 
intends to make environmental justice a real and vital part of  the planning process by encouraging transparency 
and public engagement during all states of  a general plan update, requiring governments to identify 
environmental justice issues in their communities, and ensuring that environmental justice policies are adopted 
to address specific needs of  disadvantages communities.  

SB 1000, however, is not a requirement of  the California Environmental Quality Act. SB 1000 mandates that 
environmental justice issues be addressed in general plans. Per CEQA, the purpose of  the Draft PEIR is to 
evaluate the potential impacts of  the proposed GPU on the environment.1 Moreover, CEQA does not require 
analysis of  social and economic impacts. Under CEQA, “[a]n economic or social change by itself  shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines. Sections 15131 and 15382). Effects 
analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15358(b)).  

The Draft and Final PEIR, therefore, focus on potential physical impacts of  implementing the GPU. The Draft 
PEIR addresses environmental impacts of  implementing the GPU that are inherently related to environmental 
justice, such as air quality, hazards, noise, hydrology/water quality, public services, and utilities. It is not the 
responsibility of  the EIR, however, to address existing conditions or environmental inequities of  disadvantaged 
communities. So, for example, several comments on the Draft PEIR raised the concern over existing lead-
contaminated soil, particularly within or proximate to disadvantaged, EJ communities. Implementation of  the 
GPU would not cause this soil impact, and therefore the impact of  this condition on disadvantaged 
communities is not the purview of  this CEQA document.  

Environmental Justice in the GPU 
The City uses a mapping tool from CalEPA called CalEnviroScreen to identify the most vulnerable and 
disadvantaged areas in Santa Ana. The boundaries of  identified EJ communities are provided in GPU Figure 
CD-3 (reproduced at the end of  this discussion). The General Plan Guidelines prepared by the California 

 
1 The Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed 
project are not CEQA impacts. 
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Office of  Planning and Research provide that newly adopted general plans may address EJ as a stand-alone 
element or incorporated into other general plan elements or plans. The City has chosen to address EJ topics 
throughout the General Plan, as seen in the Land Use, Conservation, Open Space, Economic Prosperity, 
Community, and Mobility elements. This includes approximately 41 policies and 44 implementation actions 
addressing a variety of  environmental justice topics to address positive change in environmental justice 
communities. Appendix A of  this Final PEIR includes a full listing of  GPU policies that have been specifically 
designated as EJ policies. Since release of  the Draft PEIR, the City has augmented or added the following 
content in the GPU to more directly respond to the public input received over the past four months:  

 Policy3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods (Community Element). Continue to support the creation of  
healthy neighborhoods by addressing public safety, mitigating incompatible uses, improving the built 
environment, and maintaining building code standards.  

 Implementation Action CM-3.3 Health metrics. Engage with the Orange County Health Care Agency 
and other stakeholders to monitor key health indicators to measure the success of  the outcome of  General 
Plan policies and the implementation plan, including reduction in incidence in asthma. 

 Implementation Action CM-3.5 Environmental education. Encourage all education institutions in 
Santa Ana to include curriculum regarding environmental justice and local efforts to promote clean 
business operations, environmental quality, and the health in our community. 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions (Conservation Element). Consider potential impacts of  
stationary and non-stationary emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive uses and opportunities 
to minimize health and safety risks. Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting 
of  facilities that might significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice 
area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a priority community designation for eligible 
environmental justice areas of  the city, with focus on areas with unique needs and pollution burden such 
the Delhi Neighborhood area. If  such designation is not awarded, seek grant funds for activities such as 
local air quality monitoring. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.5 Agency permits. Monitor the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District permitting and inspection process and the Orange County Health Care Agency to identify 
businesses in Santa Ana with potential hazardous materials or by-products, with a special focus on 
environmental justice communities. Serve as a liaison for residents to identify potential emission violations. 
Share information and data with the community on the City’s Environmental Quality web page. 

 Implementation Action OS-1.14 Community input. Identify and utilize multilingual and interactive 
community engagement tools, initiated through the Parks and Recreation Master Plan, for residents and 
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facility users to provide ongoing input about open space needs, park design, facility improvements, and 
programing. 

 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses (Safety Element). Partner and collaborate with property owners, 
businesses, and community groups to develop strategies to protect and minimize risks from existing 
hazardous material sites to existing nearby sensitive uses, with priority given to discontinuing such uses 
within environmental justice area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action S-2.4 Lead contamination. Work with local with community organizations and 
regional partners, such as Orange County Environmental Justice, Orange County Health Care Agency and 
University of  California at Irvine Public Health, to understand the prevalence, sources, and implications 
of  lead contamination of  soil across Santa Ana. Collaborate with environmental justice stakeholders in 
proposing solutions to remove hazardous lead-contaminated soils in the city and with benchmarks to 
measure and track effectiveness of  proposed programs. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.6 Lead paint abatement. Coordinate with County of  Orange Health 
Care Agency and community organizations to strengthen local programs to eliminate lead-based paint 
hazards, with priority given to residential buildings within environmental justice area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.16 Health in corridors. Require a Health Risk Assessment to identify 
best practices to minimize air quality and noise impacts when considering new residential uses within 500 
feet of  a freeway.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.17 Training for safe practice. Pursue the EPA Renovate Right Program 
to train local residential contractors for certification as lead renovators to promote safe work practices and 
prevent lead contamination. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.18 Renovations and lead prevention. Evaluate the feasibility of  
requiring contractor training and/or certification for safe work practices to conduct residential renovations 
for pre-1978 structures that may contain existing lead paint. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.19 Promote health. Partner with local organizations (e.g., OC Health Care 
Agency, Latino Health Access, Santa Ana Unified School District, and the Coalition of  Community Health 
Centers) to increase blood lead testing, outreach, education, and referral services through a “promotora” 
or community peer outreach model that addresses the root causes of  elevated blood lead levels impacting 
Santa Ana residents, with special focus in environmental justice communities and for children living in pre-
1978 housing. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.20 Safe housing. Require all residential rehabilitation projects that use 
local, or HUD federal funds to comply with the Lead Safe Housing Rule, to remove lead paint hazards, 
depending on the nature of  work and the dollar amount of  federal investment in the property. 
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 Implementation Action LU-3.21 Prevention education. Collaborate with local organizations such as 
Orange County Health Care Agency and State Environmental Protection Agency and identify funds to 
create a Santa Ana Prevent Lead Poisoning Education Program, with special focus on disadvantaged 
communities and pre-1978 housing stock. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.22 Public health outcomes. Support the Orange County Health Care 
Agency in their role in investigating public complaints regarding lead hazards, through enforcement of  
local housing standards to assure healthy outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.23 Agency permits. Work with South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and Orange County Health Care Agency to evaluate existing special permit process and criteria for 
approval, and identify potential policy changes to minimize issuance of  special permits with potential health 
impacts.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.24 Public health. Partner with Orange County Health Care Agency and 
community serving organizations to evaluate best practices and benefits of  preparing a Public Health Plan 
to address environmental hazards in Santa Ana, with special focus in environmental justice communities.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.25 Engage EJ communities. Work with community serving 
organizations, neighborhood leaders, and residents to form an Ad Hoc Committee to develop ongoing EJ 
Community Engagement programs, including multilingual communication protocols.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.26 Health conditions. Work with Orange County Health Care Agency 
and local stakeholders like Orange County Environmental Justice and UC Irvine Public Health to identify 
baseline conditions for lead contamination in Santa Ana, monitor indicators of  lead contamination, and 
measure positive outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.27 Groundwater practice. Coordinate with the State Department of  
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to monitor the Santa Ana Southeast Groundwater Clean Up Project and 
identify measurable progress to remediate groundwater contamination. Share information with the 
community on the City’s Environmental Quality web page.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.28 Tenant protections. Provide information to residential tenants 
regarding Landlord Tenant Laws in the State, such as AB 1481, that provide protections against evictions 
for those who seek action to improve substandard housing and hazardous conditions. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.29 Development site history. Update the City’s Development Review 
application process to require developers to provide information regarding prior use of  the site and history 
of  hazardous materials on the property, to identify potential for site contamination from hazardous 
materials or soil lead contamination to be remediated. 

The City views issues like environmental justice as a topic that goes beyond the update process and requires 
ongoing dialogue with the community. The following policies and action in the revised draft General Plan 
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Update are indicative of  the City’s commitment to collaborating and communicating with the community to 
address issues of  environmental justice (all actions listed below are targeted for implementation in 2021, 2022, 
or on an annual or ongoing basis). 

 Implementation Action CM-1.1 Engage EJ communities. Establish an ad hoc committee of  
community stakeholders to guide preparation of  an ongoing EJ community engagement program. 

 Implementation Action CM-1.2 Community conversation. Plan for and conduct a community survey 
every three years related to community health, air quality concerns, parks, and community service needs, 
with focused outreach to environmental justice priority areas. 

 Implementation Action CM-1.3 Collaboration. Develop intentional, strategic partnerships with public, 
private, and nonprofit entities to improve health outcomes by leveraging capacity, resources, and programs 
around mutually beneficial initiatives that promote health, equity, and sustainability in neighborhoods 
within environmental justice area boundaries. Develop a comprehensive partnership policy providing 
guidelines that can be used throughout the City organization. 

 Implementation Action CM-3.5 Environmental education. Encourage all education institutions in 
Santa Ana to include curriculum regarding environmental justice and local efforts to promote clean 
business operations, environmental quality, and the health in our community.  

 Implementation Action CM-3.7 Public health and wellness collaboration summit. Collaborate with 
health care providers, health and wellness advocates, and other public health stakeholders to identify ways 
to improve the provision of  and access to health and wellness services throughout the city. Include a 
discussion on areas within environmental justice area boundaries underserved by affordable health and 
wellness services 

 Implementation Action CN-1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a priority community designation for eligible 
environmental justice areas of  the city, with focus on areas with unique needs and pollution burden such 
the Delhi Neighborhood area. If  such designation is not awarded, seek grant funds for activities such as 
local air quality monitoring. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.3 Proactive engagement. Collaborate with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and local stakeholders in environmental justice areas experiencing local air pollutions 
issues to outline objectives and strategies for monitoring air pollution in advance of  the establishment of  
a community emissions reduction and/or air monitoring plan. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.5 Agency permits. Monitor the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District permitting and inspection process and the Orange County Health Care Agency to identify 
businesses in Santa Ana with potential hazardous materials or by-products, with a special focus on 
environmental justice communities. Serve as a liaison for residents to identify potential emission violations. 
Share information and data with the community on the City’s Environmental Quality web page.  
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 Implementation Action CN-1.10 Interagency team. Establish an environmental quality interagency 
team to evaluate, monitor, and make recommendations to address air quality and environmental hazard 
issues, with a special focus on environmental justice areas. Publish results and information on the City’s 
website through a dedicated Santa Ana Environmental Quality web page. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.11 Public education. Es Augment existing programs to improve public 
awareness of  State, regional, and local agencies and resources to assist with air quality and other 
environmental quality concerns.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.12 Data collection for emissions plans. Coordinate with the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District to explore ways to initiate data collection efforts for a community 
emissions reduction and/or community air monitoring plan, including the identification of  information 
needed (new or updated), potential data sources and needed resources, and strategies to engage residents 
and collect information.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.13 Community survey on healthy lifestyles. Plan for and conduct a 
community survey of  residents related to community health, air quality, parks, and community services; 
with focused outreach for environment justice concerns and priority areas (tie into other City efforts like 
Strategic Plan, park and recreation planning, community benefits, etc.).  

 Implementation Action CN-1.14 Expanded interactions. Identify opportunities to expand regular 
attendance of  City staff  and decision-makers at meetings for neighborhoods within environmental justice 
area boundaries, so that residents and businesses can more easily communicate their unique issues and 
needs. Include a translator(s) at these meetings so that all residents can engage.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.15 Expanded representation. Expand representation of  residents from 
neighborhoods within environmental justice area boundaries by extending residents from such areas to 
become board, commission, and task force members as openings occur.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.16 City budget. Evaluate the City’s budget and financial policies to 
include direction for prioritizing public services and improvements within environmental justice area 
boundaries. Augment budget meeting presentations to include a section dedicated to the status of  actions 
and improvements to address the needs of  residents within environmental justice area boundaries. 

 Implementation Action S-2.4 Lead contamination. Work with local with community organizations and 
regional partners, such as Orange County Environmental Justice, Orange County Health Care Agency and 
University of  California at Irvine Public Health, to understand the prevalence, sources, and implications 
of  lead contamination of  soil across Santa Ana. Collaborate with environmental justice stakeholders in 
proposing solutions to remove hazardous lead-contaminated soils in the city and with benchmarks to 
measure and track effectiveness of  proposed programs.  
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 Policy 3.2 Empower Community (Land Use Element). Facilitate community engagement and dialogue 
in policy decisions and outcomes affecting land use and development, with supplemental opportunities for 
proposed planning activities within environmental justice area boundaries. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.6 Lead paint abatement. Coordinate with County of  Orange Health 
Care Agency and community organizations to strengthen local programs to eliminate lead-based paint 
hazards, with priority given to residential buildings within environmental justice area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.14 Sunshine ordinance. Update City Sunshine Ordinance, incorporating 
best practices for outreach in environmental justice areas in Santa Ana. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.19 Promote health. Partner with local organizations (e.g., OC Health Care 
Agency, Latino Health Access, Santa Ana Unified School District, and the Coalition of  Community Health 
Centers) to increase blood lead testing, outreach, education, and referral services through a “promotora” 
or community peer outreach model that addresses the root causes of  elevated blood lead levels impacting 
Santa Ana residents, with special focus in environmental justice communities and for children living in pre-
1978 housing. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.21 Prevention education. Collaborate with local organizations such as 
Orange County Health Care Agency and State Environmental Protection Agency and identify funds to 
create a Santa Ana Prevent Lead Poisoning Education Program, with special focus on disadvantaged 
communities and pre-1978 housing stock. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.24 Public health. Partner with Orange County Health Care Agency and 
community serving organizations to evaluate best practices and benefits of  preparing a Public Health Plan 
to address environmental hazards in Santa Ana, with special focus in environmental justice communities.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.25 Engage EJ communities. Work with community serving 
organizations, neighborhood leaders, and residents to form an Ad Hoc Committee to develop ongoing EJ 
Community Engagement programs, including multilingual communication protocols.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.26 Health conditions. Work with Orange County Health Care Agency 
and local stakeholders like Orange County Environmental Justice and UC Irvine Public Health to identify 
baseline conditions for lead contamination in Santa Ana, monitor indicators of  lead contamination, and 
measure positive outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.27 Groundwater practice. Coordinate with the State Department of  
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to monitor the Santa Ana Southeast Groundwater Clean Up Project and 
identify measurable progress to remediate groundwater contamination. Share information with the 
community on the City’s Environmental Quality web page.  
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 Implementation Action LU-3.28 Tenant protections. Provide information to residential tenants 
regarding Landlord Tenant Laws in the State, such as AB 1481, that provide protections against evictions 
for those who seek action to improve substandard housing and hazardous conditions. 

2.1.3 Parks and Open Space 
Numerous comments were raised regarding parks and open space as addressed in Draft PEIR Section 5.15, 
Recreation. Although these comments all focused on a lack of  adequate open space and recreational facilities 
within the city, they spanned various concerns, including: 

 The substantial increase in population generated by the GPU when the City currently does not achieve its 
park standard of  two acres per 1,000 people. 

 Whether the GPU can ensure that parks/open space would be equitably distributed to serve city residents 
and disadvantaged communities in particular. 

 The potential impact on park facilities in neighboring jurisdictions, particularly the City of  Tustin, given 
the proximity of  the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area and the introduction of  a substantial increase in 
population in this area. 

 Whether in-lieu fees to mitigate park/open space impacts would translate into actual facilities given the 
lack of  vacant properties in the city. 

 Request to maintain the Willowick Golf  Course site as open space and support for the joint coalition 
proposal to develop this property to remain open space as well as provide affordable housing (as proposed 
by the Trust for Public Land, Clifford Beer Housing and the California State Coastal Conservancy), 

The following discussion responds to each of  these issues. 

CEQA Requirements and Impact Significance Finding 
Several commenters stated that the City does not currently achieve its municipal code requirement of  two acres 
of  parkland per 1,000 residents. The Draft PEIR clearly discloses existing park facilities (Table 5.15-2 and 
Figure 5.15-1) and the existing deficiency of  parkland acreage (per Table 5.15-3, Existing vs Required Parkland 
Acreage, required acreage for 334,774 population is 669.5 acres, and deficiency is 107.5 acres). Further, the Draft 
PEIR quantifies the total parkland required upon buildout of  the GPU (approximately 299 acres) if  additional 
parkland is not provided (see Table 5.15-4 Existing and Proposed Parkland). 

As described in Section 2.1.2, CEQA requires the analysis and disclosure of  the potential impacts of  a proposed 
project on the physical environment. For recreation impacts, the focus is the potential for increased recreational 
demand to result in substantial physical deterioration of  existing facilities or require new construction or 
expansion of  recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. It is not the 
responsibility of  the EIR, however, to remedy existing conditions or, in this situation, existing park 
inadequacies. 
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Future development will be required to dedicate land or pay in-lieu impact fees per the municipal code and the 
Quimby Act, which will fund future park acquisition and development to assist the city’s parkland standard of  
2 acres per 1,000 residents. The GPU requires that new residential development meet the City’s standards and 
would result in improving the existing parkland ratio per city resident.  

Compliance with applicable regulatory standards can provide a basis for determining that the project will not 
have a significant environmental impact. (Tracy First v. City of  Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912). A requirement 
that a project comply with specific laws or regulations may also serve as adequate mitigation of  environmental 
impacts in an appropriate situation. (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of  Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 994, 
906). Unlike in Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of  Food & Agriculture (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, 
where the lead agency did not independently evaluate impacts of  pesticides and instead relied solely on another 
agency’s conclusion that there would be no significant impact, the analysis in the Draft PEIR takes into account 
the specific existing condition of  the parks and recreation facilities in the city, looks at the potential incremental 
impacts of  the GPU on existing facilities, and appropriately determines that RR REC-1 and RR-REC-2, along 
with the policies identified on Draft PEIR pages 5.15-11 through 5.15-15, will reduce impacts to less than 
significant. (See State CEQA Guidelines, 15125(a)(1) [CEQA treats the environmental setting as it exists as the 
baseline for evaluating the changes to the environment that will result from the project and determining whether 
those environmental effects are significant].) Thus, the Draft PEIR properly determines that compliance with 
the City’s municipal code and Quimby Act will be sufficient to prevent significant adverse impacts on parks and 
recreation from new development. 

Equitable Distribution of Open Space/Parks 
The City recognizes the importance of  usable parks and recreational facilities within a reasonable distance of  
the people that will use these facilities. The City also recognizes the potential for development within the city’s 
boundaries to create additional demand for facilities in neighboring jurisdictions if  park facilities in Santa Ana 
are not close enough to serve future residents. In particular, this situation could occur with the development 
of  the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area and recreational facilities in the City of  Tustin.  

The City is committed to providing park and open space to meet existing and future demand. The City will 
work closely with neighboring cities in preparing the Parks and Recreation Master Plan to ensure that the 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area and other areas of  growth provide recreational facilities and parks that keep 
pace with the increase in population growth. To achieve this goal, the City has refined and supplemented parks 
and recreation GPU policies and implementation measures. These updates are provided below. 

Supplemental GPU Policies and Action Items 
In response to the comments received on the Draft PEIR and based on the City’s recent meetings with several 
interest groups (see Section 2.1.1, General Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule), the City has bolstered 
park and open space policies and implementation actions. These changes are shown, below, in strikeout for 
deletions and underline for additions. 
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Open Space Element: Policies 

Policy 1.3 Park Standard. Achieve a minimum citywide park standard ratio of two acres per 1,000 
residents in the City. For new residential development in Focus Areas, prioritize the creation and 
dedication of new public parkland over the collection of impact fees. 

Open Space Element: Implementation Actions 

OS 1.6 No-net-loss of parkland. Study whether a no-net loss policy for public parkland would 
improve access and limit the conversion. Establish land use provisions in the Municipal Code that 
prevent a net loss of parkland in the city. Require at least a 1:1 replacement if there is any loss of public 
parkland due to development. [Agency PRCSA/PB; Timeline 2022] 

OS-1.8 Development fees. Conduct a nexus study and update the City’s Acquisition and 
Development Ordinance every periodically to require new development projects to pay fair share to 
cover the cost of parkland acquisition and improvement if the project is unable to provide adequate 
parkland within the project. Require that fees collected in place of parkland dedication for specific 
development projects be utilized to acquire, expand, or improve facilities within the same quadrant or 
geographic sub-area to be defined in the Parks Master Plan as the project for which the fee was 
collected. [Agency: Planning and Building Agency (PBA)/Parks, Recreation and Community Services 
Agency (PRCSA); Timeline: 2022]  

[New Action] 

OS-1.14 Public parklands requirements for larger residential projects. Amend the Residential 
Development Fee in the Municipal Code (Chapter 35, Article IV) to reflect requirements for Larger 
Residential Projects (100+ units, residential only or mixed-use) to provide two acres of new public 
parkland concurrent with the completion of and within a 10-minute walking radius of the new 
residential project. Establish provisions that allow the Larger Residential Projects to reduce all onsite 
private and common open space requirements by 50 percent if new public parkland is provided within 
a 10-minute walking radius and by 75 percent if the new public parkland is immediately adjacent to or 
on the residential project property. Work with property owners and new development projects within 
the Focus Areas to identify options (e.g., 100 percent reduction of onsite private and public open space 
requirements) that would incentivize the creation of public park areas that are more than the minimum 
and/or if a location can expand park access for an adjoining under-served neighborhood and/or 
environmental justice area. Establish incentives for coordination between two or more residential 
project (of any size) to create larger and/or more centralized public park space. [Agency: PBA/PRCSA; 
Timeline: 2022]  

[New Action] 

1.16 Incentives for more parkland and facilities. Develop an incentives program that encourages 
private development and public agencies to provide park and recreation facilities beyond the minimum 
requirements. [Agency: PRCSA/PBA; Timeline 2022] 
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Willowick Property 
The Willowick Golf  Course is an approximately 102-acre property in the West Santa Ana Boulevard Focus 
Area. The golf  course is owned and operated by the City of  Garden Grove. Several comments were received 
on the Draft PEIR requesting that this property remain designated as Open Space. Commenters also provided 
information and support for a joint proposal submitted to the City of  Garden Grove (the property owner) to 
develop the majority of  the site into a community park, with affordable housing on the remainder (see Letters 
O9, O9A, O10, O10A, O11 and O12).  

The GPU would not change the land use designation of  the Willowick site, and thus this open space use is 
included in the recreational/open space analysis in the Draft PEIR. The City acknowledges the commenters’ 
support of  the open space designation and also recognizes the coalition supporting a specific proposal for 
development of  the project site. Future use of  the Willowick property is not part of  the project considered for 
the Draft PEIR, and it would be speculative to comment on a specific proposal for the site in this FEIR. Future 
development would be a discretionary project for the City and subject to environmental review under CEQA. 

2.1.4 Health Risk/Pollution Assessment 
This topic covers a broad area and number of  concerns expressed by commenters on the Draft PEIR. Areas 
of  concern include: 

 Potential for implementation of  the GPU to increase the exposure of  sensitive receptors to additional 
pollution (particularly EJ community residents). 

 Land use incompatibility of  existing residential uses with surrounding industrial uses, and potentially new 
commercial/industrial uses in proximity. 

 High concentrations of  lead in some soils in the city and the health hazard posed to area residents (including 
Madison Park). 

 The potential for GPU implementation to increase toxic air contaminants (TACs) and further impact 
communities already exposed to high levels of  pollutants.  

 Lack of  green space and the importance of  open space and recreational areas for community health. 

CEQA Requirements  
As described in Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, the purpose of  CEQA and the Draft PEIR prepared for the 
City’s proposed GPU is to evaluate and disclose the potential impacts of  the proposed project (GPU). Effects 
analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15358(b)). The 
potential for the physical changes to the environmental are compared to existing conditions. This point is 
relevant to several comments received regarding industrial-related health hazards in the City of  Santa Ana. It is 
not within the scope of  the Draft PEIR to provide mitigation to remedy existing conditions, including lead-
contaminated soils and existing land use incompatibilities between sensitive residential receptors and heavy 
industrial uses. The Draft PEIR is required to address impacts of  new growth under the GPU. It is, however, 
within the scope of  the GPU and the City’s long-term planning to address community health and related 
environmental hazards. 
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Since remediating existing conditions and addressing nonphysical impacts to the environment are not required 
by CEQA, further response in the FEIR is not required to these issues. This expanded discussion is to provide 
clarity and disclose the City’s commitment and comprehensive approach under the GPU to be responsive to 
the community. 

Industrial Hazards and Health 
Some of  the recurring Draft PEIR comments centered on industrial corridors, land use compatibility, and lead 
contamination. 

Kim D. Lu, MD, MS, of  UC Irvine’s Pediatric Exercise and Genomics Research Center (Letter O3), states that 
an industrial corridor housing 42 facilities permitted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(AQMD) is less than 1,000 feet from James Madison Elementary school within the Madison Park community. 
Dr. Lu also notes that there is currently little to no real-time data collection of  common pollutants, including 
PM, NOx, SO2, or ozone, near the industrial corridors in the city.  

The lack of  environmental assessment tools focused on disadvantaged communities, including Madison Park, 
and the evidence of  pollutant concentrations, including lead-contaminated soils, are recurring comments on 
the Draft PEIR. UCI has partnered with Madison Park Neighborhood Association and other community 
advocates to champion solutions to these issues. As detailed in Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: 
Community Outreach and Schedule, and Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, the City is also very engaged in developing 
policies and actions. 

Note that the GPU does not change land use in the Madison Park community and also does not introduce any 
general or heavy industrial uses anywhere in the city in comparison to the current General Plan. The Draft 
PEIR analyzes the potential impacts of  buildout of  the GPU, including previously designated industrial uses 
(please refer to New Sources of  Pollution summary below).  

Policies and Implementation Actions 
Appendix A to this FEIR includes a comprehensive listing of  environmental justice–related policies and 
implementation actions proposed in the GPU. Many of  these EJ policies are also reproduced in Section 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice. Some of  the important policies and actions related to health risk and pollution issues 
include:  

 Policy 3.8 Sensitive Receptors (Land Use Element). Avoid the development of  sensitive receptors in 
close proximity to land uses that pose a hazard to human health and safety, due to the quantity, 
concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics of  the hazardous materials that they utilize, or the 
hazardous waste that they generate or emit. 

 Policy 3.9 Noxious, Hazardous, Dangerous, and Polluting Uses (Land Use Element). Improve the 
health of  residents by discontinuing the operation of  noxious, hazardous, dangerous, and polluting uses 
that are in close proximity to sensitive receptors with priority given to discontinuing such uses within 
environmental justice area boundaries. 
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 Policy 3.11 Air Pollution Buffers (Land Use Element). Promote landscaping and other buffers to 
separate existing sensitive uses from rail lines, heavy industrial facilities, and other emissions sources. As 
feasible, apply more substantial buffers within environmental justice area boundaries. 

 Policy 3.12 Indoor Air Quality (Land Use Element). Require new sensitive land uses proposed in areas 
with high levels of  localized air pollution to achieve good indoor air quality through landscaping, ventilation 
systems, or other measures. 

 Land Use Element Implementation Action 3.3 Healthy lifestyles. Collaborate with residents and 
industry stakeholders to create a program to incentivize and amortization the removal of  existing heavy 
industrial uses adjacent to sensitive uses. 

 Conservation Element Implementation Action 1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a priority community 
designation for eligible environmental justice areas of  the city, with focus on areas with unique needs and 
pollution burden such the Delhi Neighborhood area. If  such designation is not awarded, seek grant funds 
for activities such as local air quality monitoring. 

 Conservation Element Implementation Action 1.3. Proactive Engagement. Collaborate with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders in environmental justice area 
experiencing local air pollutions issues to outline objectives and strategies for monitoring air pollution in 
advance of  the establishment of  a community emissions reduction and/or air monitoring plan. 

 Conservation Element Implementation Action 1.4 Heath Risk Criteria. Establish criteria for 
requiring Health Risk Assessment for existing and new industries, including the type of  business, 
thresholds, and scope of  assessment. 

 Policy 1.6 Emissions Monitoring (Conservation Element). Coordinate with the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District to monitor existing air measurements and recommend new air measurements 
and locations. 

 Policy 1.7 Truck Idling. (Conservation Element). Evaluate strategies to reduce truck idling found or 
reported in areas with sensitive receptors, with a priority placed on environmental justice areas. 

 Policy 1.8 Improve Older Trucks (Conservation Element). Promote the City’s Vehicle Replacement 
Plan and explore the replacement of  older trucks through City participation in regional incentive programs 
and education of  Santa Ana private fleet owners of  program opportunities. 

 Land Use Element Implementation Action 3.3 Healthy lifestyles. Collaborate with residents and 
industry stakeholders to create a program to incentivize and amortization the removal of  existing heavy 
industrial uses adjacent to sensitive uses. 
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 Safety Element Implementation Action 2.4 Lead contamination. Work with local and regional 
partners, such Orange County Environmental Justice, UCI Public Health, and Orange County Health Care 
Agency, to understand the prevalence, sources, and implications of  lead contamination across Santa Ana's 
soil. Collaborate with environmental justice stakeholders in proposing solutions to remove hazardous lead 
soils in the city and with benchmarks to measure and track effectiveness of  proposed programs. 

 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses (Safety Element). Partner and collaborate with property owners, 
businesses, and community groups to develop strategies to protect and minimize risks from existing 
hazardous material sites to existing nearby sensitive uses. 

 Land Use Element Implementation Action 3.16 Health in Corridors. Require a Health Risk 
Assessment to identify best practices to minimize air quality and noise impacts when considering new 
residential uses within 500 feet of  a freeway. 

New Sources of Air Pollution 
The Draft PEIR evaluates the potential impacts related to GPU implementation. However, the Draft EIR does 
not include modeling of  potential increases of  toxic air contaminant (TAC) concentrations because sufficient 
information is not available at the time of  this programmatic analysis to do so. The Draft PEIR does quantify 
the potential increase in criteria air pollutants emissions within the city, including PM2.5 from vehicle exhaust. 
However, at a programmatic level analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase in TACs from stationary 
sources, area sources, and mobiles sources associated with a general plan.  

Regional emissions are divided into two major source categories: stationary and mobile sources. The GPU 
provides a land use plan that designates land uses for employment-generating uses, including Industrial and 
Industrial Flex. These broad categories cover a wide variety of  potential uses. For a programmatic 
environmental document, it is speculative to determine the exact nature and location of  these employment-
generating categories for stationary sources. Therefore, it is not possible to determine what types of  TACs 
would be generated on an individual site. Additionally, because the exact nature of  the future industrial uses is 
speculative for this programmatic assessment, the quantity of  TACs generated by the proposed project is also 
unknown. Thus, for programmatic, general plan–level assessments, it is not feasible to conduct regional 
dispersion modeling to determine the incremental contribution of  risks associated with land use changes in the 
city. 

For Santa Ana, new stationary, industrial sources proximate to EJ communities would be minimal. Furthermore, 
the GPU buildout does not anticipate new heavy industrial growth. While the GPU forecasts an increase in 
industrial land uses, this is mainly a result of  redevelopment in areas proposed to be designated Industrial Flex. 
The Industrial Flex zone is being introduced in some areas already designated for industrial land uses to provide 
a buffer between existing industrial areas and existing residential areas (i.e., transition use). The intent of  the 
Industrial Flex zone is to allow for cleaner industrial and commercial uses, professional office, and creative live-
work spaces. This proposed zone would not expand industrial areas within the city and would improve the air 
quality compatibility for existing areas in the city that are adjacent to industrial areas. 
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For determining cancer and noncancer health risk, the location, velocity of  emissions, meteorology and 
topography of  the area, and locations of  receptors are equally important model parameters as the quantity of  
TACs. Stationary sources of  TACs require a permit from the South Coast AQMD and are required to submit 
a health risk assessment (HRA) to ensure risk levels are less than significant. The Draft PEIR includes 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 to ensure that industrial projects with mobile/area sources of  emissions (e.g., 
warehouses) also prepare an HRA and include measures to ensure that risk does not exceed the thresholds of  
South Coast AQMD.  

2.1.5 Request to Recirculate Draft PEIR 
A few commenters suggested that the Draft PEIR be revised and recirculated. State CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5 defines the circumstances under which a lead agency must recirculate an EIR. A lead agency is required 
to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of  the 
availability of  the Draft EIR but before certification of  the Final EIR. Such information can include changes 
in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added 
to an EIR is not considered “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of  a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of  the project or a feasible 
way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 
have declined to implement. As defined in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a), significant new 
information requiring recirculation is that which shows any of  the following:  

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

2. A substantial increase in the severity of  an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of  insignificance.  

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of  the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

4. The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

The Draft PEIR adequately analyzes the environmental effects of  the GPU, and the conclusions in the Draft 
PEIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record. None of  the conditions requiring recirculation listed 
in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 have been triggered, and recirculation of  the Draft PEIR is not 
required. None of  the revisions that have been made to the Draft PEIR indicate new significant impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of  an environmental impact identified in the DEIR, and none of  the revisions 
identify a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that is considerably different from those in the Draft 
PEIR and would lessen the environmental impacts of  the GPU. Furthermore, no new information brought 
forward indicates that the Draft PEIR is so fundamentally flawed that it precludes meaningful public review. 
Because none of  the CEQA criteria for recirculation have been met, recirculation of  the EIR is not warranted.  
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This FEIR responds to all of  the letters received within the original and extended public review period for the 
Draft PEIR. Revisions and clarifications have been added to the Draft PEIR, as detailed in Chapter 3, Revisions 
to the Draft PEIR. Agency, stakeholder, and public input has resulted in minor revisions and clarification to the 
Draft PEIR, but none of  the conditions have been met that would trigger recirculation of  the EIR. Most of  
the changes subsequent to circulation of  the Draft PEIR have been to the GPU. Policies and Implementation 
Actions have been refined and supplemented in response to comments and public participation. These changes 
reflect improvements to the GPU and are more protective and beneficial to the environment. Moreover, the 
City recognizes that the Draft PEIR was circulated for public review during the COVID pandemic. At the 
request of  commenters, the public review period was extended by 20 days, resulting in a 65-day public review 
period for the Draft PEIR. The GPU and the Draft PEIR and technical appendices were available during the 
full public review period on the City’s website and at the City’s public counter. Also note the comprehensive 
outreach efforts by the City during the last few months, as detailed in Section 2.1.1, General Update Process: 
Community Outreach and Schedule. Public review was not precluded by the pandemic. 

As stated in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(b), “recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate 
EIR.” Therefore, the EIR does not need to be recirculated. 
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2.2 RESPONSE TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 
This section includes all comment letter received on the Draft PEIR. Following each comment letter are the 
City’s responses to each comment.  
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A1. Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation, dated 2/4/2020. 

A1-1 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision 
makers for consideration. 

A1-2 Draft PEIR Section 5.16, Transportation, evaluates the proposed General Plan Update 
(including MPAH updates) with respect to the entire circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. This section includes a list of  applicable GPU 
policies, and demonstrates consistency with adopted transportation programs and the 
Complete Streets Act (see Impact 5.16-1). 

A1-3 This comment questions specific methodology used for the intersection analysis in the 
traffic impact study. As described in Draft PEIR Section 5.16, Transportation (page 5.16-1), 
although the GPU Traffic Impact Study provides a comprehensive analysis of  buildout 
on the level of  service (LOS) for both intersections and roadway segments, LOS is no 
longer the metric to evaluate circulation impacts under CEQA (pursuant to SB 743, passed 
in September 2013). The LOS information, therefore, is not included in the Draft PEIR 
analyses or conclusions. This comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for 
consideration within the realm of  the General Plan Update (exclusive of  CEQA).  

A1-4 Comment acknowledged. The City will comply with Caltrans Encroachment Permit 
requirements and specific procedures. 
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LETTER A2 – City of  Orange (1 page[s]) 
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A2. Response to Comments City of Orange, dated 8/28/2020. 

A2-1 Comment Acknowledged. 
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A3. Response to Comments from Metrolink, dated 9/14/2020. 

A3-1 The City recognizes SCRRA’s authority related to rail easements and crossings and will 
ensure that SCRRA requirements are included as part of  any future development projects 
near SCRRA’s rights-of-way, including the Grand Avenue/17th Street Focus Area. This 
project is still in the programmatic development phase, but as more detailed plans are 
developed, the City will consult with SCRRA’s Engineering and Construction Department 
and provide plans for their review and approval prior to the start of  construction. With 
respect to drainage, the City will follow the drainage and grading guidelines and 
requirements provided in the latest SCRRA Design Criteria Manual. 

A3-2 All landscape plans for the Grand Avenue/17th Street Focus Area and any future 
development adjacent to SCRRA’s right-of-way will be submitted to SCRRA’s Engineering 
and Construction Department for review and approval prior to the start of  construction. 
More specifically, trees shall be set back from the right-of-way so that when fully matured, 
the trees do not hang over or intrude into SCRRA’s property. Large trees in close proximity 
to the rail lines shall be discouraged to ensure that vegetation does not obstruct the 
visibility of  railroad signs or operations. 

A3-3 As requested by SCRRA, a six-foot-high fence shall be constructed along the property 
line that abuts the SCRRA right-of-way. SCRRA recommends that the wall be at least six 
feet high and constructed of  concrete blocks. Once detailed design plans have been 
prepared, the plans shall be submitted to SCRRA for its review and approval prior to the 
start of  construction. 

A3-4 According to Mitigation Measure N-3 in the GPU Draft PEIR, all new residential projects 
(or other noise-sensitive uses) within 200 feet of  existing rail lines shall be required to 
conduct a noise and vibration analysis consistent with the Federal Transit Administration’s 
approved methodology.. 

A3-5 All future residential development projects or noise-sensitive land uses that are adjacent 
to SCRRA or other rail lines shall provide disclosure information to tenants or residents 
of  potential noise issues. The Draft PEIR has been augmented to include this text (as 
shown in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR). 

A3-6 Any proposed roadway/railroad or pedestrian/railroad crossing improvements, such as 
the 17th Street crossing, shall be coordinated with the California Public Utilities 
Commission and SCRRA. Any improvements to rail crossings, sidewalks, or raised 
medians shall be designed to provide vehicular and pedestrian safety in compliance with 
SCRRA’s safety standards, and any plans shall be submitted to SCRRA and CPUC for 
approval as part of  future development projects. 

A3-7 Any future plans for utilities that would cross or encroach into SCRRA’s right-of-way shall 
be coordinated with the Orange County Transportation Authority and SCRRA and shall 
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follow the guidelines and requirements for utilities specified in the SCRRA Design Criteria 
Manual. 

A3-8 Adequate lighting shall be provided for the Grand Avenue/17th Street Focus Area or any 
future development adjacent to the SCRRA right-of-way to deter anyone from trespassing 
onto the right-of-way. 

A3-9 All site development plans (grading, drainage, landscaping, lighting, etc.) for the Grand 
Avenue/17th Street Focus Area or any other future development projects adjacent to the 
SCRRA right-of-way shall be provided to SCRRA for its review and approval prior to the 
start of  construction. 

A3-10 Any future site development and construction projects adjacent to the SCRRA right-of-
way (including demolition or alteration of  structures) shall be coordinated with SCRRA’s 
Engineering/Project Delivery Department for review and approval prior to the start of  
construction. 
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LETTER A4 – City of  Tustin (10 page[s]) 
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A4. Response to Comments from City of Tustin, dated 9/16/2020. 

A4-1 The draft GPU Implementation Actions are included in tables in each of  the General Plan 
Elements and are posted on the City’s website: https://www.santa-ana.org/general-
plan/draft-documents. Upon adoption, these actions will implement the GPU policies. 
The applicable policies are listed in each topical section of  the Draft PEIR, and the 
analysis in each section assumes implementation of  these policies in addition to CEQA 
mitigation, if  required, to mitigate any residual impacts. The Implementation Actions 
provide the responsible entity for implementing the GPU as well as the target timeline for 
implementation. The Implementation Actions have been disclosed and are available for 
public review. Moreover, these measures will result in beneficial effects and would not 
result in new significant environmental impacts. There is no reason for recirculation of  
the Draft PEIR.  

A4-2 The City of  Santa Ana recognizes the requirement for the Draft PEIR to address direct 
and indirect project impacts, and cumulative project impacts, including impacts to 
surrounding jurisdictions. Draft PEIR Section 4.5, Assumption Regarding Cumulative Impacts, 
describes the methodology for assessing potential cumulative impacts of  implementing 
the proposed GPU. Cumulative impacts are based on projections for the GPU within the 
City’s boundary, and, as appropriate, the greater Orange County area or regional as 
assessed in various, related planning documents. The approach for each topical area is 
provided in this section (for example, air quality impacts are based on the South Coast Air 
Basin boundaries, and hydrology and water quality impacts are analyzed for the respective 
watersheds and water basins within and beyond the city boundary). Public services and 
utilities analyses are based on the geographical boundaries of  the respective service 
boundaries.  

Please refer to responses A4-10 through A4-14 to this letter regarding potential GPU 
impacts related to recreational facilities; response A4A-5, below; and to the general 
response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space. As discussed in Section 
2.1.5, Request to Recirculate Draft PEIR, based on revisions and supplemental information 
provided in this EIR as well as proposed refinements to GPU policies, none of  the issues 
raised in comments to the Draft PEIR constitute the type of  significant new information 
that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

A4-3 The Draft PEIR project description fully discloses the proposed land use intensification 
and analyzes the potential impacts associated with the proposed land uses. The 
methodology used to quantify existing and buildout land use statistics is detailed in Draft 
PEIR Appendix B-b, Santa Ana General Plan Buildout Methodology. As included in Table 7, 
Pipeline Projects as of  January 2020, on page 16 of  this appendix, the land use statistics 
include both the Heritage project and the Bowery project (subsequently renamed the 
Warner Redhill Mixed-Use Project). The Heritage project is built and was included as part 
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of  existing conditions, and the Warner Redhill Mixed-Use project was included in the 
buildout projections. The potential impacts of  General Plan buildout, including the traffic 
analysis, were based on these statistics. The cumulative impacts of  these projects, along 
with buildout of  the 55 Freeway/Dyer Focus Area land uses, are therefore included in the 
analysis of  the Draft PEIR.  

Please refer to responses specific to park/recreation-related impacts in the following 
responses and the General Response in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space. Note, however, 
that “traffic” impacts and performance of  the network are no longer the purview of  
CEQA or the EIR (pursuant to SB 743, passed in September 2013). Responses to City of  
Tustin’s transportation/traffic-related comments are addressed due to their relationship 
to MPAH consistency and the City’s proposed Circulation Element.  

The land use changes proposed in the Santa Ana General Plan Update for the portion of  
the City near Red Hill Avenue, Dyer Road, and SR-55 are not forecast to have a significant 
impact on roadway average daily traffic volumes for Red Hill Avenue between Dyer Road 
and Valencia Avenue. Forecast 2045 With Project daily traffic volumes on Red Hill Avenue 
are anticipated to be about 33,000 to 35,000 vehicles per day, which is well within the range 
of  acceptable level of  service for an eight-lane roadway. No cumulative impacts to the 
operation of  Red Hill Avenue are forecast to occur as a result of  the General Plan Update. 

A4-4 The referenced table in this comment—Table 5.10-1, 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Consistency 
Analysis, on page 5.10-23 of  the Draft PEIR—lists numerous policies within various 
elements of  the GPU that facilitate an equitable distribution of  resources. In particular, 
policies that support the City’s Community Goal CM-1: Recreation and Culture, and Open 
Space Goal OS: Parks, Open Space and Recreation inherently facilitate RTP/SCS Goal 6, 
as referenced in this comment. Key to achieving equitable distribution of  resources in the 
city are the proposed Implementation Actions, including the following OS-1 
Implementation Action: 

1.1 Park needs assessment and master plan. Create, adopt, and implement a park 
needs assessment and master plan that furthers and achieves the goals and policies of  
the Open Space Element, including defining park service areas according to best 
practices, establishing a service area for each park facility, creating a tool to evaluate 
needs and prioritize improvements by quadrant, or appropriate geographic sub-area, 
and maintaining a list of  priorities for the expansion and improvement of  open space 
and recreational facilities in each quadrant or geographic sub-area. Implement robust 
efforts to obtain grant funding for parks and open space improvements.  

Please also refer to the General Response in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space. 

A4-5 This comment contends that the GPU is internally inconsistent and therefore must be 
revised. The City disagrees. As referenced by the commenter, California Government 
Code Section 65300.5 states: “In construing the provisions of  this article, the Legislature 
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intends that the general plan and elements and parts thereof  comprise an integrated, 
internally consistent and compatible statement of  policies for the adopting agency.” The 
proposed GPU meets this requirement and is internally consistent. The project objectives 
are clearly identified in Draft PEIR Section 3.2, Project Objectives. These objectives include: 
1) promoting infill development while respecting and protecting established 
neighborhoods; 2) optimizing high density residential and mixed-use development that 
maximize potential use of  mass transit, and 3) developing opportunities for live-work, 
artist spaces, and small-scale manufacturing. The proposed land use plan and 
comprehensive policies support these objectives.  

As noted by the commenter, land uses for the proposed 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus 
Area include light industrial and commercial uses. The Industrial Flex designation for this 
area would allow office/industrial flex spaces, small-scale R&D, retail, live-work, and clean 
manufacturing. By definition, it would not introduce heavy manufacturing and the level 
of  noise, safety, hazards, and air quality impacts suggested by this commenter. Moreover, 
in addition to numerous regulatory requirements, as detailed in the Draft PEIR, to address 
industrial and commercial-related environmental impacts, the GPU includes 
comprehensive policies and implementation actions to protect against impacts to sensitive 
receptors. Several of  these follow in this response. 

In summary, goals for a citywide GPU inherently represent competing objectives between 
resource protection, community character, and development potential. For many 
properties it would not be possible to fully attain each goal. That does not mean that the 
GPU is internally inconsistent. It is the ultimate responsibility of  the City Council to 
review the proposed GPU and determine whether the proposed GPU is consistent with 
the overriding vision, goals, and objectives defined by the City. 

Following are relevant policies to minimize air quality impacts on sensitive receptors to 
achieve appropriate health standards.2 Similarly, the GPU includes policies to ensure noise 
compatibility and minimize safety hazards: 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions (Conservation Element). Consider 
potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary emission sources on existing and 
proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety risks. 
Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that 
might significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental 
justice area boundaries. 

 Policy 3.8 Sensitive Receptors (Land Use Element). Avoid the development of  
sensitive receptors in close proximity to land uses that pose a hazard to human health 

 
2 The Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed 
project are not CEQA impacts. 
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and safety, due to the quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics 
of  the hazardous materials that they utilize, or the hazardous waste that they generate 
or emit. 

 Policy 3.9 Noxious, Hazardous, Dangerous, and polluting Uses (Land Use 
Element). Improve the health of  residents by discontinuing the operation of  
noxious, hazardous, dangerous, and polluting uses that are in close proximity to 
sensitive receptors 

 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses (Safety Element). Partner and collaborate with 
property owners, businesses, and community groups to develop strategies to protect 
and minimize risks from existing hazardous material sites to existing nearby sensitive 
uses. 

 Policy 1.1 (Noise Element). Noise Standards: Utilize established Citywide Noise 
Standards and guidelines to inform land use decisions and guide noise management 
strategies. 

 Policy 1.2 (Noise Element). Sound Design: Encourage functional and attractive 
designs to mitigate excessive noise levels. 

 Policy 1.4 (Noise Element). Sensitive Uses: Protect noise sensitive land uses from 
excessive, unsafe, or otherwise disruptive noise levels. 

As discussed on Page 5.12-45 of  the Draft PEIR, "stationary source noise, such as from 
HVAC units and commercial loading docks, is controlled by the City's Municipal Code." 
Specifically, Section 18.312 of  the Santa Ana Municipal Code establishes noise standards 
for stationary noise sources, such as from commercial and industrial facilities. As discussed 
in the Draft PEIR, proposed Noise Element Policy 2.2, Stationary Related Noise, would 
ensure that new stationary noise sources are mitigated to acceptable noise limits 
established by the City. New residential and noise-sensitive land uses are evaluated against 
the City's interior and exterior noise compatibility standards. 

A4-6 Please refer to Response A4-5 regarding overall GPU consistency. A specific mobility plan 
for each focus area is not required at the general plan level, and the GPU is not 
inconsistent with the Land Use Element and Mobility Element policies referenced in this 
comment. Note that the following implementation actions are included in the GPU to 
implement and assist in implementing complete streets: 

3.3 Pedestrian accessibility. Implement the City ADA Transition Plan to cost effectively 
enhance pedestrian accessibility, with guidance from the Sidewalk Connectivity Plan. 

3.4 Pedestrian opportunity zones. Prepare public realm plans within pedestrian 
opportunity zones. 
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Note also that the City’s Active Transportation Plan includes a citywide evaluation of  
sidewalks (see Figure 2-4) and the proposed GPU Mobility Element identifies pedestrian 
opportunity zones, which include the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area (Figure M-4). 
And finally, individual development projects will be subject to CEQA review and be 
required to address consistency with programs, plans, ordinances, and policies that address 
the circulation system, including pedestrian facilities.  

A4-7 A description of  the methodology used to prepare buildout statistics is included as Draft 
PEIR Appendix B-b., Santa Ana General Plan Buildout Methodology. As shown in Table 1 of  
that appendix, there were 1,221 housing units within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus 
Area, including a total of  1,141 units for The Heritage project (see Table 7, Pipeline Project 
as of  January 2020). Per this analysis, there are an existing 80 residential units within this 
focus area in addition to The Heritage project.  

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities.  

A4-8 Table 5.12-10 of  the Draft PEIR has been changed to include “Mixed Use” and 
“Live/Work” existing land uses into existing residential land use acreage. “District Center” 
land uses were added into the land use acreages for the GPU. The specific changes are 
shown below and are included in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 

The purpose of  the GPU is to provide orderly growth in the City of  Santa Ana 
through the distribution, location, balance, and extent of  land uses. Under the 2045 
buildout scenario, the GPU would change the land use designations of  581.1 839.7 
acres of  existing nonresidential land uses to residential uses (see Table 5.13-10). The 
proposed land use map (see Figure 3-7) identifies land use designations for a variety 
of  housing types and provides for additional residential opportunities in areas that 
currently do not allow residential uses.  

Table 5.13-10 Existing and Proposed Land Use Designations 
Area Existing Residential (Acres) GPU Residential (Acres) Increase (Acres) 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 28.9 29.1 119.7 143.4 90.8 114.3 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 0 18.7 0 44.6 0 25.9 
South Bristol Street 16.7 85.7 194.0 69.0 177.3 
South Main Street 155.7 159.2 264.0 108.3 104.8 
West Santa Ana 
Boulevard 

157.7 158.3 176.9 186.9 19.2 28.6 

Balance of City 6,647.9 6,677.1 6,941.7 7,065.9 293.8 388.8 
Total 581.1 839.7 

Note: Existing residential acreage includes mixed use, Live/Work, multifamily residential, single-family residential, and mobile homes and trailer parks. 
Proposed GPU residential acreage includes the following land use designations: Corridor Residential, District Center, Urban Neighborhood, Low-Density Residential, 

Low- to Medium- Density Residential, and Medium-Density Residential. 
A4-9 While agencies typically have models in place that enable them to analyze impacts such as 

traffic on neighboring jurisdictions, the City does not have a model or methodology in 
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place to identify what impacts the GPU will have on Tustin’s parks and recreational 
facilities. Analyzing the impacts of  the GPU to park facilities in adjacent cities is not as 
definitive and more speculative than analyzing traffic impacts on neighboring jurisdictions. 
An environmental impact that is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably 
foreseeable (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3)) When no accepted methodology 
exists to assess an environmental impact, the lead agency may properly conclude that the 
impact is too speculative to reliably evaluate and is therefore unknown. (See State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15145; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of  Univ. of  Cal. (1993) 6 
Cal.4th 1112, 1137; Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of  Rialto (2012) 208 
Cal.App.4th 899.) Nevertheless, the City has conducted a reasonable analysis to the best 
of  its ability.  

Moreover, the City appreciates the commenter’s concern and will continue to work with 
the City of  Tustin in preparing its Parks and Recreation Master Plan, as stated in the 
DEIR. 

In addition, as discussed in the Draft PEIR, the City will identify additional funding 
sources from new development projects to procure land or in-lieu fees for installation of  
parks in the immediate vicinity of  proposed development in order to minimize the 
potential for impacts on adjacent communities with regard to parks and open space use. 
The inclusion of  publicly accessible open space is also part of  the City’s development 
standards for residential/mixed use development projects to address open space and 
recreation needs. (Draft EIR, p. 2-18.) 

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities.  

A4-10 Please refer to Responses A4A-4 and A4A-7, below.  

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities.  

A4-11 Please refer to Response A4A-9, below. 

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities.  

A4-12 Please refer to Responses A4A-3 and A4A-6, below.  

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities.  

A4-13 Please refer to Responses A4A-4 and A4A-6, below. 
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Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities.  

A4-14 Please refer to Responses A4A-4, A4A-5, and A4A-9, below. 

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities. 

A4-15 This comment recommends that the General Plan Update include commitments for 
affordable housing, particularly within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. It also 
notes that comments in response to the Draft PEIR Notice of  Preparation identify the 
lack of  affordable housing as an issue.  

As described in Draft PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the Housing Element is a 
mandated element of  a General Plan. The project description, however, clearly explains 
that the City’s Housing Element was adopted in February 2014 and will be updated again 
in late 2021 pursuant to state requirements. Therefore, although the Housing Element 
remains an element of  the General Plan upon adoption of  the update, it is not part of  
the “project” analyzed for the Draft PEIR. Moreover, CEQA does not require an 
evaluation of  affordable housing as an environmental impact. The relevant CEQA 
checklist question to be addressed for environmental review is whether a project would 
“displace substantial numbers of  existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of  replacement housing elsewhere.” The potential for the GPU to result in 
housing displacement is addressed in the Draft PEIR as Impact 5.13-2 in Section 5.13, 
Population and Housing. 

The City of  Santa Ana’s Housing Opportunity Ordinance (HOO), as referenced by this 
commenter, is summarized in the Environmental Setting section of  Draft PEIR Section 
5.13, Population and Housing. The information is included to provide a comprehensive 
review of  the regulatory framework for this Draft PEIR section. The application of  this 
ordinance, which is citywide, is a planning issue and not a CEQA concern. 

Please also refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding 
the provision of  recreational facilities, and Response A4-6 regarding the provision of  
sidewalks.  

A4-16 See response to Comment A4-5, above, in regard to stationary noise sources. In terms of  
airport noise, exactly as the commenter states, proposed Noise Element Policy 3.1 does 
not support residential development within the 65 dBA Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) or greater noise contour of  John Wayne Airport. Per Policy 3.3, all 
residential land uses in the 60 dBA CNEL are required to be sufficiently mitigated so as 
not to exceed an interior standard of  45 dBA CNEL.  
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A4-17 The additional intersection level of  service analysis requested in this comment is not 
required by CEQA or the MPAH analysis. However, the additional analysis is included in 
Appendix B of  the FEIR (see “Addendum to Santa Ana General Plan Traffic Impact 
Study”). The City of  Santa Ana worked with the City of  Tustin to conduct additional 
traffic analysis to evaluate potential changes to level of  service at these intersections that 
could result in unacceptable conditions. The City of  Santa Ana worked with the City of  
Tustin to identify an appropriate fair share for the City of  Santa Ana associated with the 
implementation of  feasible improvements that would help achieve the desired levels of  
service for vehicular traffic at locations that resulted in unacceptable conditions. 

A4-18 The City of  Santa Ana is not proposing any new median breaks along Red Hill Avenue. 

A4-19 The updated traffic impact analysis report (see Appendix B of  this FEIR) includes analysis 
of  the Red Hill/Warner intersection. Dedicated eastbound and southbound right-turn 
lanes were not identified as required to provide an acceptable level of  service at this 
intersection. Analysis of  the Red Hill/Carnegie intersection would be incorporated into 
the additional analysis noted in the response to comment A4-17, above. 

A4-20 The CEQA traffic analysis is based on vehicle miles traveled, consistent with current 
CEQA guidelines. The analysis of  vehicle miles traveled does not require the development 
of  land use trip generation forecasts.  

A4-21 Language was revised in the traffic impact analysis report to note agreement between City 
of  Santa Ana and Caltrans. A fair-share calculation for this intersection is provided in the 
revised report as well (see Appendix B of  this FEIR).  

A4-22 Traffic forecasts used in the traffic impact analysis report were generated using the most 
recent version of  OCTA's OCTAM Model. Forecasts were reviewed with OCTA and 
determined to be reasonable for use in this analysis. The analysis for intersection #98 at 
Red Hill Avenue and Warner Avenue is updated to reflect the noted loss time adjustment 
(see Appendix B of  this FEIR). An appropriate mitigation measure for this intersection 
was developed in coordination with the City of  Tustin and OCTA.  

A4-23 Language was revised in the traffic analysis to note agreement between the City of  Santa 
Ana and Caltrans (see Appendix B of  this FEIR). A fair-share calculation is provided in 
the revised traffic impact analysis report. 

The 0.05 loss-time calculation has been added to the Red Hill/Warner intersection per the 
response to comment A4-22.  
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LETTER A4A – City of  Tustin/Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger (17 page[s]). 
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A4A Response to Comments from City of  Tustin/Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger, dated 10/6/2020. 

A4A-1 Please refer to responses to comments A4A-2 through A4A-19.  

A4A-2 The City concurs with the commenter regarding the summary of  CEQA and its 
importance. An EIR is “the heart of  CEQA” and plays a critical role in disclosing potential 
environmental impacts to the public and evaluating feasible mitigation measures and 
project alternatives to reduce and/or eliminate those impacts. The City disagrees with the 
commenter’s contentions that the GPU Draft PEIR approach to mitigation measures is 
inadequate and that the Draft PEIR fails to disclose the potential magnitude of  harm 
related to implementation of  the proposed GPU.  

The Draft PEIR includes a comprehensive analysis and quantifies potential environmental 
impacts wherever possible. For example, air quality, greenhouse gases, noise, public 
services, and utilities include quantified analyses of  impacts. Transportation quantifies 
VMT impacts; population and housing forecasts are quantified; and the increased demand 
for open space/recreation is also quantified. Public service and utility impacts are 
quantified, including a detailed analysis of  infrastructure by geographical area.  

The framework of  the Draft PEIR comprehensively describes applicable regulatory 
measures and proposed GPU policies that would mitigate the impacts of  the GPU. Finally, 
the Draft PEIR recommends mitigation measures to address remaining impacts after 
implementation of  applicable regulatory measures and GPU policies.  

A4-3 The commenter contends that the Draft PEIR lacks adequate detailed analysis and 
inappropriately relies on the definition of  a “programmatic’ document to avoid the 
required analysis. As described in Response A4-2, the Draft PEIR is comprehensive and 
does include detailed, quantified impact analysis throughout each topical area. Some 
topics, like aesthetics, do not lend themselves to quantified analyses, but such sections do 
provide applicable comparisons to existing conditions (for example, the allowed building 
height/stories by area and plan designation).  

The GPU Draft PEIR is charged with forecasting and analyzing impacts to the year 2045. 
Project-specific impacts for individual developments, therefore, are inherently speculative. 
The commenter cites three pages in the Draft PEIR to support the contention that the 
document inappropriately relies on the programmatic nature of  the document to avoid 
more detailed impact analysis. These are pages 5.14-42, 5.14-62, and 5.15-16. These 
references relate to conclusions that it is speculative and infeasible to evaluate 
construction-related impacts of  future school facilities, libraries, and park/recreation 
improvements, respectively. The City believes these conclusions are appropriate.  

A4-4 Section 5.15.4 of  the Draft PEIR evaluates the potential impacts on existing park and 
recreation facilities of  the project. As acknowledged in the Draft PEIR, the projected 
increase in population from the GPU will lead to additional demands on parks and 
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recreational facilities. This additional demand will be met by park and recreational 
amenities developed and maintained by the City in addition to private parks and 
recreational facilities owned and maintained by homeowner associations. The City’s ability 
to plan and implement future parks and recreational facilities is tied to funding availability. 
For example, grant funding was recently approved to develop two new parks—
Raitt/Myrtle Park and Standard/McFadden Park.  

Future development will also be required to dedicate land or pay in-lieu impact fees per 
the Municipal Code and the Quimby Act, which will fund future park acquisition and 
development to assist with meeting the City’s parkland standard of  2 acres per 1,000 
residents. The GPU requires that new residential development meet the City’s standards 
and would result in improving the existing parkland ratio per city resident. Furthermore, 
the City is working closely with neighboring cities in preparing the Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan to ensure that the Dyer/55 Focus Area and other areas of  growth provide 
additional recreational facilities and parks. Parks and recreational improvements under the 
implementation of  the GPU will keep pace with the increase in population growth and 
would not result in a significant impact. Thus, this impact was properly analyzed in the 
Draft PEIR. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.15-16.) 

Please refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space for an expanded discussion of  GPU 
impacts. In response to the comments received, refined and supplemental policies and 
implementation actions have been added to the GPU as follows: 

Open Space Element: Policies 

 Policy 1.3 Park Standard. Achieve a minimum citywide park standard ratio of  two 
acres per 1,000 residents in the City. For new residential development in Focus Areas, 
prioritize the creation and dedication of  new public parkland over the collection of  
impact fees. 

Open Space Element: Implementation Actions 

OS 1.6 No-net-loss of parkland. Study whether a no-net loss policy for public parkland 
would improve access and limit the conversion. Establish land use provisions in the 
Municipal Code that prevent a net loss of parkland in the city. Require at least a 1:1 
replacement if there is any loss of public parkland due to development. [Agency 
PRCSA/PB; Timeline 2022] 

OS-1.8 Development fees. Conduct a nexus study and update the City’s Acquisition and 
Development Ordinance every periodically to require new development projects to pay 
fair share to cover the cost of parkland acquisition and improvement if the project is 
unable to provide adequate parkland within the project. Require that fees collected in place 
of parkland dedication for specific development projects be utilized to acquire, expand, 
or improve facilities within the same quadrant or geographic sub-area to be defined in the 
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Parks Master Plan as the project for which the fee was collected. [Agency: Planning and 
Building Agency (PBA)/Parks, Recreation and Community Services Agency (PRCSA); 
Timeline: 2022]  

[New Action] 

OS-1.14 Public parklands requirements for larger residential projects. Amend the 
Residential Development Fee in the Municipal Code (Chapter 35, Article IV) to reflect 
requirements for Larger Residential Projects (100+ units, residential only or mixed-use) 
to provide two acres of new public parkland concurrent with the completion of and within 
a 10-minute walking radius of the new residential project. Establish provisions that allow 
the Larger Residential Projects to reduce all onsite private and common open space 
requirements by 50 percent if new public parkland is provided within a 10-minute walking 
radius and by 75 percent if the new public parkland is immediately adjacent to or on the 
residential project property. Work with property owners and new development projects 
within the Focus Areas to identify options (e.g., 100 percent reduction of onsite private 
and public open space requirements) that would incentivize the creation of public park 
areas that are more than the minimum and/or if a location can expand park access for an 
adjoining under-served neighborhood and/or environmental justice area. Establish 
incentives for coordination between two or more residential project (of any size) to create 
larger and/or more centralized public park space. [Agency: PBA/PRCSA; Timeline: 2022]  

[New Action] 

1.16 Incentives for more parkland and facilities. Develop an incentives program that 
encourages private development and public agencies to provide park and recreation 
facilities beyond the minimum requirements. [Agency: PRCSA/PBA; Timeline 2022] 

A4A-5 While agencies typically have models in place that enable them to analyze impacts such as 
traffic on neighboring jurisdictions, the City does not have a model or methodology in 
place to identify the impacts the GPU will have on Tustin’s parks and recreational facilities. 
Analyzing the impacts of  the GPU to park facilities in adjacent cities is not as definitive 
and more speculative than analyzing traffic impacts on neighboring jurisdictions. An 
environmental impact that is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. 
(State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).) When no accepted methodology exists to assess 
an environmental impact, the lead agency may properly conclude that the impact is too 
speculative to reliably evaluate and is therefore unknown. (See State CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15145; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of  Univ. of  Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 
1137; Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of  Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899.) 
Nevertheless, the City has conducted a reasonable analysis to the best of  its ability.  

Moreover, the City appreciates the commenter’s concern and will continue to work with 
the City of  Tustin in preparing its Parks and Recreation Master Plan, as stated in the Draft 
PEIR. 
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 In addition, as discussed in the Draft PEIR, the City will identify additional funding 
sources from new development projects to procure land or in-lieu fees for installation of  
parks in the immediate vicinity of  proposed development in order to minimize the 
potential for impacts on adjacent communities with regard to parks and open space use. 
The inclusion of  publicly accessible open space is also part of  the City’s development 
standards for residential/mixed use development projects to address open space and 
recreation needs. (Draft EIR, p. 2-18.) 

Please also refer to response A4A-4.  

A4A-6 Please see Responses to Comments A4A-4 and A4A-5.  

Compliance with applicable regulatory standards can provide a basis for determining that 
the project will not have a significant environmental impact. (Tracy First v. City of  Tracy 
(2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912). A requirement that a project comply with specific laws or 
regulations may also serve as adequate mitigation of  environmental impacts in an 
appropriate situation. (Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of  Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 
994, 906). Unlike in Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of  Food & Agriculture 
(2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, where the lead agency did not independently evaluate impacts 
of  pesticides but instead relied solely on another agency’s conclusion that there would be 
no significant impact, the analysis in the Draft PEIR takes into account the specific 
existing condition of  the parks and recreation facilities in the city, looks at the potential 
incremental impacts of  the GPU on such existing facilities, and appropriately determines 
that RR REC-1 and RR-REC-2, along with the policies identified on Draft PEIR pages 
5.15-11 through 5.15-15, will reduce impacts to less than significant. (See State CEQA 
Guidelines, 15125(a)(1) [CEQA treats the environmental setting as it exists as the baseline 
for evaluating the changes to the environment that will result from the project and 
determining whether those environmental effects are significant].) Thus, the Draft PEIR 
properly determines that compliance with the City’s Municipal Code and Quimby Act will 
be sufficient to prevent significant adverse impacts on parks and recreation from new 
development.  

A4A-7 As explained in the Draft PEIR, the City will be preparing its Parks and Recreation Master 
Plan and is committed to working with cities adjacent to the GPU’s Focus Areas to ensure 
that the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area and other growth areas of  the city provide 
additional recreation, parks, and core services essential in making complete communities. 
(Draft PEIR, p. 5.15-16.) This Parks and Recreation Master Plan is not identified as a 
mitigation measure in the Draft PEIR, and therefore, to the extent that the City proposes 
to work on this plan as an implementation action in the future, it is not subject to the same 
rules prohibiting improper deferral of  mitigation measures under CEQA. 

A4A-8 An EIR must focus on alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen one or more of  
the project’s significant environmental impacts. (See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a) 
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to (b).) As analyzed in the Draft PEIR, impacts to parks and recreational facilities were 
determined to be less than significant. (See Draft PEIR, pp. 5.15-15 through 5.15-17.) 
When the City is determining which alternatives to analyze in the EIR, the City is not 
required to examine an alternative that would mitigate the park and recreational impacts 
because the impacts are already less than significant. 

Even if  the impacts were found to be significant, State CEQA Guidelines section 15126(f) 
describes that the range of  alternatives evaluated in an EIR only includes the alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice and foster informed decision making; that EIRs do 
not need to consider every conceivable alternative to a project; and that there is no 
ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of  alternatives other than the rule of  reason. 
The City of  Santa Ana, as the lead agency, selected three project alternatives that met the 
parameters identified by CEQA for alternatives. These alternatives include a reduced 
intensity alternative, 2020 RTP/SCS consistency alternative, and a no project/current 
General Plan alternative. Thus, the alternatives analyses in the EIR conforms to CEQA 
requirements, and additional alternatives are not required to be evaluated.  

An alternative land use scenario that would facilitate the eventual development of  parks 
and recreational facilities would not meet any of  the project objectives. State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6(c) describes that the range of  alternatives “shall include those 
that could feasibly accomplish most of  the basic objectives of  the project.” Here, the 
project’s objectives are to promote infill development; optimize high density residential 
and mixed-use development that maximizes potential use of  mass transit; provide 
locations for new housing development that maximizes affordable housing opportunities; 
facilitate new development at intensities sufficient to generate community benefits and 
attract economic activity; provide housing and employment opportunities at an urban level 
of  intensity at the city’s edge; introduce mixed-use urban villages and encourage 
experiential commercial uses that are more walkable, bike-friendly, and transit-oriented; 
and develop opportunities for live-work, artist spaces, and small-scale manufacturing. 
(Draft PEIR, p. 3-2.) Thus, a parks and recreational facilities alternative was not evaluated 
because it would not meet the basic project objective. 

A4A-9 State CEQA Guidelines section 15370 defines “mitigation” as including: a) avoiding the 
impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of  an action; b) minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of  the action and its implementation; c) 
rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; 
d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of  the action; or e) compensating for the impact by replacing or 
providing substitute resources or environments. Where potentially significant impacts are 
identified, the Draft PEIR proposes and describes mitigation measures designed to 
minimize, reduce, or avoid each identified potentially significant impact whenever it is 
feasible to do so. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.1(b) and State CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4.) 
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As described in Response to Comment A4A-4, the Draft PEIR determined that impacts 
related to increased use of  existing parks and recreational facilities would be less than 
significant with the implementation of  RR REC-1, RR REC-2, and related GPU policies. 
Specifically, RR REC-1 requires that residential development be mandated to pay fees, 
dedicate land in lieu thereof, or a combination of  both for the purpose of  preserving 
recreational facilities in the city. With these mitigation measures and policies, impacts will 
be less than significant, and no additional mitigation measures are required. 

See Response to Comment A4A-5 regarding the impacts on Tustin’s park and recreation 
facilities. Because this impact is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable, this proposed 
mitigation measure to contribute fair share funding to Tustin is not feasible. 

An alternative land use scenario that would identify a specific funding mechanism to 
ensure park development would not meet any of  the project objectives. State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6(c) describes that the range of  alternatives “shall include those 
that could feasibly accomplish most of  the basic objectives of  the project.” Here, the 
project’s objectives are to promote infill development; optimize high density residential 
and mixed-use development that maximizes potential use of  mass transit; provide 
locations for new housing development that maximizes affordable housing opportunities; 
facilitate new development at intensities sufficient to generate community benefits and 
attract economic activity; provide housing and employment opportunities at an urban level 
of  intensity at the city’s edge; introduce mixed-use urban villages and encourage 
experiential commercial uses that are more walkable, bike-friendly, and transit-oriented; 
and develop opportunities for live-work, artist spaces, and small-scale manufacturing. 
(Draft PEIR, p. 3-2.) Thus, an alternative that focuses on a funding mechanism to promote 
park development was not evaluated because it would not meet the basic project 
objectives. 

A4A-10 The commenter’s citation of  Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of  
Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184 is inapplicable here. That case concerned a specific 
retail shopping center, whereas the DEIR at issue here is for a long-range planning 
document that does not have sufficient detail on specific development projects that would 
be developed as part of  the proposed project (e.g., type, location, and sizing of  potential 
sources of  TACs, etc.). There is insufficient information available at this level of  analysis 
to conduct a reasonable or scientifically valid analysis of  toxic air contaminants (TAC). 
Specific development projects in the city that have the potential to generate potentially 
significant risks associated with the release of  TACs are required to undergo an analysis 
of  their potential health risks associated with TACs, based upon the specific details of  
each individual project. Overall, because there are no specific development projects 
identified or approved under the GPU, the location of  the development projects and the 
exact nature of  the development are unknown, and determining health risk at this time is 
speculative.  
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In addition, and as stated above, because determining health risk at this time is speculative, 
analyzing an alternative land use scenario that would avoid excessive health risks would be 
infeasible. Moreover, it would also not meet project objectives. (See State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6(c); PEIR, p. 3-2.)  

In Keep Berkeley Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of  Port Comrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344 (a 
case the commenter cites), the court found the agency failed to analyze the impacts of  
TACs because the EIR simply concluded that because there was no “approved, 
standardized protocol” for assessing such a risk, the EIR could not evaluate the 
significance of  the impact. Unlike Keep Berkeley Jets, the Draft PEIR here does qualitatively 
analyze the impacts of  the TACs on sensitive receptors and concludes impacts would be 
potentially significant. The Draft PEIR engages in a qualitative analysis of  TAC health 
risk by analyzing the development and operation of  new land uses under the GPU that 
could generate new sources of  TACs in the city from stationary and mobile sources. (See 
PEIR, p. 5.2-34.)  

The Draft PEIR evaluates the potential impacts from implementation of  the GPU. 
However, the Draft PEIR does not include modeling of  potential increases of  TAC 
concentrations because sufficient information is not available at the time of  this 
programmatic analysis to do so. The Draft PEIR quantifies the increase in the city in 
criteria air pollutants emissions, including PM2.5 from vehicle exhaust. However, at a 
programmatic level analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase in TACs from 
stationary sources, area sources, and mobiles sources associated with a general plan. For 
determining cancer and noncancer health risk, the location, velocity of  emissions, 
meteorology and topography of  the area, and locations of  receptors are equally important 
model parameters as the quantity of  TACs. Stationary sources of  TACs require a permit 
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) and are 
required to submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to ensure risk levels are less than 
significant. The Draft PEIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-3 to ensure that industrial 
projects with mobile/area sources of  emissions (i.e., warehouses) also prepare an HRA 
and include measures to ensure that risk does not exceed the thresholds of  South Coast 
AQMD.  

Furthermore, no new heavy industrial growth is anticipated as a result of  buildout of  the 
GPU. While the GPU forecasts an increase in industrial land uses, this is mainly a result 
of  redevelopment in areas proposed to be designated Industrial Flex. As identified in the 
GPU, the Industrial Flex zone is being introduced in areas already designated for industrial 
land uses as a means of  providing a buffer between existing industrial areas and existing 
residential areas (i.e., transition use). The intent of  the Industrial Flex zone is to allow for 
cleaner industrial and commercial uses, professional office, and creative live-work spaces. 
This proposed zone would not expand industrial areas within the city and would improve 
the air quality compatibility in existing areas in the city that are adjacent to industrial areas.  
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A4A-11 Under “Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study” in Section 5.2.1.2, Existing Conditions, the 
Draft PEIR includes a discussion of  the level of  cancer risk within the area. As described 
in this section and in the South Coast AQMD Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), 
health risks and cancer risks in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) are decreasing (see 
page 5.2-14). The MATES IV interactive map identifies that cancer risk in the City of  
Santa Ana ranges from 752 to 1,105 in one million.3 As described in response to Comment 
A4A-10, dispersion modeling is required to predict concentrations of  TACs, and 
programmatic analyses, like a general plan, do not contain sufficient information to model 
an increase in TACs (i.e., the location of  the emissions source, velocity of  emissions, 
meteorology and topography of  the area, and locations of  receptors relative to the 
source). For this reason, the Draft PEIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-3, which 
requires that an HRA be conducted at the time project-specific information is available 
for project-level dispersion modeling to identify cancer and noncancer health risks.  

As described in Section 5.2.4.2 of  the Draft PEIR, the General Plan Update includes 
several policies to avoid incompatible land uses and minimize health risks: 4, 5 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions (Conservation Element). Consider 
potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary emission sources on existing and 
proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety risks. 

 Policy 3.8 Sensitive Receptors (Land Use Element). Avoid the development of  
sensitive receptors in close proximity to land uses that pose a hazard to human health 
and safety, due to the quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics 
of  the hazardous materials that they utilize, or the hazardous waste that they generate 
or emit. 

 Policy 3.9 Noxious, Hazardous, Dangerous, and polluting Uses (Land Use 
Element). Improve the health of  residents by discontinuing the operation of  
noxious, hazardous, dangerous, and polluting uses that are in close proximity to 
sensitive receptors 

The following implementation actions are included in the General Plan Update to avoid 
incompatible land uses and minimize health risks: 

 
3  South Coast AQMD. MATES IV Estimated Risk. https://scaqmd-

online.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=470c30bc6daf4ef6a43f0082973ff45f 
4 The EIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. Bay 

Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed project 
are not CEQA impacts. 

5 Note that the updated policies are included here as shown under section 3.2.2, Changes to GPU Policies, of this FEIR.  
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 1.4 Health risk criteria. Establish criteria for requiring Health Risk Assessment for 
existing and new industries, including the type of  business, thresholds, and scope of  
assessment. 

 1.9 Truck idling. Evaluate strategies to reduce truck idling found or reported in areas 
with sensitive receptors, with a priority placed on environmental justice areas. 

 3.2 Design guidelines and standards. Update the Zoning Code development and 
operational standards for industrial zones to address incompatibility between adjacent 
residential uses, including minimum distance requirements to buffer heavy industrial 
uses from sensitive receptors. 

 3.3 Healthy lifestyles. Collaborate with residents and industry stakeholders to create 
a program to incentivize and amortization the removal of  existing heavy industrial 
uses adjacent to sensitive uses. 

 3.4 Funding for air filtration. Seek funding from South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and other regional sources for the installation of  high-efficiency 
air filtration systems in buildings, homes, and schools located in areas with high levels 
of  localized air pollution, especially for those within environmental justice area 
boundaries 

The commenter’s citation to Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of  Bakersfield (2004) 
124 Cal.App.4th 1184 is inapplicable here. That case concerned a specific retail shopping 
center, whereas the DEIR at issue here is for a long-range planning document that does 
not have sufficient detail on specific development projects that would be developed as 
part of  the GPU (e.g., type, location, and sizing of  potential sources of  TACs). There is 
insufficient information available at this level of  analysis to conduct a reasonable or 
scientifically valid analysis of  TACs. Specific development projects in the city that have 
the potential to generate potentially significant risks associated with the release of  TACs 
are required to undergo an analysis of  their potential health risks associated with TACs, 
based upon the specific details of  each individual project. Overall, because there are no 
specific development projects identified or approved under the GPU, the location of  the 
development projects, and the exact nature of  the development are unknown, determining 
health risk at this time is speculative.  

In addition, and as stated above, because determining health risk at this time is speculative, 
analyzing an alternative land use scenario that would avoid excessive health risks would be 
infeasible. Moreover, it would also not meet project objectives. (See State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6(c); DEIR, p. 3-2.)  

In Keep Berkeley Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of  Port Comrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344 (a 
case the commenter cites), the court found the agency failed to analyze the impacts of  
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TACs because the EIR simply concluded that because there was no “approved, 
standardized protocol” for assessing such a risk, the EIR could not evaluate the 
significance of  the impact. Unlike Keep Berkeley Jets, the DEIR here does qualitatively 
analyze the impacts of  the TACs on sensitive receptors and concludes impacts would be 
potentially significant. The DEIR engages in a qualitative analysis of  TAC health risk by 
analyzing the development and operation of  new land uses under the GPU that could 
generate new sources of  TACs in the city from stationary and mobile sources. (See DEIR, 
p. 5.2-34.)  

A4A-12 See response to Comments A4A-10 and A4A-11. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), mitigation measures may specify performance standards for 
mitigating a significant impact when it is impractical or infeasible to specify the specific 
details of  mitigation during the EIR review process, provided the lead agency commits to 
implement the mitigation, adopts the specified performance standard, and identifies the 
types of  actions that may achieve compliance with the performance standard. Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 would require a project-level HRA to determine the overall effects of  the 
project’s emissions on nearby sensitive receptors relative to the South Coast AQMD 
threshold. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 identifies several potential measures that may be 
taken to reduce risk at an individual site, including, but not limited to, restricting idling on-
site, electrifying warehousing docks to reduce diesel particulate matter, or requiring use of  
newer equipment and/or vehicles. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 commits future projects to 
reducing emissions below a clear performance standard, and thus is not impermissible 
deferral.  

While Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce health impacts associated with an 
individual project, it does not address cumulative impacts associated with existing and 
future sources of  TACs in the SoCAB. The MATES IV interactive map identifies that 
cancer risk in the City of  Santa Ana ranges from 752 to 1,105 in one million.6 New sources 
of  stationary, area, and mobile sources of  TACs would contribute to elevated health risks 
in the city. For this reason, impacts were considered significant and unavoidable.  

The commenter states that a single mitigation measure doesn’t satisfy CEQA standards, 
but does not provide suggestions of  other mitigation measures or alternatives that would 
reduce or eliminate this impact. No additional mitigation measures are available to reduce 
the proposed project’s contribution to health risk in the SoCAB. This comment is general 
in nature and does not provide any specific information as to how the Draft PEIR 
supposedly fails to provide information or impose all feasible mitigation measures. 
(Browning-Ferris Indus. v. City of  San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852 [where a general 
comment is made, a general response is sufficient].) To the extent this comment is 
referring to MM AQ-3, the City directs the commenter to its response to A4A-11. 

 
6 South Coast AQMD. MATES IV Estimated Risk. https://scaqmd-

online.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=470c30bc6daf4ef6a43f0082973ff45f 
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Furthermore, where potentially significant impacts are identified, the Draft PEIR 
proposes and describes mitigation measures designed to minimize, reduce, or avoid each 
identified potentially significant impact whenever it is feasible to do so. (See Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21002.1(b) and State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4.)  

The purpose of  the DEIR is to fully disclose the environmental impacts of  the project as 
proposed and to provide mitigation to, if  possible, reduce or eliminate the impacts. Where 
impacts that cannot be avoided, the DEIR identifies the impact and the reasons why the 
project is being proposed, notwithstanding the impact. (State CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.2(b).) Appropriately, the DEIR focuses on mitigation measures that are feasible, 
practical, and effective. (Napa Citizens for Honest Govt. v. Napa County Bd. Of  Supervisors 
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 365.) As described in the Draft PEIR, MM AQ-3 would reduce 
impacts related to the exposure of  TACs to sensitive receptors; however, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of  the mitigation. 

A4A-13 As discussed on Page 5.12-45 of  the Draft PEIR, "stationary source noise, such as from 
HVAC units and commercial loading docks, is controlled by the City's Municipal Code." 
Specifically, Section 18.312 of  the Santa Ana Municipal Code establishes noise standards 
for stationary noise sources, such as from commercial and industrial facilities. As discussed 
in the Draft PEIR, proposed Noise Element Policy 2.2, Stationary Related Noise, would 
ensure that new stationary noise sources are mitigated to acceptable noise limits 
established by the City. New residential and noise-sensitive land uses are evaluated against 
the City's interior and exterior noise compatibility standards, as outlined in proposed 
Noise Element Policy 1.1. New projects would incorporate mitigation in their design at 
the project level to reduce excessive noise levels per proposed Noise Element Policy 1.2. 
As a programmatic document, project-specific mitigation cannot be identified at this time 
and would be addressed at the project level once a development application and site plans 
are available.  

Because specific project-level information is not available at this time, it is not possible to 
quantify future vibration levels at vibration-sensitive receptors that may be near existing 
and future vibration sources. To do so would be speculative. (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15145; Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of  San Francisco (2014) 227 
Cal.App.4th 1036, 1058.) Therefore, with the potential for sensitive uses within the plan 
area to be exposed to annoying and/or interfering levels of  vibration from commercial or 
industrial operations and existing railroad lines, operations-related vibration impacts 
associated with the implementation of  the GPU are considered potentially significant. 
Thus, the GPU would result in potentially significant impacts related to groundborne 
vibration without mitigation. With the implementation of  MMs N-2, N-3, and N-4, 
coupled with adherence to associated performance standards, this impact would be 
reduced to less than significant levels. MM N-2 would reduce potential vibration impacts 
during construction below the pertinent thresholds, and MM N-3 and N-4 would reduce 
potential vibration impacts from commercial/industrial uses and proposed uses near 
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existing railroads and facilities to less than significant levels. No significant and 
unavoidable vibration impacts would remain. (DEIR, p. 5.12-47.) 

A4A-14 The commenter states a substantial portion of  the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area is 
within the JWA 65 dB and 60 dB CNEL noise contours. As shown in Figure 5.12-6, while 
a portion of  the 60 dB CNEL contour does extend through this area, only a relatively 
small portion of  the 65 dB CNEL contour extends into the city and 55 Freeway/Dyer 
Road Focus Area. The commenter then highlights several proposed Noise Element 
policies (Policies 1.1, 1.4, and 3.1), which the commenter states “would do nothing to 
protect sensitive land uses from adverse impacts.” This is incorrect and the commenter 
neglects to list proposed Policy 3.3 and Policy 3.1. Policy 3.1 clearly does not support 
residential development within the JWA 65 dBA CNEL or greater noise contour. The 
commenter states that the ALUC indicated that all residential units within the 65 dB 
CNEL contour should typically be considered inconsistent. Proposed Policy 3.1 is 
consistent with this recommendation from the ALUC. Furthermore, per Policy 3.3, all 
residential land uses in the 60 dBA CNEL are required to be sufficiently mitigated so as 
not to exceed an interior standard of  45 dBA CNEL. 

The commenter states that GPU Policy 1.2 is vague. The following text changes have been 
made to proposed Policy 1.2 to clarify the policy as a requirement to comply with the 
City’s noise standards:  

 Policy 1.2. Sound Design (Noise Element). Encourage Require functional and 
attractive designs to mitigate excessive noise levels to the City’s acceptable interior and 
exterior noise limits (e.g., through the use of  noise barriers, setbacks, sound-rated 
building materials, or other methods). In designing such mitigation, encourage 
attractive designs.  

As a programmatic document, project-specific mitigation cannot be identified at this time 
and would be addressed at the project level once a development application and site plans 
are available. 

Moreover, because the purpose of  CEQA is to protect the physical environment, it is 
concerned with adverse changes to the environment that may be brought about by 
approval of  a proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21065, 21068.) CEQA is 
generally not, however, concerned with the effect the existing environment might have on 
proposed projects, and such effects are not treated as changes in the physical environment. 
(See, e.g. California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 
369, 378.) Thus, airport noise impacts on future residential developments proposed by the 
GPU is outside the scope of  the standard CEQA analysis, which requires the City to 
examine impacts of  the project on the environment. Here, the Draft PEIR states that 
while noise from existing sources is taken into account as part of  the baseline, the direct 
effects of  exterior noise from nearby noise sources relative to land use compatibility of  a 
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future project as a result of  the GPU is not a required topic for impact evaluation under 
CEQA. As required by Noise Element Policy 1.1, noise levels will be considered in land 
use planning decisions to prevent future noise and land use incompatibilities. At the 
discretion of  the Santa Ana Planning and Building Agency, considerations may include, 
but not necessarily be limited to, standards that specify acceptable noise limits for various 
land uses, noise-reduction features, acoustical design in new construction, and 
enforcement of  the California Uniform Building Code and City provisions for indoor and 
outdoor noise levels. (See Draft PEIR, p. 5.12-28.) 

Though the commenter is concerned that the GPU will exacerbate the existing noise 
within the JWA contours, and while an EIR must “analyze any significant environmental 
effects the project might cause or risk exacerbating by bringing development and people 
into the area affected” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.2(a)), an analysis of  exacerbating 
effects should be confined to those that are reasonably foreseeable. (See Final Statement 
of  Reasons for Regulatory Action, Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, pp. 38–
39 (Nov. 2018).) Further, the Natural Resources Agency’s Statement of  Reasons for the 
2018 amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines states that EIRs should analyze effects 
that a project might “cause or risk exacerbating,” and the language is intended to make 
clear that EIRs need not analyze effects that a project does not cause directly or indirectly. 
Because the GPU does not include any project-specific developments within the JWA 
airpath, analyzing those future projects and whether they will exacerbate the existing noise 
levels is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable. (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15064(d)(3).)  

The GPU is not contrary to ALUC’s recommendations to limit residential uses within the 
60 dBA CNEL noise contour or to prohibit residential uses within the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour. Noise Element Policy 3.1, Residential Development, states that residential 
development within the John Wayne Airport 65 dBA CNEL noise contour or greater is 
not supported. Noise Element Policy 3.3, Residential Mitigation, also requires all 
residential land uses in 60 dBA CNEL or 65 dBA CNEL noise contours to be sufficiently 
mitigated so as not to exceed an interior standard of  45 dBA CNEL. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.10-
16.) Thus, the GPU’s policies are consistent with ALUC’s recommendations.  

The commenter is stating that Policy 1.2, Sound Design, is deficient because it is vague 
and unenforceable; however, the GPU’s policies, including Policy 1.2, Sound Design, are 
not mitigation measures. In particular, Policy 1.2, Sound Design, is a part of  the GPU and 
is not a mitigation measure being adopted after the project was proposed. GPU Policy 1.2 
is designed so that implementation of  the GPU will result in less than significant impacts. 
Thus, the commenter’s reliance on Friends of  Oroville v. City of  Orville (2013) 219 
Cal.App.4th 832, 845—“provide a quantitative or qualitative determination or estimate of  
the mitigation measures’ effect” on project impacts”—is inapplicable here. The GPU 
policies concerning noise are intended to avoid or reduce noise-related impacts. (See Draft 
PEIR, pp. 5.12-26 through 5.12-27; see also p. 5.12-45.) As the Draft PEIR states, no 
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single goal or policy is expected to completely avoid or reduce an identified potential 
environmental impact. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.12-26.) However, the collective, cumulative 
mitigating benefits of  the policies are intended to reduce noise-related impacts. 

The commenter’s suggestion for a land use alternative that restricts residential 
development from locations within the 65 dBA CNEL contour and commits to specific 
and enforceable noise attenuation measures for residential land uses that are within the 60 
dB CNEL would not meet project objectives and therefore will not be analyzed any 
further.  

A4A-15 An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize the project’s significant 
adverse impacts. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1).) An EIR need not identify and 
discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. “Nothing in CEQA requires an EIR to 
explain why certain mitigation measures are infeasible.” (Clover Valley Found. v. City of  
Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, 245.) Nor must an EIR analyze in detail mitigation 
measures it concludes are infeasible. (Cherry Valley Pass Acres & Neighbors v. City of  Beaumont 
(2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 351.) If  specific economic, social, or other conditions make 
mitigation measures infeasible, individual projects may be approved in spite of  one or 
more significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.) 

In looking at mitigation measures for Impact 5.12-2 (generation of  a substantial 
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of  the project in 
excess of  standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of  other agencies), the Draft PEIR found that traffic noise increases would be 
significant along several roadway segments throughout the city. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.12-47.) 
The Draft PEIR also looked at three potential mitigation measures—special roadway 
paving, sound barrier walls, and sound insulation of  existing residences and sensitive 
receptors—and determined that these were not feasible due to costs and technical issues, 
such as the sound barrier walls preventing access to individual properties and there being 
no funding mechanism or procedures to guarantee implementation of  sound insulation 
features at each residence. (Draft PEIR, p. 5.12-50.)  

There are no feasible or practical mitigation measures available to reduce project-
generated traffic noise to less than significant levels for existing residences along the 
affected roadways. The traffic noise would remain a significant and unavoidable impact in 
the plan area. However, identification of  this program-level impact does not preclude the 
finding of  less than significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project 
level. (Draft PEIR, 5.12-51.) 

A4A-16 The GPU Draft PEIR VMT analysis was conducted using forecasts obtained from 
OCTA's OCTAM regional countywide model. Section 3.1 of  the Traffic Impact Analysis 
Report (see Appendix B of  this FEIR) provides a detailed explanation of  the VMT 
analysis methodology used in conjunction with these travel demand model forecasts. In 
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response to this comment, it is important to distinguish between vehicle trips and vehicle 
miles traveled. The comment requests an explanation of  how increased vehicle trips does 
not result in a significant impact. The key distinction is the VMT analysis methodology, 
which is based on the ratio between vehicles miles traveled and service population. An 
increase in vehicle trips as a result of  new development does not specifically result in a 
significant environmental impact. Instead, the analysis considers the VMT associated with 
this increase in trips and the ratio of  VMT to the increase in service population. In this 
case, while there may be more forecast vehicle trips, the ratio of  VMT compared to service 
population is lower for the GPU land use scenario when compared to the current general 
plan. It is the ratio of  VMT to service population that is also the City of  Santa Ana's 
adopted metric for determining the presence of  a significant traffic impact. Similarly, 
because trip generation is specifically not a CEQA analysis issue, this information is not 
required to be included in the traffic impact analysis report or the Draft PEIR.  

A4A-17 The City of  Santa Ana has coordinated extensively with OCTA throughout the 
preparation of  the GPU and the GPU Draft PEIR with regard to MPAH consistency. 
This coordination has resulted in the development of  a Memorandum of  Understanding 
(MOU) between the City of  Santa Ana and OCTA that spells out the roadway and 
intersection improvements and mitigations that the City of  Santa Ana has committed to 
as part of  ensuring consistency with the MPAH. The City of  Tustin has been given the 
opportunity to review this MOU and will be a party to the MOU as well. 

Intersection and roadway improvements identified in the MOU between City of  Santa 
Ana and OCTA are identified in the revised traffic impact analysis report contained as 
Appendix B of  this FEIR. 

As the commenter notes, this comment does not relate to the DEIR’s sufficiency under 
CEQA. Instead, the comment is raising concerns about the internal consistency of  the 
General Plan Update. This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers for their 
review and consideration in determining whether to approve the project. Since the 
comment does not provide any specific environmental issues, no further response is 
required. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a).) 

A4A-18 The revised traffic impact analysis report in the FEIR addresses the comment related to 
the inclusion of  the 0.05 loss time in the analysis of  the Red Hill/Warner intersection. 
This comment and issue have been previously discussed and resolved with City of  Tustin 
staff  as a result of  the coordination between City of  Santa Ana, City of  Tustin, and OCTA 
around the MPAH. 

This comment will be provided to the City decision-makers for their review and 
consideration in determining whether to approve the project. The comment does not 
provide any specific environmental issues, and thus no further response is required. (State 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a).) 
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A4A-19 The commenter asserts that two stated circumstances for recirculation of  the Draft PEIR 
apply: 1) the addition of  significant new information to the Draft PEIR after public notice 
is given of  the availability of  the Draft PEIR but before certification, or 2) the Draft PEIR 
is so “fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded.” The commenter supports the first assertion 
by concluding that substantial new information would necessarily be required to remedy 
the inadequacies of  the Draft PEIR. As detailed in the preceding responses (A4A-1 
through A4A-18), the City of  Santa Ana disagrees that the Draft PEIR is inadequate or 
deprives the public from meaningful review of  the proposed GPU. Moreover, substantial 
new information is not required and has not been provided in this FEIR. The City 
contends that the conditions under CEQA Guidelines 15088.5 (b) apply to this project: 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the 
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to 
an adequate EIR.  

Responses throughout this FEIR provide clarification and support the conclusions in the 
Draft PEIR. Required revision to the Draft PEIR, as clearly documented in Chapter 3 of  
this FEIR, do not constitute substantial new information and do not trigger the conditions 
warranting recirculation of  the Draft PEIR.  

State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 sets forth the circumstances under which a lead 
agency must recirculate an EIR. A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when 
significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice of the Draft EIR but 
before certification of the Final EIR. Such information can include changes in the project 
or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information 
added to an EIR is not considered “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project, or the project’s proponents have declined to 
implement a feasible way (including a feasible project alternative) to mitigate or avoid such 
an effect. As defined in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a), significant new 
information requiring recirculation shows any of the following:  

5. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

6. A substantial increase in the severity of  an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to 
a level of  insignificance.  

7. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the 
environmental impacts of  the project, but the project’s proponents 
decline to adopt it. 
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8. The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded.  

The Draft PEIR adequately analyzes the environmental effects of  the GPU, and the 
conclusions in the Draft PEIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record. None 
of  the conditions requiring recirculation listed in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 
have been triggered. None of  the revisions that have been made to the Draft PEIR 
indicate new significant impacts; a substantial increase in the severity of  an environmental 
impact identified in the Draft PEIR, and none of  the revisions identify a feasible project 
alternative or mitigation measure that is considerably different from those set forth in the 
Draft PEIR and which will lessen the environmental impacts of  the GPU. Furthermore, 
no new information brought forward indicates that the Draft PEIR is so fundamentally 
flawed that it precludes meaningful public review. None of  the CEQA criteria for 
recirculation have been met. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(b), 
“recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies 
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.” Therefore, the EIR 
does not need to be recirculated. 

A4A-20 Please see Response to Comment A4A-19.  
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A5. Response to Comments from Orange County Public Works, dated 9/16/2020. 

A5-1 The commenter states that if  any known or previously unknown underground storage 
tanks (USTs) are encountered during site development, to contact the Orange County 
Health Care Agency Hazardous Materials Program supervisor at (714) 433-6260 or the 
Environmental Health Main Line at (714) 433-6000. This is consistent with Regulatory 
Requirement HAZ-3 that all UST repairs and/or removals and use of  existing USTs will 
be conducted in accordance with Title 23, Chapter 16 of  the California Code of  
Regulations.  

A5-2 The commenter states that the Draft PEIR did not identify the Orange County Health 
Care Agency’s Voluntary Cleanup Program for industrial release/cleanup sites nor the 
Orange County UST program which oversees releases from nonpetroleum USTs. The 
commenter also recommends updating the search of  Hazardous Materials Sites (likely 
referring to Table 5.8-5) to include sites in the Voluntary Cleanup Program and Orange 
County UST program. The paragraphs in the Draft PEIR have been changed as follows: 

The OCHCA is charged with the responsibility of  conducting compliance inspections 
of  regulated facilities in Orange County. Regulated facilities are those that handle 
hazardous materials, generate or treat hazardous waste, and/or operate an 
underground storage tank. Nonpetroleum USTs receive oversight from OCHCA 
through the Orange County UST Program (OCUST). All new installations of  
underground storage tanks require an inspection, along with the removal of  the old 
tanks under strict chain-of-custody protocol. 

In addition, Table 5.8-5 has been changed as follows: 

Table 5.8-5 Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases 
Site Name Address Type of Site Cleanup Status 

Plan Area 
1300 Normandy Partners 1300 E. Normandy Pl. Cleanup Program Site  Open – Inactive  
7-Eleven Store #18167 1020 S. Bristol St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Aeromil Engineering Co., Inc. 2344 Pullman St. LUST Open – Remediation 
Aluminum Precision Products 2621 S. Susan St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Inactive  
AMR Combs Fuel Farm 19301 Campus Dr. LUST Open – Remediation  
Archies Texaco 4502 Westminster Ave. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
ARCO #1047 2646 W. 1st St. LUST Open - Remediation 
ARCO #3085 3361 S. Bristol St. LUST Open - Remediation 
ARCO #5147 2245 S. Main St. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
ARCO #6071 3414 S. Main St. LUST Open - Remediation 
Barlen Enterprises Industrial Park 1410 E. St. Gertrude Pl. Cleanup Program Site Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action 
Behr Process Corporation 3001 S. Yale St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Bell Industries 1831 Ritchey St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
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Table 5.8-5 Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases 
Site Name Address Type of Site Cleanup Status 

BFM Energy Products Corp. 2040 E. Dyer Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Bristol Fiberlite Industries 401 E. Goetz Ave. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
Cabrillo Park Shopping Center – Aztec 
Cleaners 

1730 E. 17th St. Voluntary Cleanup 
Program 

Open 

Cherry Aerospace 1224 E. Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Chevron #9-1825 2261 N. Fairview St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Circuit One 2103 S. Grand Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Remediation 
CTC Global Facility 3901 S. Main St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Diceon Electronics (Former)/Elexsys 
International Corp. 

2215 S. Standard Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 

Dyer Business Park 3107 Kilson Dr. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
E-Z Serve #100841 2409 W. Edinger Ave. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Eco Gasoline 1131 S. Main St. LUST Open - Remediation 
El Modena Flood Channel Investigation Esplanade Ave. & Fairhaven 

Ave. 
Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 

Embee Plating 2144 S. Hathaway St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Empire Auto 110 E. Dyer Rd. Voluntary Cleanup 

Program 
Open 

Former Alcoa Composites/Tre Astech 
Facility 

3030 S. Red Hill Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 

Former Industrial Property 201 E. Stevens Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Former Los Amigos Dry Cleaner 1312 W. Edinger Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Verification Monitoring 
Former Unocal 76 SS #5247 (AKA 
Crevier BMW) 

1500 Auto Mall Rd. (Formerly 
2031 E. Edinger) 

LUST Open – Site Assessment 

G & M Oil #24 3301 S. Bristol St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Gallade Chemical Inc 1230 E. St. Gertrude Pl. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
GE Plastics 1831 E. Carnegie Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Guadalajara Tires 2501 Westminster LUST Open - Remediation 
Gulf Station (Chevron #35-2689) 1606 S. Standard Ave. LUST Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action 
Halladay Properties 3035 Halladay Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Holchem Service Chemical Co. 1341 Maywood Ave., East Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Humble Oil Station 7-8869 1440 Broadway LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Isaac Main Plaza/Metro CW 1801 S. Main St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Isaac, Inc. (Village Pnt & Bdy) 1734 W. 1st St. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
ITT Cannon 666 E. Dyer Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
JMA Trust 3320 S. Yale St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Key Cleaners 3033 S. Bristol St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
L&N Costume Services 1602 E. Edinger Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Llyod Pest Control Upgradient VOC 
Plume 

566 E. Dyer Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open - Inactive 

Martin Aviation (Fuel Farm) 19331 S. Airport Way LUST Open - Remediation 
Mobil #18-HCN 1351 E. Dyer Rd. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
Newport Hydraulics 1716 S. Santa Fe St. LUST Open - Inactive 
OCWD – South Basin Hotel Terrace Dr. Project Open – Site Assessment 
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Table 5.8-5 Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases 
Site Name Address Type of Site Cleanup Status 

Orange County Fire Station #33 18992 Ike Jones Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Orange County South Basin  Complex Site Cleanup 

Program Facility 
 

Orco Tools and Equipment 2100 Ritchey St. LUST Open - Remediation 
SA Recycling 2002 W. 5th St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Eligible for Closure 
Safety-Kleen 2120 S Yale St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Santa Ana Tower F.A.A. 18990 Ike Jones Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Shell #510 Former 510 N. Bristol St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Shell Station #1202 (Former) 1202 E. Edinger Ave. LUST Open - Remediation 
South Coast Auction 2202 S. Main St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
South Coast Business Center 3400-3500 Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
SPS Technologies 2701 S. Harbor Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #008 704 N. Bristol St. LUST Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #015 2016 W. 17th St. LUST Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #150 1539 S. Standard Ave. LUST Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #376 801 N. Bristol St. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
Troy Computer 2322 Pullman St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Site Assessment 
Ultramar, Inc. Station #750 1501 S. Broadway LUST Open - Site Assessment 
Universal Circuits 1720-1800 Newport Circle, 

East 
Cleanup Program Site Open - Site Assessment 

Unocal #5356 1913 W. Edinger Ave. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Unocal #5422 1502 E. Edinger Ave. LUST Open - Remediation 
Unocal #7470 114 S. Bristol St. LUST Open - Remediation 
US Divers 3323 W. Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Inactive 
Waste Oil UST 3323 W. Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Inactive 
Wells Fargo Bank 2301 S. Main St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
West Coast Plating, Former 2525 S. Birch St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Inactive 
Source: SWRCB 2020 and OCHCA 2020a and 2020b. 

 

Section 5.8.6 of  the Draft PEIR has also been updated to include the following: 

Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA). 2020a, October 1 (accessed). Industrial 
Cleanup Program Cases Listed by City. 
https://www.ochealthinfo.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=21840. 

———. 2020b, October 1 (accessed). Nonpetroleum UST Cases Listed by City. 
https://www.ochealthinfo.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=21842.  

These changes are included in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 

A5-3 The commenter requests that minor comments—as discussed with the City on September 
4, 2020 and included in the Letter of  Support—be incorporated into the traffic impact 
analysis report. The revised traffic impact analysis report (Appendix B of  this FEIR) 
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includes these comments. The report includes the ADT forecast for Broadway between 
1st and 17th Streets. While the forecast ADT volume on 1st Street for the segment noted 
creates an unacceptable level of  service for the roadway in terms of  volume-to-capacity 
(V/C) ratio, this is not a significant impact under CEQA. Roadway level of  service is not 
a traffic evaluation criterion under CEQA. In terms of  the MPAH, these forecasts were 
reviewed with OCTA and no significant concerns were identified.  

The commenter also requests that the LOS mitigation measures for the deficient roadway 
segments be included in the traffic impact analysis report. Level of  service for roadway 
segments is no longer required to be evaluated under CEQA. Roadway level of  service 
information was provided in the traffic impact analysis report as part of  the parallel 
MPAH reclassification analysis conducted per OCTA guidelines. The City of  Santa Ana 
has coordinated with OCTA about mitigation measures required for MPAH 
reclassifications, and these are reflected in the revised traffic impact analysis report 
provided as Appendix B. 

With regard to possible conflicts with Orange County capital improvement projects (CIP): 

a) The reclassification of  Broadway from a Secondary arterial to a Divided Collector 
arterial will not result in any changes to the roadway outside of  the existing public 
right-of-way. No impact on the Old County Courthouse CIP Project is anticipated. 

b) The MPAH roadway reclassifications planned for the Grand Avenue/17th Street 
Focus Area would not have any impact on implementation of  traffic signal 
synchronization projects. 

c) The reclassification of  West Santa Ana Blvd would not result to changes outside of  
the roadway right-of-way. No impacts to the Santa Ana Gardens Channel are 
anticipated. 

The commenter also requests adding a number of  roadway intersections and segments to 
the traffic impact analysis report.  

Intersection volumes are not expected to be significantly affected by the reclassifications 
during peak hours. Thus, physical roadway improvements are not required, and no impact 
is expected to OCPW infrastructure. See Appendix G of  the updated traffic impact 
analysis report for reference. 

Roadway average daily traffic (ADT) information was added to the revised traffic impact 
analysis report in this FEIR. No significant impacts are observed.  
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A6. Response to Comments from Orange County Public Works, dated 9/16/2020. 

A6-1 The update process for the 2020 RTP/SCS began in 2018 and was based on population, 
housing, and employment projections generated for jurisdictions in Orange County, 
referred to as Orange County Projections (OCP) and prepared by the Center for 
Demographic Research (CDR). The OCP figures are intended to communicate expected 
growth and do not necessarily correlate to land use capacity or buildout figures associated 
with a general plan. CDR finalized the OCP in September 2018, which was prior to the 
land use planning and buildout efforts associated with the General Plan Update. The 
current OCP figures for Santa Ana are substantially smaller than what is being evaluated 
as a long-term buildout capacity for the City’s General Plan Update. Communications with 
CDR indicate that the earliest that interim adjustments will be made to the OCP figures 
is late 2021/early 2022, which will therefore mean that Santa Ana’s updated projections 
will be factored into the 2024 RTP/SCS (which is expected to begin in 2022—
approximately 18 months after the City will potentially adopt its updated general plan). 

A6-2 Please see Response A6-1. 

A6-3 This comment is regarding the proposed GPU and does not provide a specific comment 
regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision makers for 
consideration. The revised traffic impact analysis report included as Appendix B of  this 
FEIR includes the requested language for intersections 100, 101, and 105 on page 92. 

A6-4A See response to comment A6-3. The traffic impact analysis report included as Appendix 
B of  this FEIR has been updated to include the segment of  Dyer Road between Pullman 
and Red Hill in the roadway ADT summary. The City of  Santa Ana will coordinate with 
the City of  Irvine to determine Santa Ana's fair share cost towards the future widening 
of  Dyer between Red Hill and the SR-55 ramps.  

A6-4B See response to comment A6-3. Year 2045 traffic forecasts were developed using the latest 
version of  OCTA's OCTAM model and incorporate land use and socioeconomic data 
updates consistent with the land use plan proposed in the General Plan Update. These 
updates would be anticipated to result in differences in traffic volume forecasts compared 
to forecasts generated by the City of  Irvine using the city-specific ITAM model. 

A6-4C See response to comment A6-3. The analysis for this intersection in the traffic impact 
analysis report is updated to include free right for SBR/WBR for 2045 scenarios. This 
update removes the traffic impact, and no mitigation is required for this location following 
this update. 
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A7. Response to Comments from, Orange County Transit Authority, dated October 1, 2020. 

A7-1 Comment acknowledged.  

A7-2 The City of  Santa Ana will coordinate with OCTA regarding the implementation of  the 
proposed roadway reclassifications on McFadden Avenue and 1st Street and will evaluate 
the feasibility of  implementing physical and/or operational improvements to help 
maintain acceptable bus travel times along these two corridors. 

A7-3 The City of  Santa Ana is currently coordinating with OCTA in the development of  a 
MOU documenting the MPAH reclassifications and the mitigation measures and 
improvements required to be implemented as part of  the MPAH reclassifications. 

A7-4 Analysis for this intersection has been incorporated into the update traffic impact analysis 
report included as Appendix B to this FEIR. 

A7-5 The City of  Santa Ana is coordinating with the City of  Garden Grove with regard to 
proposed land uses and roadway changes in the vicinity of  the Willowick Golf  Course. 
Once more clarity is available regarding the proposed land uses for this site, a 
determination will be made with regard to the ability to consider removal of  the PE ROW 
arterial extension from the General Plan Update and the MPAH. 

A7-6 As noted above, the City of  Santa Ana will continue to coordinate with Garden Grove 
regarding roadways in the vicinity of  the Willowick Golf  Course. 

A7-7 The text in the Draft PEIR has been updated as follows in response to OCTA’s comment: 

Orange County Measure M 
Measure M (also called OC Go) was approved by Orange County voters in 1990. Measure 
M is the half-cent sales tax for transportation improvements first approved by Orange 
County voters in 1990 and renewed by voters for a 30-year extension in 2006 (Measure 
M2). The combined measures raise the sales tax in Orange County by one-half  cent 
through 2041 to help alleviate traffic congestion. The measure raises the sales tax by one-
half  cent for 50 years (to 2041) for projects and programs that alleviate traffic congestion. 
To be eligible for Measure M2 funds, a general plan circulation element must be consistent 
with Measure M requirements. The element must contain a growth management program 
that includes LOS standards, monitoring program, development phasing with circulation 
improvements, and impact fees.  

Key parts of  the growth management program—including the standard for traffic 
circulation as LOS D—are incorporated into the circulation element. To achieve this 
standard, the City requires that new development pay its fair share of  the street 
improvement costs associated with proposed projects, including improvements for 
regional traffic mitigation a local jurisdiction must satisfy the following requirements:  
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 Comply with the conditions and requirements of  the Orange County Congestion 
Management Program (CMP). 

 Establish a policy which requires new development to pay its fair share of  
transportation related improvements associated with their new development. 

 Adopt a General Plan Circulation Element consistent with the MPAH. 

 Adopt and update a Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 

 Participate in Traffic Forums. 

 Adopt and maintain a Local Signal Synchronization Plan (LSSP). 

 Adopt and update biennially a Pavement Management Plan (PMP). 

 Adopt and provide an annual Expenditure Report to OCTA. 

 Provide OCTA with a Project Final Report within six months following completion 
of  a project funded with Net Revenues. 

 Agree to expend Net Revenues received through M2 within three years of  receipt. 

 Satisfy Maintenance of  Effort (MOE) requirements. 

 Agree that Net Revenues shall not be used to supplant developer funding. 

 Consider, as part of  the eligible jurisdiction’s General Plan, land use and planning 
strategies that accommodate transit and non-motorized transportation. 

These changes are also reflected in Chapter 3 of  the FEIR.  

A7-8 The City of  Santa Ana will continue to coordinate with OCTA on the OC Streetcar project 
and will coordinate any roadway improvement projects along the streetcar alignment with 
OCTA to avoid potential conflicts. 

A7-9 The City of  Santa Ana acknowledges OCTA’s comment regarding OC Active. The City 
was an active stakeholder and coordinated with OCTA throughout the development of  
OC Active. The City provided input to OC Active in coordination with the City’s Active 
Transportation Plan. This helps to ensure coordination and integration between the 
recommendations of  the two documents for pedestrian and bicycle improvements in 
Santa Ana. 

A7-10 The City of  Santa Ana appreciates the close coordination that OCTA has provided during 
the City’s efforts to process the MPAH Amendment requests. The City has updated and 
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revised the traffic impact analysis report to incorporate OCTA’s comments. The updated 
traffic impact analysis is included as Appendix B of  this FEIR. 

A7-11 The traffic impact analysis report includes a detailed review of  future traffic conditions 
along 1st Street and McFadden Avenue with the proposed reclassifications. At locations 
where significant traffic impacts or unacceptable level of  service are forecast consistent 
with the MPAH Guidelines, the traffic impact analysis report identified appropriate 
mitigation measures. With these mitigation measures, the City of  Santa Ana does not 
anticipate significant impacts to traffic or transit operations. Additionally, during the future 
design efforts that will be conducted for the improvements to 1st Street and McFadden 
Avenue, the City of  Santa Ana will coordinate with OCTA with regard to the design of  
transit stops and identification of  design treatments to ensure that transit operations in 
the two corridors are not significantly impacted.  

A7-12 As noted in the response to comment A7-11, the City of  Santa Ana will coordinate with 
OCTA during the design process for improvements on 1st Street and McFadden Avenue 
to identify appropriate treatments to maintain transit operations and travel times in these 
two corridors. Specific design treatments and the specific locations for placement of  these 
treatments would be determined as part of  the future design process.  

A7-13 The Draft PEIR traffic impact analysis report includes a comprehensive LOS analysis of  
over 100 study intersections within Santa Ana and adjacent cities. While not requested 
under CEQA, where significant LOS traffic impacts were identified, appropriate 
mitigation measures are proposed in the traffic impact analysis report, and the City of  
Santa Ana has committed to implementing these mitigations, or if  appropriate, paying the 
City’s fair share towards the implementation of  mitigation measures.  

A7-14 The traffic impact analysis report in the Draft PEIR includes analysis of  all CMP 
intersections identified by OCTA in comment A7-14, except for the SR-55 SB Ramps and 
Irvine Boulevard. Analysis of  this CMP intersection is included in an addendum to the 
traffic impact analysis report incorporated into the FEIR (see Appendix B, Addendum to 
Santa Ana General Plan Traffic Impact Study). No significant impacts per CMP analysis 
guidelines are identified for this intersection.  

A7-15 Please refer to response to comment A7-7.  

A7-16 Outdated text from the Municipal Code is removed from the Draft PEIR, as shown in 
Chapter 3 of  this FEIR.  

A7-17 Table 5.16-1 has been updated as follows. Changes are also shown in Chapter 3 of  the 
FEIR.  
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Table 5.16-1 Street Classifications in Santa Ana 
Street Classification Description 

Major Arterial A street with six travel lanes and a center median. Typically includes bus transit, pedestrian sidewalks, 
and bicycle lanes. Example: Bristol Street.  

Primary Arterial Typically a roadway with four travel lanes and a center median. Typically includes pedestrian sidewalks 
and may include bus transit services and bicycle lanes. Example: 4th Street east of Grand Avenue. 

Secondary Arterial 
A roadway with four travel lanes and no center median. Typically provides sidewalks and may include 
bus transit and bicycle lanes. Serves more local traffic than a Primary Arterial than a Primary Arterial. 
Example: Civic Center Drive east of Bristol Street. 

Divided Collector Arterial 
Typically a roadway with two travel lanes and a continuous, central two-way left-turn lane, but it may be 
divided by a raised median as well. Right-of-way typically is 80 feet to accommodate bicycle lanes. 
Example: Flower Street south of 1st Street. 

Collector Street A roadway with two travel lanes and no center median. Typically includes sidewalks and may include 
shared bicycle routes. Example: Broadway south of 1st Street.  

Local Street A roadway with two travel lanes serving residences and businesses. Typically includes sidewalks and on-
street parking. May include shared bicycle routes.  

 

A7-18 The following changes were made to the text of  the Draft PEIR. Changes are also shown 
in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR.  

 Collector and Divided Collector. A two-lane unrestricted access roadway (divided 
or undivided) with a typical right-of-way width of  56 feet and a roadway width from 
curb to curb of  40 feet. A divided collector street is designed to accommodate up to 
22,000 vehicle trips daily. Collectors are designed to accommodate an average daily 
traffic of  7,500 to 11,300 trips, and divided collectors are designed to accommodate 
an average daily traffic of  9,000 to 20,000 trips. 

A7-19 The following changes were made to the text of  the Draft PEIR. Changes are also shown 
in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 

Regional Express Network 

Recent planning efforts have focused on enhanced system management, including value 
pricing to better use existing capacity and to offer greater travel choices, particularly during 
times of  traffic congestion. As part of  the RTP/SCS, SCAG is proposing an extension of  
its regional Express/HOT Lane network. In Orange County, Express/HOT Lanes will 
be built along SR-55 and I-405 and will be accessible to users for a monthly or one-time 
toll. While these freeway improvements do not directly cross Santa Ana, the City supports 
these investments as they benefit the region and the city. OCTA is currently studying 
express lane options in Orange County and the actual implementation or priority of  
implementation is being determined.  

A7-20 The following changes were made to the text of  the Draft PEIR. Changes are also shown 
in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 
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The circulation element update incorporates the proposed Santa Ana-Garden Grove 
Fixed Guideway project, which will introduce new transit service to the city. Santa Ana is 
working with Garden Grove and Orange County Transit Authority to build a fixed 
guideway system called the OC Streetcar. Expected to begin operations in 2022 2021, the 
OC Streetcar will link the Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center to a new multimodal 
hub at Harbor Boulevard/Westminster Avenue in Garden Grove (see Figure 3-10, Master 
Plan of  Transit). OC Streetcar will serve historic downtown Santa Ana and Civic Center. 
Along its four-mile route, OC Streetcar will connect with 18 Orange County Transit 
Authority bus routes and increase transportation options along Santa Ana Boulevard, 4th 
Street, the Pacific Electric right-of-way, and Harbor Boulevard.  
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LETTER O1 – Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians (4 page[s]) 
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O1. Response to Comments from Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, dated 
8/04/2020. 

O1-1 In response to this comment, Section 5.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, of  the Draft PEIR has 
been updated to indicate that the plan area is located in a shared use area between the 
Gabrielino and the Juaneño/Acjachemen. An ethnographic subsection pertaining to the 
Juaneño/Acjachemen has been added. The changes are shown in Chapter 3 of  the FEIR.  

O1-2 While the Draft PEIR indicates that human burials have been found in association with 
archaeological site CA-ORA-300, neither the Draft PEIR nor the accompanying cultural 
resources technical report disclose the location of  the site, thereby ensuring confidentiality 
requirements are met. In addition, the presence of  human burials denotes a heightened 
level of  significance, and that information should be contained within the Draft PEIR. 
Please note that the archaeological site record for the resource does not disclose the details 
of  the final disposition of  the human remains. 

O1-3 Mitigation Measure CUL-6 has been revised to include and clarify participation of  a 
Native American monitor, as requested in the comment. This includes both archaeological 
and Native American monitoring where warranted, and inclusion of  both the 
archaeologist and Native American representative in discussions regarding the 
determination of  significance and treatment for inadvertently discovered resources. In 
addition, the City acknowledges that disturbed land may contain resources or human 
remains considered sensitive to Native American tribes. Accordingly, language regarding 
monitoring of  only “undisturbed soil” in high sensitivity areas has been removed. The 
changes are shown in Chapter 3 of  the FEIR. 
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LETTER O2 – Jun Wu, PhD, UC Irvine Department of  Environmental and Occupational Health (2 page[s]) 
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O2. Response to Comments from Jun Wu, PhD, UC Irvine Department of Environmental and 
Occupational Health, dated 8/24/2020. 

O2-1 This commenter requests that additional time be provided for review of  the Draft PEIR. 
Subsequent to receipt of  this letter, the City extended the public review period by 20 days 
(extending the deadline for comments from September 16, 2020, to October 6, 2020). 
The City recognizes the broad scope of  the General Plan Update and its accompanying 
Draft PEIR. Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach 
and Schedule, for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach 
efforts implemented by the City.. 

O2-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach efforts 
implemented by the City. 

O2-3 This comment concludes that environmental justice issues required to be addressed by 
the General Plan Update pursuant to SB 1000 are not adequately addressed. The 
commenter appropriately assigns SB 1000 requirements to the General Plan Update and 
not the Draft PEIR. The evaluation of  environmental justice impacts is not a mandate of  
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Please refer to Section 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where the General Plan Update 
complies with SB 1000 requirements. 

Note that although environmental justice is not a specific CEQA issue, the related, topical 
environmental impacts are addressed in the Draft PEIR, including air quality, greenhouse 
gases, hazards, noise, hydrology/water quality, public services, and utilities. In accordance 
with CEQA, the Draft PEIR evaluates the potential impacts of  implementing the General 
Plan Update in comparison to existing conditions.  

O2-4 As explained in response O2-3, CEQA requires that environmental analysis determine the 
impact of  a proposed project (in this case the GPU) on existing conditions. It is not the 
purview of  an EIR to “adequately address existing environmental problems such as air 
pollution and soil lead exposures,” as recommended by this commenter. The Draft PEIR 
is required to evaluate impacts on existing physical conditions and determine cumulative 
impacts. 

In addition to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, please refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk 
/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for an expanded discussion of  environmental-related 
health issues (air pollution and soil) in the city. This section includes a summary of  GPU 
policies and City efforts to address these impacts.  
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LETTER O3 – Kim D. Lu, UC Irvine, Pediatric Exercise and Genomics Research Center (1 page[s]) 
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O3. Response to Comments from Kim D. Lu, UC Irvine, Pediatric Exercise and Genomics 
Research Center, dated 8/31/2020. 

O3-1 Comment noted. The General Plan Update includes policies for the City to coordinate 
with the South Coast AQMD to reduce air pollution that affects vulnerable populations 
in the city.  

O3-2 Per CEQA, the purpose of  the Draft PEIR is to evaluate the potential impacts of  the 
proposed General Plan Update on the environment.7 The Draft and Final PEIR therefore 
focus on this mandate and not on remediating existing conditions. The Draft PEIR 
quantifies existing conditions, including criteria air pollutants as referenced in this 
comment, and also quantifies these pollutants upon buildout of  the GPU on a citywide 
basis (see Draft PEIR Section 5.2, Air Quality). However, the Draft PEIR does not provide 
subarea detail and, as noted by this commenter, there is currently little real-time data 
collection of  pollutants near Santa Ana industrial corridors.  

The proposed GPU does not change any existing land use designations within the area of  
Madison Elementary School (please see Draft PEIR Figures 3-6 and 3-7, Current General 
Plan Land Use Plan and Proposed General Plan Land Use Plan, respectively). As described in 
this section, however, even with implementation of  required regulatory measures, GPU 
policies, and CEQA mitigation measures, air quality impacts would remain significant. 

The GPU policies, as described in Draft PEIR Section 5.2.4.2, include several policies to 
minimize air quality impacts on existing sensitive receptors, including the James Madison 
Elementary School and surrounding community, to achieve appropriate health standards. 
Additionally, South Coast AQMD has embarked on a community air initiative pursuant to 
Assembly Bill 617. Through this initiative, the South Coast AQMD is working with 
selective disadvantaged communities to implement a local air quality monitoring program. 
However, Santa Ana was not identified or nominated as one of  the potential 
disadvantaged communities in the latest South Coast AQMD Year 2 Community 
Recommendations for AB 617 sent to CARB.8 The only Orange County cities identified 
through the self-recommendation process were the “South Fullerton, Buena Park, 
Anaheim” community. However, the City worked with the Madison Park Neighborhood 
through Charitable Ventures Orange County to obtain a grant from the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) to expand the engagement between Madison Park residents and 

 
7  The Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed 
project are not CEQA impacts. 

 
8 South Coast AQMD. 2019, October 30. Final Submittal from South Coast AQMD: Year 2 Community Recommendations for AB 

617 Implementation. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ab-617-ab-134/year-2/community-identification-
prioritization/final-submittal-year-2.pdf?sfvrsn=8 
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create a plan for community-based monitoring of  air pollution and its effects. 9  In 
response to comments received on the GPU and EIR, the City has incorporated the 
following implementation measure into the General Plan Update: 

 1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a priority community 
designation for eligible environmental justice areas of  the city. If  such designation is 
not awarded, seek grant funds for activities such as local air quality monitoring. 

Please also refer to General Responses sections 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, and 2.1.4, Health 
Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR. 

  

 
9  CARB. 2020 (accessed). Community Air Grants, Proposed Awardees. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/community-

air-protection-program/community-air-grants/proposed-awardees 
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LETTER O4 – Victoria Lowerson Bredow, PhD, MPH and Connie McGuire, PhD, UC Irvine Newkirk Center 
for Science & Society (3 page[s]) 
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O4. Response to Comments from Victoria Lowerson Bredow, PhD, MPH, and Connie McGuire, 
PhD, UC Irvine Newkirk Center for Science & Society, dated 9/2/2020. 

O4-1 This comment pertains to the GPU and not the Draft PEIR. Please refer to general 
response 2.1.2, Environmental Justice. 

O4-2 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule.. 

O4-3 The City has implemented a comprehensive community outreach and engagement 
process. Please refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community 
Outreach and Schedule. 

O4-4 Comment acknowledged. 
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LETTER O5 – Frank Zaldivar, PhD (2 page[s]) 
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O5. Response to Comments from Frank Zaldivar, PhD, dated 9/3/2020. 

O5-1 This comment requests the City of  Santa Ana to delay the process for approval of  the 
General Plan Update to allow more time for community input. An expanded, general 
response to this comment is provided as Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: 
Community Outreach and Schedule.  

O5-2 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 

O5-3 Please refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 

O5-4 Please refer to 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 

O5-5 SB 1000 requires environmental justice issues to be addressed in General Plans. It is not 
a requirement of  the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Per CEQA, the 
purpose of  the Draft PEIR is to evaluate the potential impacts of  the proposed General 
Plan Update on the environment.10 The Draft and Final PEIR therefore focus on this 
mandate and not on remediating existing conditions. The Draft PEIR, however, inherently 
addresses environmental justice–related impacts of  implementing the GPU, including air 
quality, hazards, noise, hydrology/water quality, public services, and utilities.  

Although not required for this FEIR, a general response to environmental justice to 
address recurring comments regarding the General Plan Update has been included as 
Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice. 

O5-6 Comment noted. The GPU includes policies for the City to coordinate with the South 
Coast AQMD to reduce air pollution that affects vulnerable populations in the City.  

O5-7 As described in Section 5.2.4.2 of  the Draft PEIR, the General Plan Update includes 
several policies to minimize air quality impacts on existing sensitive receptors, including 
the James Madison Park Neighborhood, to achieve appropriate health standards.11 There 
are no South Coast AQMD monitoring stations in Santa Ana. South Coast AQMD has 
embarked on a community air initiative pursuant to Assembly Bill 617. Through this 
initiative, the South Coast AQMD is working with selected disadvantaged communities to 
implement a local air quality monitoring program. However, Santa Ana was not identified 

 
10 The Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed 
project are not CEQA impacts. 

 
11 The Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed 
project are not CEQA impacts. 
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or nominated as one of  the potential disadvantaged communities in the latest South Coast 
AQMD Year 2 Community Recommendations for AB 617 sent to CARB.12 The only 
Orange County community identified through the self-recommendation process was the 
“South Fullerton, Buena Park, Anaheim” community. However, the City worked with the 
Madison Park Neighborhood through Charitable Ventures Orange County to obtain a 
grant from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to expand the engagement 
between Madison Park residents and create a plan for community-based monitoring of  
air pollution and its effects.13 In response to comments received on the General Plan 
Update and Draft PEIR, the City has incorporated the following implementation measure 
into the General Plan: 

 CN-1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a priority community 
designation for eligible environmental justice areas of  the city. If  such designation is 
not awarded, seek grant funds for activities such as local air quality monitoring. 

O5-8 Please refer to the response to comment O2-7.  

O5-9 Please refer to the responses to comments O5-1 through O5-8.  

 

 
12  South Coast AQMD. 2019, October 30. Final Submittal from South Coast AQMD: Year 2 Community Recommendations for AB 

617 Implementation. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ab-617-ab-134/year-2/community-identification-
prioritization/final-submittal-year-2.pdf?sfvrsn=8 

13  CARB. 2020 (accessed). Community Air Grants, Proposed Awardees. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/community-
air-protection-program/community-air-grants/proposed-awardees 
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O6. Response to Comments from Enrique Valencia, dated 9/4/2020. 

O6-1 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision 
makers for consideration. 

O6-2 Since starting the General Plan Update process in late 2015, the City has sought to 
meaningfully engage all residents of  the community, looking for best practices and 
community partnerships to reach all residents, especially those that have not traditionally 
engaged in the public decision-making process. The General Plan Outreach Program 
included a series of  40 community workshops starting in 2015; informational "pop-ups" 
at community events; presentations to focus groups; and the convening of  a General Plan 
Advisory Group composed of  17 members of  the community, including seniors, youth, 
community-serving organizations, Community Linkages Neighborhood Leaders, and City 
commissioners. Moreover, translation services were offered during the meetings, and 
videos of  workshops were archived and made available for those unable to attend in 
person.  

A variety of  community issues and considerations, including environmental justice issues, 
were identified through these community outreach activities. With this community input, 
the Draft General Plan Policy Framework was created in December 2018, and community 
"Core Values" were created to reflect the voice of  the collective Santa Ana community 
and to express its environmental justice principals. Because these core values touch all 
aspects and all elements of  the General Plan Update, it was determined early in the process 
to incorporate environmental justice components as policies woven into the fabric of  the 
various elements, elevating their importance and prominence in each element.  

In an effort to continue a dialogue with the community on the topic of  environmental 
justice, as well as obtaining community feedback on what the City heard, the City mailed 
over 32,000 environmental justice informational flyers in May 2020 to property owners, 
occupants, and residents in EJ communities (identified based on criteria pulled from the 
CalEnviroScreen tool). Subsequently, on July 31 and August 1, 2020, the City held two 
virtual meetings to obtain input on the general plan elements and environmental justice 
issues. Over 22,000 mailers were sent inviting residents, businesses, and property owners 
within EJ communities and within 500 feet of  the five land use Focus Areas to participate 
in these community meetings.  

Based on feedback from the July 31 and August 1 community meetings, on August 31, 
2020, the City held a Community Outreach Roundtable with approximately 20 participants 
for improving outreach efforts for the GPU, including in EJ neighborhoods. The 
Roundtable convened again on October 14, 2020, to gather additional feedback on the 
City’s draft General Plan EJ policies.  
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City staff  continued its community engagement program through its involvement with 
the CARES mobile resource center program, reaching out to neighborhoods in greatest 
need, providing information and continuing outreach on the General Plan Update. The 
CARES mobile resource center was operational August through October 2020. 

On September 15, 2020, City staff  held a meeting with the Madison Park Neighborhood 
Association and University of  California, Irvine (UCI) to discuss EJ issues. City staff  also 
held an Anti-displacement Roundtable with the THRIVE local organization on October 
13, 2020. City staff  held two additional meetings with Orange County Environmental 
Justice (OCEJ), UCI Public Health educators, and the Orange County Healthcare Agency 
regarding lead contamination studies and policies in September and October 2020. After 
the October 9th meeting, OCEJ submitted a list of  demands to be addressed in the 
General Plan Update, including ongoing outreach and education, free access to blood 
testing, free ongoing health care access for affected communities, remediation of  homes 
and neighborhoods with lead levels above 80 ppm in the soil, remediation labor and 
training for local residents, comprehensive and ongoing lead testing with results publicized 
and measured for accountability, and additional zoning regulations to prevent exposure to 
lead contamination. 

On October 19, 2020, neighborhood leaders from the 21 neighborhoods in EJ 
disadvantaged communities were invited to learn more about environmental justice 
policies and programs being considered by the City. City staff  provided an overview of  
SB 1000 legislation for including EJ in general plan updates to neighborhood leaders, 
followed by open question-and-answer discussions.  

Finally, the City attended the Community Forum on October 23, 2020, that was convened 
by OCEJ, Santa Ana Active Streets, Madison Park Neighborhood Association, Rise Up 
Willowick, and the Kennedy Commission to address concerns including environmental 
justice. Recommendations (in addition to those already listed above) expressed at this 
meeting included the creation of  a comprehensive public health action plan that addresses 
toxic lead exposures, tenant protections for residents who seek action on toxic lead 
exposures, a limit on the number of  facilities and/or caps on air pollution for an overall 
area instead of  by facility, the closure or relocation of  polluting businesses, buffer zones 
between home and schools and industry, and the attraction of  clean industries that will 
provide jobs without polluting. 

City has augmented or added the following content in the General Plan Update to more 
directly respond to the public input received over the past four months since the release 
of  the Draft PEIR:  

 Policy3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods (Community Element). Continue to support 
the creation of  healthy neighborhoods by addressing public safety, mitigating 
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incompatible uses, improving the built environment, and maintaining building code 
standards.  

 Implementation Action CM-3.3 Health metrics. Engage with the Orange County 
Health Care Agency and other stakeholders to monitor key health indicators to 
measure the success of  the outcome of  General Plan policies and the implementation 
plan, including reduction in incidence in asthma. 

 Implementation Action CM-3.5 Environmental education. Encourage all 
education institutions in Santa Ana to include curriculum regarding environmental 
justice and local efforts to promote clean business operations, environmental quality, 
and the health in our community. 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions (Conservation Element). Consider 
potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary emission sources on existing and 
proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety risks. 
Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that 
might significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental 
justice area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a 
priority community designation for eligible environmental justice areas of  the city, 
with focus on areas with unique needs and pollution burden such the Delhi 
Neighborhood area. If  such designation is not awarded, seek grant funds for activities 
such as local air quality monitoring. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.5 Agency permits. Monitor the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District permitting and inspection process and the Orange 
County Health Care Agency to identify businesses in Santa Ana with potential 
hazardous materials or by-products, with a special focus on environmental justice 
communities. Serve as a liaison for residents to identify potential emission violations. 
Share information and data with the community on the City’s Environmental Quality 
web page. 

 Implementation Action OS-1.14 Community input. Identify and utilize 
multilingual and interactive community engagement tools, initiated through the Parks 
and Recreation Master Plan, for residents and facility users to provide ongoing input 
about open space needs, park design, facility improvements, and programing. 

 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses (Safety Element). Partner and collaborate with 
property owners, businesses, and community groups to develop strategies to protect 
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and minimize risks from existing hazardous material sites to existing nearby sensitive 
uses, with priority given to discontinuing such uses within environmental justice area 
boundaries.  

 Implementation Action S-2.4 Lead contamination. Work with local with 
community organizations and regional partners, such as Orange County 
Environmental Justice, Orange County Health Care Agency and University of  
California at Irvine Public Health, to understand the prevalence, sources, and 
implications of  lead contamination of  soil across Santa Ana. Collaborate with 
environmental justice stakeholders in proposing solutions to remove hazardous lead-
contaminated soils in the city and with benchmarks to measure and track effectiveness 
of  proposed programs. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.6 Lead paint abatement. Coordinate with County 
of  Orange Health Care Agency and community organizations to strengthen local 
programs to eliminate lead-based paint hazards, with priority given to residential 
buildings within environmental justice area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.16 Health in corridors. Require a Health Risk 
Assessment to identify best practices to minimize air quality and noise impacts when 
considering new residential uses within 500 feet of  a freeway.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.17 Training for safe practice. Pursue the EPA 
Renovate Right Program to train local residential contractors for certification as lead 
renovators to promote safe work practices and prevent lead contamination. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.18 Renovations and lead prevention. Evaluate the 
feasibility of  requiring contractor training and/or certification for safe work practices 
to conduct residential renovations for pre-1978 structures that may contain existing 
lead paint. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.19 Promote health. Partner with local organizations 
(e.g., OC Health Care Agency, Latino Health Access, Santa Ana Unified School 
District, and the Coalition of  Community Health Centers) to increase blood lead 
testing, outreach, education, and referral services through a “promotora” or 
community peer outreach model that addresses the root causes of  elevated blood lead 
levels impacting Santa Ana residents, with special focus in environmental justice 
communities and for children living in pre-1978 housing. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.20 Safe housing. Require all residential 
rehabilitation projects that use local, or HUD federal funds to comply with the Lead 
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Safe Housing Rule, to remove lead paint hazards, depending on the nature of  work 
and the dollar amount of  federal investment in the property. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.21 Prevention education. Collaborate with local 
organizations such as Orange County Health Care Agency and State Environmental 
Protection Agency and identify funds to create a Santa Ana Prevent Lead Poisoning 
Education Program, with special focus on disadvantaged communities and pre-1978 
housing stock. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.22 Public health outcomes. Support the Orange 
County Health Care Agency in their role in investigating public complaints regarding 
lead hazards, through enforcement of  local housing standards to assure healthy 
outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.23 Agency permits. Work with South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and Orange County Health Care Agency to evaluate 
existing special permit process and criteria for approval, and identify potential policy 
changes to minimize issuance of  special permits with potential health impacts.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.24 Public health. Partner with Orange County 
Health Care Agency and community serving organizations to evaluate best practices 
and benefits of  preparing a Public Health Plan to address environmental hazards in 
Santa Ana, with special focus in environmental justice communities.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.25 Engage EJ communities. Work with 
community serving organizations, neighborhood leaders, and residents to form an Ad 
Hoc Committee to develop ongoing EJ Community Engagement programs, including 
multilingual communication protocols.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.26 Health conditions. Work with Orange County 
Health Care Agency and local stakeholders like Orange County Environmental Justice 
and UC Irvine Public Health to identify baseline conditions for lead contamination 
in Santa Ana, monitor indicators of  lead contamination, and measure positive 
outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.27 Groundwater practice. Coordinate with the 
State Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to monitor the Santa Ana 
Southeast Groundwater Clean Up Project and identify measurable progress to 
remediate groundwater contamination. Share information with the community on the 
City’s Environmental Quality web page.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.28 Tenant protections. Provide information to 
residential tenants regarding Landlord Tenant Laws in the State, such as AB 1481, that 
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provide protections against evictions for those who seek action to improve 
substandard housing and hazardous conditions. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.29 Development site history. Update the City’s 
Development Review application process to require developers to provide 
information regarding prior use of  the site and history of  hazardous materials on the 
property, to identify potential for site contamination from hazardous materials or soil 
lead contamination to be remediated. 

O6-3 Please refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 

Furthermore, as stated in the response to comment O6-2, the revisions were based 
primarily on coordination with members of  the public, key stakeholders, and advocacy 
organizations on the topic of  environmental justice. Projects such as a comprehensive 
update to a General Plan typically take three to five years to complete, which is consistent 
with the timeline for the Santa Ana update. The City feels the outreach conducted during 
the General Plan Update was substantial and provided multiple opportunities for the 
public to comment and materially affect the policies and implementation actions. The City 
views environmental justice as a topic that goes beyond the update process and requires 
ongoing dialogue with the community. The following policies and action in the revised 
draft General Plan Update are indicative of  the City’s commitment to collaborating and 
communicating with the community to address issues of  environmental justice (all actions 
listed below are targeted for implementation in 2021, 2022, or on an annual or ongoing 
basis). 

 Implementation Action CM-1.1 Engage EJ communities. Establish an ad hoc 
committee of  community stakeholders to guide preparation of  an ongoing EJ 
community engagement program. 

 Implementation Action CM-1.2 Community conversation. Plan for and conduct 
a community survey every three years related to community health, air quality 
concerns, parks, and community service needs, with focused outreach to 
environmental justice priority areas. 

 Implementation Action CM-1.3 Collaboration. Develop intentional, strategic 
partnerships with public, private, and nonprofit entities to improve health outcomes 
by leveraging capacity, resources, and programs around mutually beneficial initiatives 
that promote health, equity, and sustainability in neighborhoods within environmental 
justice area boundaries. Develop a comprehensive partnership policy providing 
guidelines that can be used throughout the City organization. 
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 Implementation Action CM-3.5 Environmental education. Encourage all 
education institutions in Santa Ana to include curriculum regarding environmental 
justice and local efforts to promote clean business operations, environmental quality, 
and the health in our community.  

 Implementation Action CM-3.7 Public health and wellness collaboration 
summit. Collaborate with health care providers, health and wellness advocates, and 
other public health stakeholders to identify ways to improve the provision of  and 
access to health and wellness services throughout the city. Include a discussion on 
areas within environmental justice area boundaries underserved by affordable health 
and wellness services 

 Implementation Action CN-1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a 
priority community designation for eligible environmental justice areas of  the city, 
with focus on areas with unique needs and pollution burden such the Delhi 
Neighborhood area. If  such designation is not awarded, seek grant funds for activities 
such as local air quality monitoring. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.3 Proactive engagement. Collaborate with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders in environmental 
justice areas experiencing local air pollutions issues to outline objectives and strategies 
for monitoring air pollution in advance of  the establishment of  a community 
emissions reduction and/or air monitoring plan. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.5 Agency permits. Monitor the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District permitting and inspection process and the Orange 
County Health Care Agency to identify businesses in Santa Ana with potential 
hazardous materials or by-products, with a special focus on environmental justice 
communities. Serve as a liaison for residents to identify potential emission violations. 
Share information and data with the community on the City’s Environmental Quality 
web page.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.10 Interagency team. Establish an environmental 
quality interagency team to evaluate, monitor, and make recommendations to address 
air quality and environmental hazard issues, with a special focus on environmental 
justice areas. Publish results and information on the City’s website through a dedicated 
Santa Ana Environmental Quality web page. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.11 Public education. Es Augment existing 
programs to improve public awareness of  State, regional, and local agencies and 
resources to assist with air quality and other environmental quality concerns.  
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 Implementation Action CN-1.12 Data collection for emissions plans. 
Coordinate with the South Coast Air Quality Management District to explore ways to 
initiate data collection efforts for a community emissions reduction and/or 
community air monitoring plan, including the identification of  information needed 
(new or updated), potential data sources and needed resources, and strategies to 
engage residents and collect information.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.13 Community survey on healthy lifestyles. Plan 
for and conduct a community survey of  residents related to community health, air 
quality, parks, and community services; with focused outreach for environment justice 
concerns and priority areas (tie into other City efforts like Strategic Plan, park and 
recreation planning, community benefits, etc.).  

 Implementation Action CN-1.14 Expanded interactions. Identify opportunities 
to expand regular attendance of  City staff  and decision-makers at meetings for 
neighborhoods within environmental justice area boundaries, so that residents and 
businesses can more easily communicate their unique issues and needs. Include a 
translator(s) at these meetings so that all residents can engage.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.15 Expanded representation. Expand 
representation of  residents from neighborhoods within environmental justice area 
boundaries by extending residents from such areas to become board, commission, 
and task force members as openings occur.  

 Implementation Action CN-1.16 City budget. Evaluate the City’s budget and 
financial policies to include direction for prioritizing public services and 
improvements within environmental justice area boundaries. Augment budget 
meeting presentations to include a section dedicated to the status of  actions and 
improvements to address the needs of  residents within environmental justice area 
boundaries. 

 Implementation Action S-2.4 Lead contamination. Work with local with 
community organizations and regional partners, such as Orange County 
Environmental Justice, Orange County Health Care Agency and University of  
California at Irvine Public Health, to understand the prevalence, sources, and 
implications of  lead contamination of  soil across Santa Ana. Collaborate with 
environmental justice stakeholders in proposing solutions to remove hazardous lead-
contaminated soils in the city and with benchmarks to measure and track effectiveness 
of  proposed programs.  

 Policy 3.2 Empower Community (Land Use Element). Facilitate community 
engagement and dialogue in policy decisions and outcomes affecting land use and 
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development, with supplemental opportunities for proposed planning activities 
within environmental justice area boundaries. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.6 Lead paint abatement. Coordinate with County 
of  Orange Health Care Agency and community organizations to strengthen local 
programs to eliminate lead-based paint hazards, with priority given to residential 
buildings within environmental justice area boundaries.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.14 Sunshine ordinance. Update City Sunshine 
Ordinance, incorporating best practices for outreach in environmental justice areas in 
Santa Ana. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.19 Promote health. Partner with local organizations 
(e.g., OC Health Care Agency, Latino Health Access, Santa Ana Unified School 
District, and the Coalition of  Community Health Centers) to increase blood lead 
testing, outreach, education, and referral services through a ‘promotora’ or 
community peer outreach model that addresses the root causes of  elevated blood lead 
levels impacting Santa Ana residents, with special focus in environmental justice 
communities and for children living in pre-1978 housing. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.21 Prevention education. Collaborate with local 
organizations such as Orange County Health Care Agency and State Environmental 
Protection Agency and identify funds to create a Santa Ana Prevent Lead Poisoning 
Education Program, with special focus on disadvantaged communities and pre-1978 
housing stock. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.24 Public health. Partner with Orange County 
Health Care Agency and community serving organizations to evaluate best practices 
and benefits of  preparing a Public Health Plan to address environmental hazards in 
Santa Ana, with special focus in environmental justice communities.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.25 Engage EJ communities. Work with 
community serving organizations, neighborhood leaders, and residents to form an Ad 
Hoc Committee to develop ongoing EJ Community Engagement programs, including 
multilingual communication protocols.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.26 Health conditions. Work with Orange County 
Health Care Agency and local stakeholders like Orange County Environmental Justice 
and UC Irvine Public Health to identify baseline conditions for lead contamination 
in Santa Ana, monitor indicators of  lead contamination, and measure positive 
outcomes. 
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 Implementation Action LU-3.27 Groundwater practice. Coordinate with the 
State Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to monitor the Santa Ana 
Southeast Groundwater Clean Up Project and identify measurable progress to 
remediate groundwater contamination. Share information with the community on the 
City’s Environmental Quality web page.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.28 Tenant protections. Provide information to 
residential tenants regarding Landlord Tenant Laws in the State, such as AB 1481, that 
provide protections against evictions for those who seek action to improve 
substandard housing and hazardous conditions. 

O6-4 Comment noted. 
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O7 - Attachment 1 

Please refer to Letter O6 – Attachment 1. 
  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-176 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2020 Page 2-177 

O7. Response to Comments Susan Greer, Church of the Foothills Peace, Benevolence and Justice 
Ministry, dated 9/14/20. 

O7-1 The topic of  lead contamination is one of  dozens of  pollution factors the City considers 
in its development of  General Plan policies and implementation actions. The City’s 
presentation on environmental justice distributed in July 2020 (see link and info below) 
explicitly references the issue of  lead contamination and the local testing being undertaken 
by local organizations and UC Irvine.  

https://www.santa-ana.org/general-plan/environmental-justice (see YouTube at the 
10:12 mark [English] or 11:17 mark [Spanish] and as a PDF file [slide 25 for both English 
and Spanish])  

City staff  held a meeting with the Madison Park Neighborhood Association and UCI to 
discuss environmental justice issues, including lead contamination, on September 15, 
2020. City staff  held two additional meetings with Orange County Environmental Justice, 
UCI Public Health educators, and the Orange County Healthcare Agency regarding lead 
contamination studies and policies in September and October 2020. 

O7-2 The City has reinforced and expanded its focus on the topic of  lead contamination 
through the following policies and implementation actions in the October draft of  the 
General Plan Update.  

 Policy 3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods (Community Element). Continue to support 
the creation of  healthy neighborhoods by addressing public safety, mitigating 
incompatible uses, improving the built environment, and maintaining building code 
standards.  

 Implementation Action S-2.4 Lead contamination. Work with local with 
community organizations and regional partners, such as Orange County 
Environmental Justice, Orange County Health Care Agency and University of  
California at Irvine Public Health, to understand the prevalence, sources, and 
implications of  lead contamination of  soil across Santa Ana. Collaborate with 
environmental justice stakeholders in proposing solutions to remove hazardous lead-
contaminated soils in the city and with benchmarks to measure and track effectiveness 
of  proposed programs. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.6 Lead paint abatement. Coordinate with County 
of  Orange Health Care Agency and community organizations to strengthen local 
programs to eliminate lead-based paint hazards, with priority given to residential 
buildings within environmental justice area boundaries.  
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 Implementation Action LU-3.17 Training for safe practice. Pursue the EPA 
Renovate Right Program to train local residential contractors for certification as lead 
renovators to promote safe work practices and prevent lead contamination. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.18 Renovations and lead prevention. Evaluate the 
feasibility of  requiring contractor training and/or certification for safe work practices 
to conduct residential renovations for pre-1978 structures that may contain existing 
lead paint. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.19 Promote health. Partner with local organizations 
(e.g., OC Health Care Agency, Latino Health Access, Santa Ana Unified School 
District, and the Coalition of  Community Health Centers) to increase blood lead 
testing, outreach, education, and referral services through a ‘promotora’ or 
community peer outreach model that addresses the root causes of  elevated blood lead 
levels impacting Santa Ana residents, with special focus in environmental justice 
communities and for children living in pre-1978 housing. 

  Implementation Action LU-3.20 Safe housing. Require all residential 
rehabilitation projects that use local, or HUD federal funds to comply with the Lead 
Safe Housing Rule, to remove lead paint hazards, depending on the nature of  work 
and the dollar amount of  federal investment in the property. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.21 Prevention education. Collaborate with local 
organizations such as Orange County Health Care Agency and State Environmental 
Protection Agency and identify funds to create a Santa Ana Prevent Lead Poisoning 
Education Program, with special focus on disadvantaged communities and pre-1978 
housing stock. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.22 Public health outcomes. Support the Orange 
County Health Care Agency in their role in investigating public complaints regarding 
lead hazards, through enforcement of  local housing standards to assure healthy 
outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.26 Health conditions. Work with Orange County 
Health Care Agency and local stakeholders like Orange County Environmental Justice 
and UC Irvine Public Health to identify baseline conditions for lead contamination 
in Santa Ana, monitor indicators of  lead contamination, and measure positive 
outcomes. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.27 Groundwater practice. Coordinate with the 
State Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to monitor the Santa Ana 
Southeast Groundwater Clean Up Project and identify measurable progress to 
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remediate groundwater contamination. Share information with the community on the 
City’s Environmental Quality web page.  

 Implementation Action LU-3.28 Tenant protections. Provide information to 
residential tenants regarding Landlord Tenant Laws in the State, such as AB 1481, that 
provide protections against evictions for those who seek action to improve 
substandard housing and hazardous conditions. 

 Implementation Action LU-3.29 Development site history. Update the City’s 
Development Review application process to require developers to provide 
information regarding prior use of  the site and history of  hazardous materials on the 
property, to identify potential for site contamination from hazardous materials or soil 
lead contamination to be remediated. 
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O8. Response to Comments from Jenny Pezda, MESM, Southern California Gas Company, dated 
9/16/20. 

O8-1 This comment is regarding the proposed GPU and does not provide a specific comment 
regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision makers for 
consideration. 
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O9. Response to Comments from Cynthia Guerra, The Kennedy Commission, dated 9/16/20. 

O9-1 Comment noted. 

O9-2 Please refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 

O9-3 Comment noted. Please refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: 
Community Outreach and Schedule.  

O9-4 Environmental Justice under SB 1000 details requirements for general plans. It is not a 
CEQA requirement, and the Draft PEIR is not required to address specific impacts to 
disadvantaged communities. The Draft PEIR does address environmental justice–related 
impacts, including air quality/pollution, noise, water quality, and public services, and 
utilities, but not specifically for disadvantaged communities. Pursuant to CEQA, these 
impacts are addressed in comparison to existing conditions and in a citywide, resource-
based, or service-provider-boundary context. Please see general response, 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how EJ is addressed in the GPU. 

O9-5 Please refer to general response 2.1.2, Environmental Justice. This section describes the 
compilation of  EJ policies throughout the various General Plan elements, and also 
describes how these policies and their implementation actions address disadvantaged 
communities. Please also refer to general response 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment.  

O9-6 Please see Responses O9-2 through O9-5. 

O9-7 This comment focuses on the provision of  affordable housing in the City of  Santa Ana 
and asserts that the higher density allowed within focus areas and also within new land use 
designations could have an adverse effect on the effectiveness of  the Housing 
Opportunity Ordinance (HOO) and its ability to facilitate affordable housing. Housing 
affordability is not an environmental issue under CEQA, and therefore, no response to 
this assertion is required. The comment, however, will be forwarded to decision-makers 
for their consideration.  

The Draft PEIR concludes that the proposed GPU would provide more housing 
opportunities than currently exist and that implementation of  the GPU would not 
displace people and/or housing. The GPU would change 581 acres of  existing 
nonresidential land use to residential uses, and furthermore, would not change any land 
use designations outside the five focus areas. The commenter’s contention that 
implementation of  the proposed GPU would affect market rates and ultimately increase 
housing prices and displace existing residents is speculative. An environmental impact that 
is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15064(d)(3).) When no accepted methodology exists to assess an environmental impact, 
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the lead agency may properly conclude that the impact is too speculative to reliably 
evaluate and is therefore unknown. 

O9-8 This comment notes that there are additional issues that need to be addressed in the GPU. 
This is not a comment on the Draft PEIR and there is no requirement to address it. 

O9-9 The City recognizes the challenges associated with the pandemic. As detailed in general 
response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, the GPU update 
process started in late 2015 and has conducted comprehensive community outreach. GPU 
policies, including supplemental/refined environmental justice policies and 
implementation actions, will facilitate ongoing coordination with residents and 
community-based organizations. The GPU includes the framework to develop the long-
range solutions to inequities experienced within the city.  

O9-10 See Response O9-9. 

O9-11 Comment noted. Please see previous responses to this comment letter.  
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O9A Responses to comments from Cesar Covarrubias, The Kennedy Commission, dated 10/6/2020 

O9A-1 This comment provides a description of  The Kennedy Commission and the goals of  this 
broad-based coalition. It is an introduction to the forthcoming comments in the letter. No 
response needed.  

O9A-2 Please refer to Responses O9-1 and O9-2 and to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: 
Community Outreach and Schedule, for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive 
community outreach efforts implemented by the City. 

O9A-3 This comment asserts that the GPU fails to provide for sufficient affordable housing to 
meet City needs and states that new up-zoning would undermine the effectiveness of  the 
Housing Opportunity Ordinance. The comment also opines that the GPU will create an 
internal inconsistency within the General Plan as the increased by-right densities will 
impede achievement of  the Housing Element’s goal. Housing affordability is not an 
environmental issue under CEQA, and therefore, no response to this portion of  the 
comment is required. The comment, however, will be forwarded to decision-makers for 
their consideration.  

The commenter also disagrees with the Draft PEIR conclusion that the GPU would not 
displace people and/or housing. The Draft PEIR concludes that the proposed GPU 
would provide more housing opportunities than currently exist and that implementation 
of  the GPU would not displace people and/or housing. The GPU would change 581 acres 
of  existing nonresidential land use to residential uses, and furthermore, would not change 
any land use designations outside the five focus areas. Other commenters on the Draft 
PEIR contend that implementation of  the proposed GPU would affect market rates and 
ultimately increase housing prices and displace existing residents. This is speculative. An 
environmental impact that is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. 
(State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).) When no accepted methodology exists to assess 
an environmental impact, the lead agency may properly conclude that the impact is too 
speculative to reliably evaluate and is therefore unknown. 

O9A-4 The commenter states that the Draft PEIR fails to assess the impact of  the GPU on open 
space or consider the City’s current open space deficiency. The City disagrees. Draft PEIR 
Section 5.5, Recreation, clearly describes existing open space and recreation facilities, and 
quantifies and discloses existing open space deficiencies. This section of  the Draft PEIR 
also details the potential impacts and related park/open space needs that would be 
generated by GPU implementation. 

The City also disagrees that implementation of  the GPU will exacerbate existing 
deficiencies. Please refer to the General Response included in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. As described in this expanded response, the City has refined/supplemented park 
and open space GPU policies to assure that plan implementation will improve the 
provision of  these amenities in the city.  
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 The City acknowledges the beneficial impacts of  open space as summarized in this 
comment. The General Plan Update identifies the Willowick Golf  Course as it is under 
existing conditions—a golf  course owned and operated by the City of  Garden Grove. 
With respect to greenhouse gases, there are nominally the same carbon stock and 
sequestration benefits associated with a golf  course as a park. The invaluable benefit of  
open space to residents’ physical and mental health is also recognized.  

O9A-5 Please refer to Response O9-4 and to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, and Section 2.1.4, 
Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR. 
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O10. Response to comments from Shute, Mahali, and Weinberger, Gabriel Ross – Rise Up 
Willowick, 8/27/2020.  

O10-1 This comment requests the City of  Santa Ana delay the process for approval of  the 
General Plan Update and the Draft PEIR to allow more time for community input. 
Subsequent to the receipt of  this letter, the City extended the public review period by 20 
days (extending the deadline for comments from September 16, 2020, to October 6, 2020). 
The City recognizes the broad scope of  the General Plan Update and its accompanying 
Draft PEIR. Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach 
and Schedule, for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach 
efforts implemented by the City. 
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LETTER O10A – Shute, Mahali, and Weinberger, Gabriel Ross – Rise Up Willowick, (9 page[s]). 

Please note, due to the large number of  pages, only the pages with comments are below. The comment 
letter in total is provided as Appendix C of  this Final Environmental Impact Report. 
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O10A Response to comments from Shute, Mahali, and Weinberger, Gabriel Ross – Rise Up 
Willowick, dated 10/6/2020 

O10A-1 As noted by the commenter, the GPU would not change the land use designation of  the 
Willowick site and thus this open space use is included in the recreational/open space 
analysis in the Draft PEIR. The City acknowledges this commenter’s support of  the open 
space designation and also recognizes Rise Up Willowick’s support of  a joint proposal 
submitted to the City of  Garden Grove (the property owner) to develop the majority of  
the site into a community park, with affordable housing on the remainder. Future use of  
the Willowick property is not part of  the project considered for the Draft PEIR, and it 
would be speculative to comment on a specific proposal for the site in this FEIR. Future 
development would be a discretionary project for the City and subject to environmental 
review under CEQA. 

As noted by this commenter, new development in accordance with the GPU would 
generate additional residents and increase the demand for park and recreational facilities; 
without requirements, new facilities would exacerbate an existing shortage of  recreation 
facilities in the city. New development, however, would be required to meet the City’s 
standard; therefore, over time the ratio of  parkland per city resident would improve. 
Nevertheless, in response to this concern, the City has refined and supplemented GPU 
policies to ensure that parks/recreational facilities are not only provided, but they are 
provided within a reasonable time period from housing development and also provided 
close enough to new housing development to meet the demand generated. Please refer to 
general response 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for additional detail.  

The City acknowledges the beneficial impacts of  open space as summarized in this 
comment. The General Plan Update identifies the Willowick Golf  Course as it is under 
existing conditions—a golf  course owned and operated by the City of  Garden Grove. 
With respect to greenhouse gases, there are nominally the same carbon stock and 
sequestration benefits associated with a golf  course as a park.  

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft PEIR conclusion regarding water 
quality and hydrology impacts improperly relies on regulatory requirements to mitigate 
impacts. The Draft PEIR is supported by a detailed technical report by Fuscoe 
Engineering, Appendix H-a, Infrastructure Technical Report for Hydrology, Sewer, Water and Water 
Quality. This report details existing conditions and proposed impacts of  GPU 
implementation for hydrology and water quality. It evaluates existing storm drainage 
capacities, inadequacies, and improvement plans and quantifies the impact of  
development under the GPU. Similarly, it details water quality and outlines applicable plans 
and best management practices (BMPs) for water quality.  

New development and redevelopment that meet certain thresholds would need to 
implement the requirements of  the Construction General Permit and the MS4 permit as 
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a condition of  project approval. Additionally, all development and redevelopment shall 
comply with the requirements of  the Santa Ana Municipal Code, which prohibits illicit 
connections to the storm drainage system and forbids prohibited discharges. All 
development that discharges stormwater associated with industrial activity shall also 
comply with the requirements of  the General Industrial Permit and the installation or 
decommissioning of  water wells shall do so in accordance with Section 13751 of  the 
Water Code. The State Water Resource Control Board, the Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and the City of  Santa Ana mandate stormwater management 
practices that are deemed sufficient to protect water bodies from pollutants in stormwater 
and sidestep hydrology impacts from the development of  new impervious areas. These 
State and local requirements are sufficient in managing the impacts to water quality and 
hydrology. 

The mitigating effect of  applicable regulatory requirements, therefore, has been analyzed 
and substantiated to support the conclusion that hydrology and water quality impacts for 
the proposed GPU would be less than significant. 

O10A-2 This comment focuses on the provision of  affordable housing in the City of  Santa Ana 
and asserts that the higher density allowed within focus areas and also within new land use 
designations could have an adverse effect on the effectiveness of  the Housing 
Opportunity Ordinance (HOO) and its ability to facilitate affordable housing. Housing 
affordability is not an environmental issue under CEQA, and therefore, no response to 
this assertion is required. The comment, however, will be forwarded to decision-makers 
for their consideration.  

The Draft PEIR concludes that the proposed GPU would provide more housing 
opportunities than currently exist and that implementation of  the GPU would not 
displace people and/or housing. The GPU would change 581 acres of  existing 
nonresidential land use to residential uses, and furthermore, would not change any land 
use designations outside the five focus areas. The commenter’s contention that 
implementation of  the proposed GPU would affect market rates and ultimately increase 
housing prices and displace existing residents is speculative. An environmental impact that 
is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15064(d)(3).) When no accepted methodology exists to assess an environmental impact, 
the lead agency may properly conclude that the impact is too speculative to reliably 
evaluate and is therefore unknown. 

Furthermore, the comment is regarding the City’s capability to meet housing requirements 
under RHNA and its relationship to the City’s HOO. These topics are not CEQA issues 
and not within the realm of  the Draft PEIR. This comment will be forwarded to decision-
makers for their consideration with respect to the GPU. 
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O10A-3 Environmental justice under SB 1000 details requirements for general plans. It is not a 
CEQA requirement, and the Draft PEIR is not required to address specific impacts to 
disadvantaged communities. The Draft PEIR does address environmental justice–related 
impacts, including air quality/pollution, noise, water quality, and public services and 
utilities, but not specifically for disadvantaged communities. Pursuant to CEQA, these 
impacts are addressed in comparison to existing conditions and in a citywide, resource-
based, or service-provider-boundary context. Please see general response 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how EJ is addressed in the GPU. 

O10A-4 Please refer to responses to O10A-1 through O10A-3.  
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LETTER O11 – Robin Mark, L.A. Program Director, Trust for Public Land, (5 page[s]). 
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O11. Response to comments from Robin Mark, L.A. Program Director, Trust for Public Land, dated 
10/2/2020. 

O11-1 The City appreciates the Trust for Public Land’s support for the continued designation of  
the Willowick Golf  Course site as open space in the City's General Plan Update. 

O11-2 This comment includes the Trust of  Public Land’s achievements, benefits of  parks and 
open space areas, and a description of  park equity issues in the city. Please refer to Section 
2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for the General Response regarding the provision of  
recreational facilities. 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-228 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 
  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2020 Page 2-229 

LETTER O12 – Cynthia Guerra, Rise Up Willowick, (6 page[s]). 
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O12. Response to comments from Cynthia Guerra, Rise Up Willowick, dated 10/5/2020. 

Intro The commenter describes the members of  the Rise Up Willowick Coalition (“the 
Coalition”) and the organization’s goal regarding development of  the Willowick Golf  
Course site. As a group, the letter states their support for the project proposed by the 
Trust for Public Land, Clifford Beer Housing, and the California State Coastal 
Conservancy as proposed to the City of  Garden Grove. 

O12-1 The commenter expresses a concern that the Draft PEIR inaccurately assesses the impact 
of  the GPU on the amount of  open space. The comment, however, does not provide any 
specific information to support that the Draft PEIR assessment is inaccurate. It is, 
therefore, not possible to respond to this assertion. 

This comment also recommends that the vast majority of  Willowick should be preserved 
as Open Space and that the open space zoning designation should not be changed through 
the adoption of  the GPU. The GPU does not propose any change to the current Open 
Space designation for the Willowick property (please refer to Draft PEIR Figure 3-6, 
Current General Plan Land Use Plan, and Figure 3-7, Proposed General Plan Land Use Plan). 
This site is located within the West Santa Ana Boulevard Focus Area. Also refer to Draft 
PEIR Figure 3-14, West Santa Ana Boulevard Focus Area Existing v. Proposed Land Use. 

O12-2 As noted in Response O12-1, the GPU would not change the land use designation of  
Willowick, and thus this open space use is included in the recreational/open space analysis 
in the Draft PEIR. As noted by this commenter, new development in accordance with the 
GPU would generate additional residents and increase the demand for park and 
recreational facilities. Without requirements to provide new facilities, this would 
exacerbate an existing shortage of  recreation facilities in the city. New development, 
however, would be required to meet the City’s standard, and therefore, over time the ratio 
of  parkland per City resident would improve. Nevertheless, in response to this concern, 
the City has refined and supplemented GPU policies to ensure that parks/recreational 
facilities are not only provided, but they are provided within a reasonable time period from 
housing development and also provided close enough to new housing development to 
meet the demand generated. Please refer to general response 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, 
for additional detail. 

O12-3 The City acknowledges the beneficial impacts of  open space as summarized in this 
comment. In response to this comment and similar Draft PEIR comments, the City has 
refined and supplemented the GPU policies related to park/open space (please refer to 
general response 2.13, Parks and Open Space). Future use of  the Willowick property is not 
part of  the project considered for the Draft PEIR, and it would be speculative to comment 
on a specific proposal for the site in this FEIR. Future development would be a 
discretionary project for the City and subject to environmental review under CEQA. 
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O12-4 This comment focuses on the provision of  affordable housing in the City of  Santa Ana 
and asserts that the higher density allowed within focus areas and also within new land use 
designations could have an adverse effect on the effectiveness of  the Housing 
Opportunity Ordinance (HOO) and its ability to facilitate affordable housing. Housing 
affordability is not an environmental issue under CEQA, and therefore no response to 
this assertion is required. The comment, however, will be forwarded to decision-makers 
for their consideration.  

O12-5 The Draft PEIR concludes that the proposed GPU would provide more housing 
opportunities than currently exist and that implementation of  the GPU would not 
displace people and/or housing. The GPU would change 581 acres of  existing 
nonresidential land use to residential uses, and furthermore, would not change any land 
use designations outside the five focus areas. The commenter’s contention that 
implementation of  the proposed GPU would affect market rates and ultimately increase 
housing prices and displace existing residents is speculative. An environmental impact that 
is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15064(d)(3).) When no accepted methodology exists to assess an environmental impact, 
the lead agency may properly conclude that the impact is too speculative to reliably 
evaluate and is therefore unknown. 

O12-6 This comment is regarding the City’s capability to meet housing requirements under 
RHNA and its relationship to the City’s HOO. These topics are not CEQA issues and not 
within the realm of  the Draft PEIR. This comment will be forwarded to decision-makers 
for their consideration with respect to the GPU. 

O12-7 Please see Response O12-6. 

O12-8 Environmental justice under SB 1000 details requirements for general plans. It is not a 
CEQA requirement, and the Draft PEIR is not required to address specific impacts to 
disadvantaged communities. The Draft PEIR does address environmental justice–related 
impacts, including air quality/pollution, noise, water quality, and public services and 
utilities, but not specifically for disadvantaged communities. Pursuant to CEQA, these 
impacts are addressed in comparison to existing conditions and in a citywide, resource-
based, or service-provider-boundary context. Please see general response 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how EJ is addressed in the GPU. 

O12-9 Please see previous responses to this letter and the general responses as referenced in 
Section 2.1. The commenter has not substantiated any inconsistencies in the Draft PEIR 
or provided any requirement to postpone the GPU adoption process. Please also refer to 
general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule.  
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LETTER O13 – Adolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association (16 page[s]). 
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O13. Response to comments from Adolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood 
Association, dated 10/6/2020.  

O13-1 This comment summarizes the definition of  “environmental justice” and requirements of  
general plans under SB 1000. It is not a CEQA requirement, and the Draft PEIR is not 
required to address specific impacts to disadvantaged communities. Nevertheless, this 
FEIR has provided an expanded general response related to Environmental Justice and 
how it has been addressed in the GPU. Please refer to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice.  

O13-2 This comment assert that the community outreach, particularly to EJ communities, was 
inadequate for the GPU. The community outreach process and relationship to the 
development of  the GPU is described in the general response included as Section 2.1.1 
General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. The policies for the General 
Plan Update were developed through the General Plan process, which started in 2015 
through 2017, followed by a Draft Policy Framework in 2018. The General Plan Outreach 
Program included a series of  40 Community Workshops; informational “pop-ups” at 
community events; and presentations to focus groups and community, including seniors, 
youth, community serving organizations, Community Linkages Neighborhood Leaders, 
and City commissioners. Over 44,000 mailers were sent inviting residents to participate in 
various community meetings. The outreach conducted as part of  this early effort included 
outreach on EJ issues. In order to ensure continued coordination with key stakeholders, 
the City conducted additional outreach specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach 
was conducted as virtual meetings as a result of  the COVID-19 pandemic in July and 
August 2020. The Core Values and draft policies directly addressed the requirements of  
SB 1000.  

Additionally, the City worked with the Madison Park Neighborhood through Charitable 
Ventures Orange County to obtain a grant from the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) to expand the engagement between Madison Park residents and create a plan for 
community-based monitoring of  air pollution and its effects.14  

As outlined above, the City has conducted meaningful engagement with the EJ 
communities. Please also refer to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice. Appendix A of  this 
FEIR includes a comprehensive list of  EJ related policies and Implementation Actions, 
including supplemental and refined measures in response to comments received on the 
Draft PEIR. 

O13-3 Environmental justice under SB 1000 details requirements for. It is not a CEQA 
requirement, and the Draft PEIR is not required to address specific impacts to 
disadvantaged communities. The Draft PEIR does address environmental justice–related 
impacts, including air quality/pollution, noise, water quality, and public services and 

 
14  CARB. 2020 (accessed). Community Air Grants, Proposed Awardees. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/community-

air-protection-program/community-air-grants/proposed-awardees 
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utilities, but not specifically for disadvantaged communities. Pursuant to CEQA, these 
impacts are addressed in comparison to existing conditions and in a citywide, resource-
based, or service-provider-boundary context. Please see general response 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how EJ is addressed in the GPU. 

O13-4 As noted in response O13-3, environmental justice is a requirement for general plans and 
not a specific requirement under CEQA for EIRs. The Draft Environmental Justice Policy 
Framework is incorporated into the proposed GPU, the project evaluated for the Draft 
PEIR. Thus, the Draft PEIR identifies GPU policies in each topical section that have the 
capability to reduce/mitigate environmental impacts. For example, as described in Draft 
PEIR Section 5.2.4.2, the GPU includes several policies to minimize air quality impacts 
on existing sensitive receptors, including the Madison Park Neighborhood, to achieve 
appropriate health standards.15 At the request of  this commenter, Land Use Policies 3.11 
and 3.12 have been added to the Draft PEIR (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR).  

Additionally, South Coast AQMD has embarked on a community air initiative pursuant to 
Assembly Bill 617. Through this initiative, the South Coast AQMD is working with 
selective disadvantaged communities to implement a local air quality monitoring program. 
However, Santa Ana was not identified or nominated as one of  the potential 
disadvantaged communities in the latest South Coast AQMD Year 2 Community 
Recommendations for AB 617 sent to CARB.16 The only Orange County community 
identified through the self-recommendation process was the “South Fullerton, Buena 
Park, Anaheim” community. However, the City worked with the Madison Park 
Neighborhood through Charitable Ventures Orange County to obtain a grant from the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to expand the engagement between Madison Park 
residents and create a plan for community-based monitoring of  air pollution and its 
effects.17 Due in part to comments received on the General Plan Update and Draft PEIR, 
the City has incorporated and revised implementation measures into the Conservation 
Element of  the GPU, such as: 

 Implementation Action CN-1.2 Community identification. Coordinate with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders to pursue a 
priority community designation for eligible environmental justice areas of  the city, 
with focus on areas with unique needs and pollution burden such the Delhi 

 
15  Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. 

S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed project are not CEQA impacts. 
16  South Coast AQMD. 2019, October 30. Final Submittal from South Coast AQMD: Year 2 Community Recommendations for AB 

617 Implementation. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ab-617-ab-134/year-2/community-identification-
prioritization/final-submittal-year-2.pdf?sfvrsn=8 

17  CARB. 2020 (accessed). Community Air Grants, Proposed Awardees. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/community-
air-protection-program/community-air-grants/proposed-awardees 
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Neighborhood area. If  such designation is not awarded, seek grant funds for activities 
such as local air quality monitoring. 

 Implementation Action CN-1.5 Agency permits. Monitor the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District permitting and inspection process and the Orange 
County Health Care Agency to identify businesses in Santa Ana with potential 
hazardous materials or by-products, with a special focus on environmental justice 
communities. Serve as a liaison for residents to identify potential emission violations. 
Share information and data with the community on the City’s Environmental Quality 
web page. 

O13-5 As described in Response O13-3, SB 1000 requires jurisdictions to address environmental 
justice in their general plans. It is not a CEQA requirements, and the Draft PEIR is not 
required to specifically address hazards specifically within EJ/disadvantaged community 
boundaries. Similarly, the contention in this comment that CEQA requires potential 
cumulative impacts to individual EJ communities is incorrect. Draft PEIR, Section 4.5, 
Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts, describes the approach to cumulative impacts for 
each topical area in the Draft PEIR. For Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the analysis is 
based on the geographic boundary of  the city.  

This commenter is correct in citing the Draft PEIR concludes that the risk of  accidental 
release for each individual project would be mitigated by the regulatory framework. It is 
also correct that neither the City nor EJ communities can assess how the risks of  hazards 
and hazardous materials exposure will increase as a whole. The commenter then requests 
that the City analyze cumulative risks that will change due to the addition of  industrial 
uses. It would be speculative to estimate potential industrial-related risks for future, 
unknown projects. 

Note also that the 683-acre increase in industrial uses in this comment is misleading. This 
increase compares the potential increase in industrial uses at GPU buildout compared to 
existing industrial uses. In comparison to the current general plan, the GPU increases 
industrial designated land use from 2,260.3 acres to 2,411.0 acres, a total of  approximately 
151 acres. Also, the increase in industrial designated properties are all within the focus 
areas and are all designated Industrial Flex. This designation is defined as follows (see 
Draft PEIR Table 3-4, Land Use Designation Descriptions,): Office/industrial flex spaces, 
small-scale R&D, retail, live-work, and clean manufacturing. Heavy manufacturing or other 
industrial uses that would potentially generate hazards would not be allowed within these 
areas. The proposed GPU, therefore, does not introduce a substantial hazards risk in 
comparison to the existing General Plan. Moreover, since it provides numerous EJ-related 
policies, including hazards policies, it is expected to result in beneficial impacts related to 
this potential impact to disadvantaged communities (please refer to Section 2.1.2, 
Environmental Justice). 
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O13-6 The commenter summarizes the CEQA requirements for selecting and evaluating a 
reasonable range of  project alternatives. The commenter then makes the conclusion that 
because the alternative determined to be the environmentally superior alternative does not 
meet “most of  the project objectives” that the alternatives analysis is inadequate. The City 
disagrees. In accordance with CEQA, the City has selected a reasonable range of  
alternatives for evaluation and disclosed the reasoning for the selection of  those 
alternatives. As required by CEQA, each alternative has the potential to reduce 
environmental impacts and achieve some of  the project objectives. The analysis is 
consistent with the purpose of  CEQA alternatives—to evaluate the potential of  a better 
alternative and to foster informed decision making. The commenter presumes that there 
is an alternative which would both meet most of  the project objectives and reduce or 
eliminate significant impacts and urges the City to evaluate other alternatives that meet 
these criteria. The commenter, however, does not provide a suggestion for an alternative 
that might achieve the majority of  the project objectives and reduce environmental 
impacts. The alternatives focus on the potential to reduce the significant, unavoidable 
impacts of  the proposed project, which include air quality, greenhouse gases, and noise 
and population growth for the proposed GPU. For general plans, these impacts are 
typically significant and unavoidable due to the mere scale of  the project.  

O13-7 This comment suggests that the Draft PEIR should rank alternatives by weighting the net 
benefits and level of  impact analysis. It is suggested that one category may be considered 
more important than another. This approach would be contrary to CEQA and the 
requirement to provide objective analysis. As noted in the previous response, the purpose 
of  the CEQA alternatives is to foster informed decision making. The suggestion to 
provide residents a questionnaire to rank priorities is consistent with the actual planning 
process and community outreach (see Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community 
Outreach and Schedule), but is the antithesis of  the purpose of  CEQA and objective analysis. 
The CEQA alternatives provide the framework for decision-makers to balance the 
benefits of  a project in comparison to its environmental impacts.  

O13-8 See response to Comment O13-2. The core values and draft policies in the General Plan 
Update directly address the requirements of  SB 1000. Many of  these EJ policies are 
directly referenced in Draft PEIR Section 5.2, Air Quality (see Section 5.2.3.2, General Plan 
Update Policies). To provide context, a reference to the EJ community boundary map 
located in the GPU has been added to the Draft PEIR (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR). 

O13-9 This comment is detailed in comments O13-10 through O13-15 and will be responded to 
as they appear in these comments.  

O13-10 The analysis in Draft PEIR Section 5.2 is consistent with the South Coast AQMD CEQA 
Guidelines for program-level impact evaluation. The Draft PEIR quantifies the increase 
in criteria air pollutants emissions within the city. However, at a programmatic level 
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analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase in toxic air contaminants (TACs) from 
stationary sources associated with a general plan or meaningfully correlate how regional 
criteria air pollutant emissions above the South Coast AQMD significance thresholds 
correlate with basinwide health impacts (see pages 5.2-43 through 5.2-44).  

To determine cancer and noncancer health risk, the location, velocity of  emissions, 
meteorology and topography of  the area, and locations of  receptors are equally important 
model parameters as the quantity of  TAC emissions. The white paper included in 
Appendix D of  the Final EIR, “Assessing Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions Impacts 
Under CEQA in Light of  the Friant Ranch Ruling” and “We Can Model Regional 
Emissions, But Are the Results Meaningful for CEQA” describe several of  the challenges 
of  quantifying local effects—particularly health risks—for large-scale, regional projects, 
and these are applicable to both criteria air pollutants and TACs. Similarly, the two amicus 
briefs filed by the air districts on the Friant Ranch case (see Appendix E of  the FEIR) 
describe respective positions regarding CEQA requirements, modeling feasibility, and 
variables, and reliability of  results for determining specific health risks associated with 
criteria air pollutants. The discussions also include the distinction between criteria air 
pollutant emissions and TACs with respect to health risks. Additionally, the South Coast 
AQMD’s Significance Thresholds and Monitoring demonstrate the infeasibility based on 
the current guidance/methodologies. The following summarizes major points about the 
infeasibility of  assessing health risks from criteria air pollutant emissions and TACs 
associated with implementation of  the general plan.  

Air Quality Districts’ Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds and Modeling 

To achieve and maintain air quality standards, the South Coast AQMD has established 
numerical emission indicators of  significance for regional and localized air quality impacts 
for both construction and operational phases of  a local plan or project. The South Coast 
AQMD has established the thresholds based on “scientific and factual data that is 
contained in the federal and state Clean Air Acts” and recommend “that these thresholds 
be used by lead agencies in making a determination of  significance.” The numerical 
emission indicators are based on the recognition that the air basin is a distinct geographic 
area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient air quality standards have been 
promulgated to protect public health. The thresholds represent the maximum emissions 
from a plan or project that are expected not to cause or contribute to an exceedance of  
the most stringent applicable national or state ambient air quality standard. By analyzing 
the plan’s emissions against the thresholds, an EIR assesses whether these emissions 
directly contribute to any regional or local exceedances of  the applicable ambient air 
quality standards and exposure levels.  
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South Coast AQMD currently does not have methodologies that would provide the City 
with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis to correlate specific health impacts that 
may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions.18  

For criteria air pollutants, exceedance of  the regional significance thresholds cannot be 
used to correlate a project to quantifiable health impacts unless emissions are sufficiently 
high to use a regional model. South Coast AQMD has not provided methodology to assess 
the specific correlation between mass emissions generated and their effect on health (see 
Appendix E of  this FEIR, SJVACPD’s amicus brief, and South Coast AQMD’s amicus 
brief). 

Ozone concentrations are dependent upon a variety of  complex factors, including the 
presence of  sunlight and precursor pollutants, natural topography, nearby structures that 
cause building downwash, atmospheric stability, and wind patterns. Secondary formation 
of  PM and ozone can occur far from sources as a result of  regional transport due to wind 
and topography (e.g., low-level jet stream). Photochemical modeling depends on all 
emission sources in the entire domain (i.e., modeling grid). Low resolution and spatial 
averaging produce “noise” and modeling errors that usually exceed individual source 
contributions. Because of  the complexities of  predicting ground-level ozone 
concentrations in relation to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and 
California AAQS, it is not possible to link health risks to the magnitude of  emissions 
exceeding the significance thresholds.  

Current models used in CEQA air quality analyses are designed to estimate potential 
project construction and operation emissions for defined projects. The estimated 
emissions are compared to significance thresholds, which are keyed to reducing emissions 
to levels that will not interfere with the region’s ability to attain the health-based standards. 
While this serves to protect public health in the overall region, there is currently no CEQA 
methodology to determine the impact of  emissions (e.g., pounds per day) on future 
concentration levels (e.g., parts per million or micrograms per cubic meter) in specific 
geographic areas. CEQA thresholds, therefore, are not specifically tied to potential health 
outcomes in the region.  

 
18  In April 2019, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) published an Interim Recommendation 

on implementing Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502 (“Friant Ranch”)in the review and analysis of proposed projects 
under CEQA in Sacramento County. Consistent with the expert opinions submitted to the court in Friant Ranch by the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and South Coast AQMD, the SMAQMD guidance confirms the absence 
of an acceptable or reliable quantitative methodology that would correlate the expected criteria air pollutant emissions of projects 
to likely health consequences for people from project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions. The SMAQMD guidance explains 
that while it is in the process of developing a methodology to assess these impacts, lead agencies should follow the Friant Court’s 
advice to explain in meaningful detail why this analysis is not yet feasible. Since this interim memorandum SMAQMD has since 
provided methodology to address health impacts. However, a similar analysis is not available for projects within the South Coast 
AQMD region.  
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CWP Stationary Source Impacts 

Regional emissions are divided into two major source categories: stationary and mobile 
sources. The General Plan Update provides a land use plan that designates land uses for 
employment-generating uses, including Industrial and Industrial Flex. These broad 
categories cover a wide variety of  potential uses. For a programmatic environmental 
document, it is speculative to determine the exact nature of  and location that would occur 
within these employment-generating categories for stationary sources. Therefore, it is not 
possible to determine what types of  TACs would be generated on an individual site. 
Additionally, because the exact nature of  the future industrial uses is speculative for this 
programmatic assessment, the quantity of  toxic air contaminants generated by the 
proposed project is also unknown. Thus, for programmatic, general plan–level 
assessments, it is not feasible to conduct regional dispersion modeling to determine the 
incremental contribution of  risks associated with land use changes in the unincorporated 
areas. 

New stationary, industrial sources proximate to EJ communities would be minimal. 
Furthermore, no new heavy industrial growth is anticipated as a result of  buildout of  the 
General Plan Update. While the GPU forecasts an increase in industrial land uses, this is 
mainly a result of  redevelopment in areas proposed to be designated Industrial Flex. As 
identified in the GPU, the Industrial Flex zone is being introduced in areas already 
designated for industrial land uses as a means of  providing a buffer between existing 
industrial areas and existing residential areas (i.e., transition use). The intent of  the 
Industrial Flex zone is to allow for cleaner industrial and commercial uses, professional 
office, and creative live-work spaces. This proposed zone would not expand industrial 
areas within the city and would improve the air quality compatibility for existing areas in 
the city that are adjacent to industrial areas. 

Missing Health Risk Assessment Parameters 

The Draft PEIR air quality analysis of  mobile emissions was based on EMFAC2017. 
Modeling in the Draft PEIR captures the total increase in criteria air pollutant emissions, 
including PM2.5, within the entire city. Individual roadway segments were not modeled 
because modeling available for the Draft PEIR and used for air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions modeling does not discern between vehicle miles traveled on freeways, 
major arterials, and other local roadways; rather, it is aggregated VMT. For accurate 
modeling, it is necessary to have data regarding the sources and types of  criteria air 
pollutants and TACs, location of  emission points, velocity of  emissions, the meteorology 
and topography of  the area, and the location of  receptors (worker and residence). So, 
although exhaust PM2.5 identified in the EIR may be a good surrogate to estimate the 
quantity of  TACs from on-road vehicle travel citywide, emissions quantity alone does not 
include all the necessary modeling parameters to ascertain whether or not TAC emissions 
generated would result in a cancer or noncancer health risk.  
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Decrease in Emissions from Existing Conditions (Table 5.2-11) 

As the lead agency, the City defined the existing baseline conditions consistently as the 
existing physical conditions. However, vehicle emission factors substantially decrease in 
future years; therefore, in order to provide a “normalized” comparison of  the proposed 
project to existing conditions, the Draft PEIR uses the existing (baseline) land use 
conditions with future emission factors to compare impacts of  the proposed project. 
However, as shown in Table 5.2-11, the results indicate that emissions of  NOx, CO, SO2, 
PM10, and PM2.5 (including transportation sector PM2.5) would decrease from existing 
conditions. Only VOC emissions would exceed the South Coast AQMD thresholds. As 
identified above, exhaust PM2.5 is good surrogate to estimate health risk. As a result, health 
risks associated with the proposed project would also decrease over the long-term 
buildout of  the General Plan Update. Therefore, modeling of  health impacts was not 
conducted for the proposed project. 

Summary 

The CEQA document must provide an analysis that is understandable for decision making 
and public disclosure. Regional-scale modeling may provide a technical method for this 
type of  analysis, but it does not necessarily provide a meaningful way to connect the 
magnitude of  a project’s criteria pollutant emissions to health effects without speculation. 
Additionally, this type of  analysis is not feasible at a general plan level because the location 
of  emissions sources and quantity of  emissions are not known. 

O13-11 Permitted sources of  criteria air pollutant and TAC emissions are not under the City’s 
jurisdictional authority; they are directly regulated by the South Coast AQMD. The South 
Coast AQMD Interim CEQA Significance Thresholds for Stationary Source, Rules, and 
Plans is therefore not directly applicable to land use development projects like the 
proposed GPU. Because these emissions are under the authority of  another jurisdiction 
(i.e., the South Coast AQMD), a mitigation measure to restrict stationary emissions from 
new development is not a feasible mitigation measure under CEQA. For stationary 
sources that are directly regulated by South Coast AQMD, South Coast AQMD requires 
a Health Risk Assessment to ensure that impacts are minimized. Under New Source 
Review (South Coast AQMD Regulation XIII), any permit that has a net increase in 
emissions is required to apply Best Available Control Technology (equivalent to federal 
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate).  

Additionally, the General Plan Update includes several policies to reduce potential 
impacts: 

 Policy CN-1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of  
stationary and non-stationary emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive 
uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety risks. Mitigate or apply special 
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considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that might significantly 
increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice area 
boundaries.  

 Policy CN-1.15 Community Emissions Reduction. Collaborate with the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders in advance of  
designation as a priority community for air monitoring and reduction, and implement 
measures and strategies identified in other air monitoring and emissions reduction 
plans that are applicable to and feasible for Santa Ana. 

 Policy CN-1.16 Indirect Source Rules. Support the development of  regional 
legislation such as the drayage truck rule, advanced clean truck route, and heavy-duty 
low N0x rule by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

 Policy CN-1.2 Climate Action Plan. Consistency with emission reduction goals 
highlighted in the Climate Action Plan shall be considered in all major decisions on 
land use and investments in public infrastructure. 

O13-12 Draft PEIR Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, addresses the potential impact the 
General Plan Update has on GHG emissions impacts under CEQA. As stated previously, 
the Draft PEIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. As such, this 
section addresses emissions generated by the community and not the effect climate change 
has on disadvantaged communities affected by climate change.19 Discussions regarding 
climate-related hazards such as air quality, landslides, sea level rise, flooding, drought, and 
wildfires are in Draft PEIR Sections 5.2, Air Quality; 5.6, Geology and Soils; 5.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality; and 5.10, Wildfire.  

Additionally, the General Plan Update evaluates climate change adaptation and resilience 
pursuant to Senate Bill 379 (SB 379) to aid vulnerable populations during an emergency. 
The GPU includes the following policies: 

 Policy EP-2.12 Resiliency. Collaborate with governmental agencies and businesses 
to develop, maintain, and deploy physical and financial strategies that enable 
businesses of  all sizes and their employees to withstand and recover from the acute 
impacts of  flooding, extreme weather events, and public health epidemics or 
pandemics.  

 Policy PS-1.7 Sustainability and Resilient Practices. Require the development or 
rehabilitation of  any public facility or capital improvement to incorporate site design 
and building practices that promote sustainability, energy efficiency, and resiliency. 

 
19  Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. 

S213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed project are not CEQA impacts. 
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 Policy PS-2.11 Resilient Facilities and Infrastructure. Coordinate with utilities 
and public agencies to develop, maintain, relocate, and/or upgrade critical local and 
regional public facilities and infrastructure systems to ensure their resiliency during 
times of  extreme weather or natural disasters. 

 Policy PS-2.14 Vulnerable Populations. Coordinate with and encourage the use of  
community- based networks to aid vulnerable populations in preparing for 
emergencies and provide assistance with evacuation and recovery. 

 Policy PS-2.15 Recovery. Coordinate with the County and other local agencies to 
reestablish and expedite services to assist affected residents and businesses in the 
short- and long-term recovery from emergencies and natural disasters. 

O13-13 The commenter states that the GPU should include a Climate Action Plan to reduce GHG 
emissions. As identified in Draft PEIR Table 5.7-6, buildout of  the General Plan Update 
would result in a reduction of  255,878 MTCO2e (12 percent reduction in metric tons of  
CO2e-equivalent emissions) compared to existing conditions. As a result, implementation 
of  the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in emissions. However, 
the State has adopted aggressive GHG emissions and carbon neutrality goals. In order to 
align the City’s GHG reduction goals with those identified by the State, the City of  Santa 
Ana has adopted a Climate Action Plan. However, it does not address the long-term GHG 
reduction targets. Additionally, the reduction in GHG emissions over the long-term 
implementation of  the General Plan is insufficient to achieve the more stringent 
reductions needed to achieve the State’s carbon neutrality goals. Consequently, the Draft 
PEIR includes Mitigation Measure GHG-1 that requires the City to update the Climate 
Action Plan to address the long-term GHG reduction goal.  

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), mitigation measures may 
specify performance standards for mitigating a significant impact when it is impractical or 
infeasible to specify the specific details of  mitigation during the EIR review process, 
provided the lead agency commits to implement the mitigation, adopts the specified 
performance standard, and identifies the types of  actions that may achieve compliance 
with the performance standard. In this case, the City’s Climate Action Plan is a separate 
policy document. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 lays out a clear performance standard and 
actions for addressing consistency with the State’s GHG reduction goals. Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1 includes monitoring, reporting, and adaptive management requirements 
as well as outreach and tracking tools. As such, the requirement to prepare a Climate 
Action Plan is not improper deferral and includes the components requested by the 
commenter.  

However, the Draft PEIR identifies that because major technological advancements may 
be needed to achieve the 2050 target, the City may not achieve the substantial reductions 
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needed to achieve the goal. As a result, this impact was considered significant and 
unavoidable.  

At the request of  the commenter, the following measures will be considered when the 
City updates the Climate Action Plan pursuant to Mitigation Measure GHG-1:  

 Measures to protect the most vulnerable populations 

 Measure to increase carbon sinks 

 Standards for electric vehicle parking 

 Standards for construction projects  

O13-14 See response to Comment O13-13. The aggressive GHG reduction targets of  the State 
are noted. The Draft PEIR identifies the statement made by the California Council on 
Science and Technology (CCST) to substantiate that not all emissions control strategies 
available in year 25 of  the general plan implementation may be available when they prepare 
the Climate Action Plan update in year 1. Further, the City does not have jurisdictional 
control over new vehicle technology and the consumer preferences for electric vehicles 
(EV). At buildout, transportation emissions represent 54 percent of  the City’s community 
emissions. Additionally, without vetting individual GHG reduction measures with the 
community and the decision-makers, it is not known whether or not the reductions 
identified will achieve the performance standard. The City can enact specific performance 
standards for new development. However, existing emissions in the City significantly 
hinder the ability of  the City to achieve GHG reduction goals. As identified in Table 5.7-6, 
GHG emissions from residential energy use represent the single largest increase in GHG 
emissions from baseline conditions, and emissions from residential and nonresidential 
energy use, in general, will become a larger percentage of  the City’s GHG emissions 
inventory (29 percent under existing conditions but 39 percent at buildout). Under SB 
100, the State has a goal to achieve decarbonization of  electricity by 2045. This highlights 
that State measures, in addition to local measures, are needed to achieve the deep 
reductions needed. Consequently, GHG impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable.  

It should be noted that GHG emissions impacts are global impacts and not localized 
emissions that directly affect EJ communities. Assembly Bill 197 and Senate Bill 617 aim 
at reducing localized emissions that affect disadvantaged communities. As identified 
previously, the City does not have direct jurisdictional control over emissions from 
stationary sources. These emissions are under the authority of  South Coast AQMD (for 
criteria air pollutants and TACs) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for 
facilities that emit more than 25,000 MTCO2e annually.  
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To reduce GHG emissions, the GPU includes the following policies for climate change: 

 Policy CN-1.2 Climate Action Plan. Consistency with emission reduction goals 
highlighted in the Climate Action Plan shall be considered in all major decisions on 
land use and investments in public infrastructure. 

 Policy CN-1.3 Education. Promote efforts to educate businesses and the general 
public about air quality standards, reducing the urban heat island effect, health effects 
from poor air quality and extreme heat, and best practices they can make to improve 
air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Policy CN-1.4 Development Standards. Support new development that meets or 
exceeds standards for energy-efficient building design and site planning.  

 Policy CN-1.8 Promote Alternative Transportation. Promote use of  alternate 
modes of  transportation in the City of  Santa Ana, including pedestrian, bicycling, 
public transportation, car sharing programs and emerging technologies. 

 Policy CN-1.9 Public Investment Alternative Transportation Infrastructure. 
Continue to invest in infrastructure projects that support public transportation and 
alternate modes of  transportation in the City of  Santa Ana, including pedestrian, 
bicycling, public transportation, car sharing programs, and emerging technologies.  

 Policy CN-1.11 Public Investments in Lo or Zero Emission Vehicles. Continue 
to invest in low-emission or zero-emission vehicles to replace the City’s gasoline 
powered vehicle fleet and to transition to available clean fuel sources such as bio-
diesel for trucks and heavy equipment. 

 Policy CN-1.13 City Contract Practices. Support businesses and contractors that 
use reduced- emissions equipment for city construction projects and contracts for 
services, as well as businesses that practice sustainable operations.  

 Policy CN-1.14 Transportation Demand Management. Require and incentivize 
projects to incorporate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) techniques. 

 Policy CN-1.15 Community Emissions Reduction. Collaborate with the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders in advance of  
designation as a priority community for air monitoring and reduction, and implement 
measures and strategies identified in other air monitoring and emissions reduction 
plans that are applicable to and feasible for Santa Ana. 
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 Policy CN-3.1 Interagency Coordination. Consult with regional agencies and 
utility companies to pursue energy efficiency goals and expand renewable energy 
strategies. 

 Policy CN-3.4 Site Design. Encourage site planning and subdivision design that 
incorporates the use of  renewable energy systems. 

 Policy CN-3.5 Landscaping. Encourage the planting of  native and diverse tree 
species to reduce heat island effect, reduce energy consumption, and contribute to 
carbon mitigation. 

 Policy CN-3.6 Life Cycle Costs. Encourage construction and building development 
practices that use renewable resources and life cycle costing in construction and 
operating decisions. 

 Policy CN-3.7 Energy Conservation Design and Construction. Incorporate 
energy conservation features in the design of  new construction and rehabilitation 
projects. 

 Policy CN-3.8 Energy-Efficient Public Facilities. Promote and encourage 
efficient use of  energy and the conservation of  available resources in the design, 
construction, maintenance, and operation of  public facilities, infrastructure, and 
equipment.  

 Policy CN-3.9 Energy Generation in Public Facilities. Encourage and support 
the generation, transmission, use, and storage of  locally-distributed renewable energy 
in order to promote energy independence, efficiency, and sustainability.  

These policies were developed as part of  the General Plan Update and were informed by 
the technical reports, including the Vulnerability Assessment Report. The vulnerability 
assessment addressed climate change vulnerability in the city and climate change 
adaptation and resilience. The policies incorporated into the General Plan Update enable 
the City to prepare for, respond to, withstand, and recover from disruptions created or 
caused by climate change and address the climate change hazards affecting specific 
populations and assets. 

O13-15 Draft PEIR Table 1-1 and Table 3-5 are corrected as follows. Changes are also included 
in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR.  
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Table 1-1 Proposed Land Use Designations and Statistics 
Land Use Designation  Acres % of Total 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 171.5 — 
District Center  23.7  13.8 
General Commercial  19.9  11.6 
Industrial/Flex  7.1  4.1 
Open Space  1.1  0.6 
Urban Neighborhood  119.7  69.8 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 354.5 — 
District Center  158.0  44.6 
General Commercial  68.0  19.2 
Industrial/Flex  127.4  35.9 
Open Space  1.1  0.3 
South Bristol Street 199.9 — 
District Center  108.3  54.2 
Open Space  6.0  3.0 
Urban Neighborhood  85.7  42.9 
South Main Street 312.2 — 
Industrial/Flex  29.0  9.3 
Institutional  19.2  66.1 6.1 
Low Density Residential  162.3  845.852.0 
Urban Neighborhood  101.7  62.7.32.6 
West Santa Ana Boulevard 481.6 — 
Corridor Residential  10.0  2.1 
General Commercial  21.5  4.5 
Industrial/Flex  87.9  18.3 
Institutional  45.5  9.4 
Low Density Residential  108.1  22.4 
Low-Medium Density Residential  6.8  1.4 
Medium Density Residential  27.0  5.6 
Open Space  133.6  27.7 
Professional and Administrative Office  6.2  1.3 
Urban Neighborhood  35.0  7.3 
Balance of City 11,598.8 — 
District Center  124.2  1.1 
General Commercial  424.2  3.7 
Industrial  2,159.6  18.6 
Institutional  886.7  7.6 
Low Density Residential  6,173.3  53.2 
Low-Medium Density Residential  429.0  3.7 
Medium Density Residential  335.3  2.9 
One Broadway Plaza District Center  4.1  0.0 
Open Space  793.8  6.8 
Professional and Administrative Office  260.4  2.2 
Urban Neighborhood  4.1  0.0 
Not Specified  4.1  0.0 
Total 13,118.5 100% 
Source: Figures aggregated and projected by PlaceWorks, 2020. 

 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2020 Page 2-267 

Table 3-5 Proposed Land Use Designations and Statistics 
Land Use Designation  Acres % of Total 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 171.5 100% 
District Center  23.7  13.8 
General Commercial  19.9  11.6 
Industrial/Flex  7.1  4.1 
Open Space  1.1  0.6 
Urban Neighborhood  119.7  69.8 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 354.5 100% 
District Center  158.0  44.6 
General Commercial  68.0  19.2 
Industrial/Flex  127.4  35.9 
Open Space  1.1  0.3 
South Bristol Street 199.9 100% 
District Center  108.3  54.2 
Open Space  6.0  3.0 
Urban Neighborhood  85.7  42.9 
South Main Street 312.2 100% 
Industrial/Flex  29.0  9.3 
Institutional  19.2  66.1 6.1 
Low Density Residential  162.3  845.852.0 
Urban Neighborhood  101.7  62.7.32.6 
West Santa Ana Boulevard 481.6 100% 
Corridor Residential  10.0  2.1 
General Commercial  21.5  4.5 
Industrial/Flex  87.9  18.3 
Institutional  45.5  9.4 
Low Density Residential  108.1  22.4 
Low-Medium Density Residential  6.8  1.4 
Medium Density Residential  27.0  5.6 
Open Space  133.6  27.7 
Professional and Administrative Office  6.2  1.3 
Urban Neighborhood  35.0  7.3 
Balance of City 11,598.8 100% 
District Center  124.2  1.1 
General Commercial  424.2  3.7 
Industrial  2,159.6  18.6 
Institutional  886.7  7.6 
Low Density Residential  6,173.3  53.2 
Low-Medium Density Residential  429.0  3.7 
Medium Density Residential  335.3  2.9 
One Broadway Plaza District Center  4.1  0.0 
Open Space  793.8  6.8 
Professional and Administrative Office  260.4  2.2 
Urban Neighborhood  4.1  0.0 
Not Specified  4.1  0.0 
TOTAL 13,118.5 — 
Source: Figures aggregated and projected by PlaceWorks, 2020. 
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O13-16 The General Plan Update weaves EJ policies throughout the elements. The City is striving to 
ensure that the EJ policies are some of  the most aggressive in the state. The policies were 
developed through the GPU process, which stated in 2015 through 2017 followed by a Draft 
Policy Framework in 2018. The GPU Outreach Program included a series of  40 Community 
Workshops; informational “pop-ups” at community events; and presentations to focus groups 
and community, including seniors, youth, community-serving organizations, Community 
Linkages Neighborhood Leaders, and City commissioners. Over 44,000 mailers were sent 
inviting residents to participate in various community meetings.. The outreach conducted as 
part of  this early effort included outreach on EJ issues. In order to ensure continued 
coordination with key stakeholders, the City conducted additional outreach specific to EJ 
issues. This additional EJ outreach in July and August 2020 was conducted as virtual meetings 
as a result of  the COVID-19 pandemic. The core values and draft policies directly addressed 
the requirements of  SB 1000. 

 Policy 1.16 Indirect Source Rules (Conservation Element). Support the development 
of  regional legislation such as the drayage truck rule, advanced clean truck route, and 
heavy-duty low N0x rule by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

 Policy 1.2 Climate Action Plan (Conservation Element). Consistency with emission 
reduction goals highlighted in the Climate Action Plan shall be considered in all major 
decisions on land use and investments in public infrastructure. 

 Policy 2.12 Resiliency (Economic Prosperity Element). Collaborate with 
governmental agencies and businesses to develop, maintain, and deploy physical and 
financial strategies that enable businesses of  all sizes and their employees to withstand and 
recover from the acute impacts of  flooding, extreme weather events, and public health 
epidemics or pandemics.  

 Policy 1.7 Sustainability and Resilient Practices (Public Services Element). Require 
the development or rehabilitation of  any public facility or capital improvement to 
incorporate site design and building practices that promote sustainability, energy 
efficiency, and resiliency. 

 Policy 2.11 Resilient Facilities and Infrastructure (Public Services Element). 
Coordinate with utilities and public agencies to develop, maintain, relocate, and/or 
upgrade critical local and regional public facilities and infrastructure systems to ensure 
their resiliency during times of  extreme weather or natural disasters. 

 Policy 2.14 Vulnerable Populations (Public Services Element). Coordinate with and 
encourage the use of  community- based networks to aid vulnerable populations in 
preparing for emergencies and provide assistance with evacuation and recovery. 
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 Policy 2.15 Recovery (Public Services Element). Coordinate with the County and 
other local agencies to reestablish and expedite services to assist affected residents and 
businesses in the short- and long-term recovery from emergencies and natural disasters. 

 Policy 1.2 Climate Action Plan (Conservation Element). Consistency with emission 
reduction goals highlighted in the Climate Action Plan shall be considered in all major 
decisions on land use and investments in public infrastructure. 

 Policy 1.3 Education (Conservation Element). Promote efforts to educate businesses 
and the general public about air quality standards, reducing the urban heat island effect, 
health effects from poor air quality and extreme heat, and best practices they can make to 
improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Policy 1.4 Development Standards (Conservation Element). Support new 
development that meets or exceeds standards for energy-efficient building design and site 
planning.  

 Policy CN-1.8 Promote Alternative Transportation (Conservation Element). 
Promote use of  alternate modes of  transportation in the City of  Santa Ana, including 
pedestrian, bicycling, public transportation, car sharing programs and emerging 
technologies. 

 Policy 1.9 Public Investment Alternative Transportation Infrastructure 
(Conservation Element). Continue to invest in infrastructure projects that support 
public transportation and alternate modes of  transportation in the City of  Santa Ana, 
including pedestrian, bicycling, public transportation, car sharing programs, and emerging 
technologies.  

 Policy 1.11 Public Investments in Low or Zero Emission Vehicles (Conservation 
Element). Continue to invest in low-emission or zero-emission vehicles to replace the 
City’s gasoline powered vehicle fleet and to transition to available clean fuel sources such 
as bio-diesel for trucks and heavy equipment. 

 Policy 1.13 City Contract Practices (Conservation Element). Support businesses and 
contractors that use reduced- emissions equipment for city construction projects and 
contracts for services, as well as businesses that practice sustainable operations.  

 Policy 1.14 Transportation Demand Management (Conservation Element). Require 
and incentivize projects to incorporate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
techniques. 
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 Policy 1.15 Community Emissions Reduction (Conservation Element). Collaborate 
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District and local stakeholders in advance 
of  designation as a priority community for air monitoring and reduction, and implement 
measures and strategies identified in other air monitoring and emissions reduction plans 
that are applicable to and feasible for Santa Ana. 

 Policy 3.1 Interagency Coordination (Conservation Element). Consult with regional 
agencies and utility companies to pursue energy efficiency goals and expand renewable 
energy strategies. 

 Policy 3.4 Site Design (Conservation Element). Encourage site planning and 
subdivision design that incorporates the use of  renewable energy systems. 

 Policy 3.5 Landscaping (Conservation Element). Encourage the planting of  native 
and diverse tree species to reduce heat island effect, reduce energy consumption, and 
contribute to carbon mitigation. 

 Policy 3.6 Life Cycle Costs (Conservation Element). Encourage construction and 
building development practices that use renewable resources and life cycle costing in 
construction and operating decisions. 

 Policy 3.7 Energy Conservation Design and Construction (Conservation Element). 
Incorporate energy conservation features in the design of  new construction and 
rehabilitation projects. 

 Policy 3.8 Energy-Efficient Public Facilities (Conservation Element). Promote and 
encourage efficient use of  energy and the conservation of  available resources in the 
design, construction, maintenance, and operation of  public facilities, infrastructure, and 
equipment.  

 Policy 3.9 Energy Generation in Public Facilities (Conservation Element). 
Encourage and support the generation, transmission, use, and storage of  locally-
distributed renewable energy in order to promote energy independence, efficiency, and 
sustainability.  
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LETTER O14 – Kristopher Fortin, Project Director, Santa Ana Active Streets, (3 page[s]). 
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O14. Response to comments from Kristopher Fortin, Project Director, Santa Ana Active Street, 
dated 10/6/2020. 

O14-1 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision 
makers for consideration. 

O14-2 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision 
makers for consideration. 

O14-3 This comment reproduces the “Promote Diverse Housing choices” strategy from the 
RTP/SCS (see Draft PEIR Table 5.7-7) and also inquires what areas of  the city fall within 
High Quality Transit Corridors (HQTCs) and Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) defined as 
within ½ mile of  major transit stops would be exempt from traffic analysis under CEQA. 
The following two pages show the 2019 mapping of  HQTCs and TPAs within the City 
of  Santa Ana (SCAG Data/Map Book). 

O14-4 Comment noted. The commenter is correct in stating that the LOS analysis in the traffic 
study is used to evaluate the transportation standards of  service in the Circulation 
Element (Mobility Element). Since it is not clear what language the commenter is 
requesting to be changed regarding updated state standards, it was not possible to make 
the change requested.  
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I1. Response to Comments from Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of Law, dated 8/3/2020. 

I1-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule.  

I2-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, for 
expanded discussion of  public’s opportunity on GPU process. 

I1-3 Please refer to Sections 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, and 
2.1.5, Request to Recirculate Draft PEIR. 
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LETTER I1A – Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of  Law (2 page[s]) 
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I1A Response to Comments from Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of  Law, dated 8/19/2020. 

I1A-1 This commenter states that GPU community outreach efforts were not sufficient with respect 
to environmental justice communities. The City recognizes the broad scope of  the GPU and 
its accompanying Draft PEIR. Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: 
Community Outreach and Schedule, for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community 
outreach efforts implemented by the City. 

I1A-2 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also refer to 
Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, for a discussion on 
EJ community outreach meetings conducted by the City. EJ outreach in July and August 2020 
was conducted as virtual meetings due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
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LETTER I2 – Maria de los Angeles Diaz (1 page[s]) 
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I2. Response to Comments from Maria de los Angeles Diaz, dated 8/22/2020. 

I2-1 This commenter requests that additional time be provided for review of  the GPU and Draft 
PEIR. Subsequent to receipt of  this letter, the City extended the public review period for the 
Draft PEIR by 20 days (extending the deadline for comments from September 16, 202,0 to 
October 6, 2020). Please also refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community 
Outreach and Schedule, for a discussion on the schedule for the GPU. 
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LETTER I3 – Jose J. Rea, Madison Park Neighborhood Association (1 page[s]) 
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I3. Response to Comments from Jose J. Rea, Madison Park Neighborhood Association, dated 
8/24/2020. 

I3-1 Comment noted. Industrial areas within the city include facilities that generate air pollutant 
emissions that require permits from the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(South Coast AQMD). These facilities are proximate to the Madison Park neighborhood. 
Please refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, for an expanded response 
regarding this issue. 

I3-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, for a discussion of  GPU requirements 
under SB 1000 and CEQA requirements for the Draft PEIR. Also refer to Appendix A 
of  this FEIR for a comprehensive listing of  EJ-related policies and implementation 
actions.  

For air quality, Section 5.2.4.2 of  the Draft PEIR identifies several policies included in the 
GPU to minimize air quality impacts on sensitive receptors to achieve appropriate health 
standards:20 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions (Conservation Element).Consider 
potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary emission sources on existing and 
proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety risks. 

 Policy 3.8 Sensitive Receptors (Land Use Element).. Avoid the development of  
sensitive receptors in close proximity to land uses that pose a hazard to human health 
and safety, due to the quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics 
of  the hazardous materials that they utilize, or the hazardous waste that they generate 
or emit. 

 Policy 3.9 Noxious, Hazardous, Dangerous, and polluting Uses (Land Use 
Element).Improve the health of  residents by discontinuing the operation of  noxious, 
hazardous, dangerous, and polluting uses that are in close proximity to sensitive 
receptors. 

 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses (Safety Element). Partner and collaborate with 
property owners, businesses, and community groups to develop strategies to protect 
and minimize risks from existing hazardous material sites to existing nearby sensitive 
uses. 

Furthermore, the Department of  Toxic Substances Control is providing oversight of  the 
cleanup at 1224 E. Pomona Street. The remediation of  the property is underway and the 
DTSC is taking precautions to prevent any further exposure to the community at large. 

 
20 Note that the updated policies are included here as shown under section 3.2.2, Changes to GPU Policies, of this FEIR. 
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LETTER I4 – Erica Peratoner, MS1, UC Irvine Medical Student e (2 page[s]) 
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I4. Response to Comments from Erica Peratoner, MS1, UC Irvine Medical Student, dated 
8/26/2020. 

I4-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach efforts 
implemented by the City. 

I4-2 The General Plan Outreach Program included a series of  40 Community Workshops, 
informational “pop-ups” at community events, and presentations to focus groups and the 
community. Over 44,000 mailers were sent inviting residents to participate in various 
community meetings. The outreach conducted as part of  this early effort included 
outreach on EJ issues. To ensure continued coordination with key stakeholders, the City 
conducted additional outreach specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach in July 
and August 2020 was conducted as virtual meetings due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  

I4-3 Please refer to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  
how/where the General Plan Update complies with SB 1000 requirements. 

I4-4 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 

I4-5 Please refer to responses to comments I4-1 through I4-4. 
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LETTER I5 – Biblia Cha, MPH, UC Irvine PhD Candidate, Public Health (2 page[s]) 
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I5. Response to Comments from Biblia Cha, MPH, UC Irvine PhD Candidate, Public Health, 
dated 8/29/2020. 

I5-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1 General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, for 
an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach efforts implemented 
by the City. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  
how/where the General Plan Update complies with SB 1000 requirements. 

I5-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for discussion of  the City’s community outreach efforts.  

I5-3 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
Outreach conducted as part of  the GPU effort included outreach on EJ issues. To ensure 
continued coordination with key stakeholders, the City conducted additional outreach 
specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach in July and August 2020 was conducted 
as virtual meetings due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

I5-4 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 

I5-5 Please refer to responses to comments I5-1 through I5-4. 
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Letter I6 – Victoria Rodriguez, UC Irvine Public Health Student (2 page[s])  
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I6. Response to Comments from Victoria Rodriguez, UC Irvine Public Health Student, dated 
8/31/2020. 

I6-1 Please refer to General Responses 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. Please also refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for 
an expanded discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in 
the city.  
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Letter I7 – Stephanie Guevara, UC Irvine Medical Student, Santa Ana Healthy Neighborhoods (1 page[s])  
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I7. Response to Comments from Stephanie Guevara, UC Irvine Medical Student, Santa Ana 
Healthy Neighborhoods, dated 9/3/2020. 

I7-1 The City recognizes the broad scope of  the General Plan Update and its accompanying 
Draft PEIR. Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach 
and Schedule, for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach 
efforts implemented by the City. 
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Letter I8 – Susana Sandoval & Irma Jaurequi, Alliance (2 page[s])  
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I8. Response to Comments from Susana Sandoval & Irma Jaurequi, Alliance, dated 9/3/2020 

I8-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for discussion of  the City’s community outreach efforts. 

I8-2 Meetings were held at various times and on various days of  the week. Please refer to 
https://www.santa-ana.org/general-plan/meetings for details. Following is a sample of  
the latest public meetings: 

 General Plan EJ Community Meeting: Virtual meeting held Monday, October 19, 
2020 at 5:30 pm. 

 General Plan Community Outreach Roundtable: Virtual meeting held Wednesday, 
October 14, 2020 at 5:30 pm. 

 General Plan Anti-displacement Roundtable: Virtual meeting held Tuesday, October 
13, 2020 at 10:00 am. 

 General Plan/EJ—Madison Park: Virtual meeting held Tuesday, September 15, 2020 
at 10:00 am. 

 Furthermore, the City formed a General Plan Advisory Group composed of  17 members 
of  the community, including seniors, youth, community-serving organizations, 
Community Linkages Neighborhood Leaders, and City commissioners.  

I8-3 Comment noted.  

I8-4 Please refer to the response to comment I8-1. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental 
Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where the General Plan Update complies with 
SB 1000 requirements. 
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I9. Response to Comments from Alexis Pellecer, MSI, UC Irvine Medical Student, dated 
9/3/2020. 

I9-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
Outreach conducted as part of  the GPU effort included outreach on EJ issues. In order 
to ensure continued coordination with key stakeholders, the City conducted additional 
outreach specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach in July and August 2020 was 
conducted as virtual meetings as a result of  the COVID-19 pandemic. 

I9-2 Please refer to the response to comment I8-1. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental 
Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where the General Plan complies with SB 1000 
requirements. 

I9-3 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
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G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-322 PlaceWorks 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2020 Page 2-323 

I10. Response to Comments from Jenny Ventura, UC Irvine Medical Student, dated 9/4/2020. 

I10-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for discussion of  the City’s community outreach efforts. 

I10-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for discussion of  the City’s community outreach efforts. 

I10-3 Please refer to the response to comment I10-1 and General Responses 2.1.2, Environmental 
Justice, and 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment. 
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I11. Response to Comments from Martha Romero, dated 9/5/2020. 

I11-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
Outreach conducted as part of  the GPU effort included outreach on EJ issues. In order 
to ensure continued coordination with key stakeholders, the City conducted additional 
outreach specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach in July and August 2020 was 
conducted as virtual meetings due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, translation 
services were offered during the meetings, and videos of  workshops were archived and 
made available for those unable to attend in-person. 

I11-2 Please refer to the response to comment I8-1. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental 
Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where the General Plan Update complies with 
SB 1000 requirements. 

I11-3 Please refer to the responses to comments I11-1 and I11-2.  
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I12. Response to Comments from Omar Morales-Haro and Jean-Paul Plaza, UC Irvine Medical 
Students, dated 9/8/2020. 

I12-1 Please refer to General Responses 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. Please also refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for 
an expanded discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in 
the city.  

I12-2 Please refer to General Response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 

I12-3 Please refer to the response to comment I8-1. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental 
Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where the General Plan Update complies with 
SB 1000 requirements. 

I12-4 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 

I12-5 Please refer to responses for comments I12-1 through I12-5. 
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I13. Response to comments from Greg Camphire, UC Berkeley Planning Student, dated 
9/11/2020. 

I13-1 Please refer to General Responses 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 

I13-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
Outreach conducted as part of  the GPU effort included outreach on EJ issues. In order 
to ensure continued coordination with key stakeholders, the City conducted additional 
outreach specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach in July and August 2020 was 
conducted as virtual meetings as a result of  the COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, 
translation services were offered during the meetings. 

I13-3 Please refer to the response to comment I8-1. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental 
Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where the General Plan Update complies with 
SB 1000 requirements. 

I13-4 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
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I13A Response to comments from Greg Camphire, UC Berkeley Planning Student, date 10/6/2020. 

I13A-1 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan and does not provide a specific 
comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision makers 
for consideration. 
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I14. Response to Comments from Juan Gonzalez, Planning Student, dated 9/12/2020. 

I14-1 Please refer to General Responses 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 

I14-2 Comment noted. Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community 
Outreach and Schedule.  

I14-3 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
Outreach conducted as part of  the GPU effort included outreach on EJ issues. In order 
to ensure continued coordination with key stakeholders, the City conducted additional 
outreach specific to EJ issues. This additional EJ outreach in July and August 2020 was 
conducted as virtual meetings due to the COVID-19 pandemic.  

I14-4 Please refer to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  
how/where the General Plan complies with SB 1000 requirements. The potential for the 
GPU to result in housing displacement is addressed as Impact 5.13-2 in Section 5.13, 
Population and Housing. 

I14-5 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule. 
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I15. Response to Comments from Natalie Sierra, dated 9/14/2020. 

I15-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for an expanded 
discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in the city.  

I15-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for a detailed discussion on the City’s outreach efforts. As noted, the purpose of  the City’s 
outreach efforts is to inform the public but also to engage the community and solicit 
feedback. The City engaged in a variety of  outreach formats, including focus groups and 
community roundtable meetings to share information and dialogue with the community 
regarding the General Plan Update. The City also convened a General Plan Advisory 
Group composed of  17 members of  the community, including seniors, youth, 
community-serving organizations, Community Linkages Neighborhood Leaders, and City 
commissioners. On September 15, 2020, City staff  held a meeting with the Madison Park 
Neighborhood Association and University of  California, Irvine (UCI), to discuss EJ 
issues.  

 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-348 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2020 Page 2-349 

Letter I16 – Perla Mendoza (1 page[s]) 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-350 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

2. Response to Comments 

November 2020 Page 2-351 

I16. Response to Comments from Perla Mendoza, dated 9/14/2020. 

I16-1 Please refer to General Responses 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. Please also refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for 
an expanded discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in 
the city.  

I16-2 Please refer to the response to comment I16-1.  

I16-3 Public notification associated with the Draft PEIR was issued both in English and 
Spanish.  

The Notice of  Preparation (NOP) was released for a 30-day public review period from 
February 26, 2020, through March 27, 2020. The NOP was released in English and 
Spanish and was posted at the Orange County Clerk’s Office on February 26, 2020. The 
NOP was sent to all persons, agencies, and organizations on the list of  interested persons 
and sent to the State Clearinghouse in Sacramento for distribution to public agencies. 

The Notice of  Availability (NOA) was released for a 45- day public review period (August 
3, 2020, through September 16, 2020), which was extended to October 6, 2020. The NOA 
was sent in both English and Spanish to all persons, agencies, and organizations on the 
list of  interested persons and sent to the State Clearinghouse in Sacramento for 
distribution to public agencies. The NOA was posted at the Orange County Clerk’s Office 
on August 3, 2020.  

I16-4 Comment noted. 

I16-5 Please also refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for an 
expanded discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in the 
city.  
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I17. Response to Comments from Kelton Mock, UC Irvine, Medical Student, dated 9/14/2020. 

I17-1 Please refer to the response to comment O3-2. Additionally, refer to General Responses 
2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, and 2.1.4, Health 
Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR. 

I17-2 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule.  
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I18. Response to Comments from Soledad Valentin, Madison Park Neighborhood Association, 
dated 9/15/2020. 

I18-1 Please refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for an expanded 
discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in the city.  
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I19. Response to Comments from Adolf Sierra, Madison Park Neighborhood Association, dated 
9/15/2020. 

I19-1 Please refer to General Response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule.  

I19-2 Please refer to Section 2.1.4, Health Risk/Pollution Assessment, in this FEIR for an expanded 
discussion of  environmental-related health issues (air pollution and soil) in the city. Please 
also refer to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, for an expanded discussion of  how/where 
the General Plan Update complies with SB 1000 requirements. 

I19-3 Please refer to the response to comment I5-2. 

I19-4 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Community 
meetings since July 2020 were conducted as virtual meetings due to the COVID-19 
pandemic . 

I19-5 Please refer to responses to comments I19-1 through I19-4. 
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I20. Response to Comments from Diane Fradkin, dated 9/16/2020. 

I20-1 The City’s current GP designates railroad ROWs as open space areas, and the GPU 
maintained that aspect. However, neither the City nor the Draft PEIR included this 
acreage in the open space calculations when considering areas that are available to the 
public for recreation. For instance, on page 5.15-6 of  the Draft PEIR, it states: “There are 
several parcels in this [Grand Avenue/17th Street] focus area designated as open space; 
however, they are developed (e.g. railroad, concrete channel).” 

I20-2 This comment focuses on changing the District Center Land use to a 
repurposing/adaptive reuse land use designation in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road focus area 
due to a concern with airport-generated noise. Airport noise impacts are discussed under 
Impact 5.12-3 of  the Draft EIR. Noise-sensitive land uses that could be in areas that 
exceed the “Normally Acceptable” noise standards due to airport operations are shown 
in Figure 5.12-6. The GPU Noise Element Policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 would 
ensure that airplane noise affecting future noise-sensitive land uses is mitigated to 
acceptable levels. Proposed Noise Element Policy 3.1 does not support residential 
development within the JWA 65 dBA CNEL or greater noise contour. Per Policy 3.3, all 
residential land uses in the 60 dBA CNEL are required to be sufficiently mitigated so as 
not to exceed an interior standard of  45 dBA CNEL. 

I20-3 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision-
makers for consideration. 

I20-4 See response to comment I20-3.  

I20-5 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-6 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-7 The commenter points out the population increase (as shown in Table 3-7) associated 
with the GPU and notes that this growth is unsustainable and should be reduced to a level 
that the current existing infrastructure can support. Environmental effects associated with 
the relocation or construction of  new or expanded water, wastewater, stormwater, solid 
waste, electric power, and natural gas facilities are discussed in Impacts USS-5.18-1, 5.18-
2, 5.18-3, 5.18-5, 5.18-6, and 5.18-7. All impacts were found to be less than significant.  

I20-8 The buildout projections and jobs-housing ratio due to development in accordance with 
the GPU are shown in Table 5.13-9 of  the Draft PEIR. According to the table, Orange 
County COG projects the City’s jobs-housing ratio to be 2.1 in 2045. Under the GPU, 
development based on the GPU’s land use designations would result in a jobs-housing 
ratio of  1.5, which is lower than the City’s existing ratio (2.0) and the ratio projected by 
Orange County COG (2.1). No ideal jobs-housing ratio is adopted in state, regional, or 
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city policies. However, the Department of  Finance provides a quantitative definition by 
estimating that a healthy jobs-housing balance is one new home built for every 1.5 jobs 
created. Therefore, a jobs-housing ratio of  1.5 would bring the City closer to a more equal 
distribution of  employment and housing. 

I20-9 The commenter is concerned with the GPU more than doubling the number of  
multifamily homes over existing conditions, as shown in Table 3-9. The concern is that 
this kind of  density increase cannot be supported by the current infrastructure. 
Environmental effects associated with the relocation or construction of  new or expanded 
water, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, electric power, and natural gas facilities are 
discussed in Impacts USS-5.18-1, 5.18-2, 5.18-3, 5.18-5, 5.18-6, and 5.18-7. All impacts 
were found to be less than significant. 

I20-10 The VMT analysis conducted for the GPU is based on the Orange County Transportation 
Authority’s (OCTA) subregional traffic model and reflects pre-pandemic traffic patterns 
in Orange County. The long-term effects of  the pandemic are speculative. Modeling for 
GHG emissions is consistent with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) latest 
emission factor model forecasts for electric vehicle use. Additional regulations enacted 
consistent with the recent Executive Order N-79-20 will further reduce emissions.  

I20-11 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-12 The commenter is asking for the updated Land Use Element and Open Space, Parks and 
Recreation Element for the public to review and comment on prior to the approval of  the 
Draft PEIR. These updated elements were published on the City’s website on September 
29, 2020. The address for the website is: https://www.santa-ana.org/general-plan/draft-
documents  

I20-13 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-14 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-15 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-16 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-17 This comment relates to additional intensity and density in all five focus areas and the 
concern that proposed development would result in significant impacts. The CEQA-
related impacts associated with the growth proposed by the GPU have been analyzed 
throughout the Draft PEIR, and the significance of  each impact was assessed accordingly. 
Chapter 6 details impacts that were found to be significant and unavoidable.  

CEQA requires that the decision-making agency balance, as applicable, the economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including regionwide or statewide 
environmental benefits, of  a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks 
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when determining whether to approve the project. If  the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, 
of  a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered "acceptable."  

I20-18 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-19 The commenter points out that Grand Avenue is not a three-lane street. The paragraph 
in the Draft PEIR has been changed as follows: 

Grand Avenue / 17th Street 

This irregularly shaped area follows Grand Avenue from just north of  1st Street to the 
City boundary north of  Fairhaven Avenue. It is broken into two parts by Interstate 5. A 
mixed-use corridor with three lanes of  traffic in each direction, Grand Avenue, a mixed-
use corridor, is characterized primarily by buildings dating from the postwar period and 
by large swaths of  paved surface parking and other open space. The preliminary desktop 
survey suggests that this area has a low potential for built environment historical resources. 

Changes are also included in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR.  

I20-20 Regarding Impact 5.4-1, the commenter requests that language be added to the document 
that states that each new infill project shall address and appropriately mitigate impacts to 
historic resources to a less than significant level. The commenter states that it is important 
to protect historic resources. The comment further states that the City’s Historic 
Resources Committee needs to look at each infill project and provide findings to the 
developer. 

Development projects, including infill projects, are required to comply with the Secretary 
of  the Interior’s Standards. The Cultural Resources section determines that with 
fulfillment of  mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-2, future development consistent 
with the GPU would result in a less than significant impact to cultural resources. If  cultural 
resources cannot be avoided, mitigation measure CUL-3 would require at a minimum that 
the affected historical resources are documented. With implementation of  CUL-3, future 
development under the GPU would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible but would 
still be significant and unavoidable. Therefore, it is not possible to guarantee mitigation to 
“less than significant level” as the commenter requests. The Cultural Resources section 
determined that impacts to historic reasons are significant and unavoidable. 

Future development projects consistent with the GPU would be required to comply with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The CEQA process includes multiple 
opportunities for public involvement, including involvement by the City’s Historic 
Resources Committee, to review the project and provide comments in a public meeting 
(such as scoping meetings, if  applicable) and submit comments during the public review 
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period. In addition, the public, including the City’s Historic Resources Committee, can 
provide comments during the Planning Commission hearing and the City Council hearing. 
Therefore, the CEQA process provides multiple opportunities for the City’s Historic 
Resources Committee to provide input on infill projects. 

I20-21 Please refer to the General Response in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, for a discussion 
on park/recreation-related impacts. 

I20-22 See response to comment I20-3.  

I20-23 See Responses A4A-14 and I20-2. 

I20-24 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision 
makers for consideration. 

I20-25 Please refer to Response I20-24. 

I20-26 Please refer to Response I20-24. 

I20-27 The commenter states that there is no mention of  a specific JWA flight path over the 
Dyer/ 55 Fwy Area. However, this level of  detail is not necessary to present the published 
JWA Airport noise contours (see Figure 5.12-6) to determine airport-related noise 
exposure. 

I20-28 The commenter states that there is no indication of  railroad noise affecting the Grand 
Ave/17th Street area. This is incorrect. Please see Figure 5.12-3, which graphically displays 
transportation (including roadway and railroad) noise contours in this area. Furthermore, 
as discussed in the Draft PEIR, there is an established “quiet zone” at the at-grade crossing 
in this area. As stated on Page 5.12-13 of  the Draft PEIR, “There are several crossings in 
Santa Ana that are designated ‘quiet zones’—from 4th Street north to Santa Clara Avenue. 
In these locations, trains are not required to sound their warning whistle (though still may 
if  the conductor deems it necessary for safety reasons).”  

I20-29 Since traffic noise was determined to be a significant, unavoidable impact of  the proposed 
GPU, a project alternative designed to eliminate this significant impact was considered. 
Table 7.1, Roadway Segments with Significant Traffic Noise Increases, of  the Draft PEIR lists the 
roadways that would experience significant noise impacts under the GPU. For these 
segments, the average daily trips associated with buildout of  the current general plan were 
shown in the table. As summarized in the table, several segments would experience 
significant, unavoidable traffic noise impacts without the land use changes proposed under 
the GPU. Since significant traffic noise could not be avoided, further evaluation of  this 
alternative was not deemed to be meaningful. 

I20-30 See response to comment I20-29. 
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I20-31 The commenter asks how the carryover of  201 lower-income units is divided into “very 
low” and “low” categories. The commenter asks why the information for the next 7-year 
period requirement as it related to the General Plan Update proposed density is not 
analyzed. 

As stated in the 2014–2021 Housing Element for the City, Santa Ana’s housing-
construction need represents the total construction need to accommodate the expected 
population and employment growth while accommodating a normal amount of  vacancies 
and replacement units. This need is further divided into four household income categories 
defined by law; these categories are based on the 2010 Census County Median Family 
Income. Therefore, the carryover from the 2006–2014 RHNA identified that 111 units 
for the very low income category and 90 units for the low category, which totals to 201 
units, would be carried over to the 2014–2021 RHNA allocation. As the Housing Element 
for the next 7-year cycle has not been released yet, it cannot be included in the General 
Plan Update, and therefore, the 2014–2021 Housing Element, which is the most current 
Housing Element for the City, is used in the General Plan . 

I20-32 The commenter asks for a comparison of  the existing jobs-housing ratio for Santa Ana 
to the proposed GPU jobs-housing ratio. 

Please refer to Table 5.13-7, Population and Employment Projections for Santa Ana and Orange 
County, on page 5.13-10 of  the Draft PEIR, which shows the 2019 and 2045 jobs-housing 
ratios for the City of  Santa Ana and Orange County.  

I20-33 The Draft PEIR has been changed, as shown below, to include “Mixed Use” and 
“Live/Work” existing land uses into existing residential land use acreage. “District Center” 
land uses were added into the land use acreages for the GPU. 

The purpose of  the GPU is to provide orderly growth in the City of  Santa Ana through 
the distribution, location, balance, and extent of  land uses. Under the 2045 buildout 
scenario, the GPU would change the land use designations of  581.1 839.7 acres of  existing 
nonresidential land uses to residential uses (see Table 5.13-10). The proposed land use 
map (see Figure 3-7) identifies land use designations for a variety of  housing types and 
provides for additional residential opportunities in areas that currently do not allow 
residential uses.  
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Table 5.13-10 Existing and Proposed Land Use Designations 
Area Existing Residential (Acres) GPU Residential (Acres) Increase (Acres) 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 28.9 29.1 119.7 143.4 90.8 114.3 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 0 18.7 0 44.6 0 25.9 
South Bristol Street 16.7 85.7 194.0 69.0 177.3 
South Main Street 155.7 159.2 264.0 108.3 104.8 
West Santa Ana 
Boulevard 

157.7 158.3 176.9 186.9 19.2 28.6 

Balance of City 6,647.9 6,677.1 6,941.7 7,065.9 293.8 388.8 
Total 581.1 839.7 

Note: Existing residential acreage includes mixed use, Live/Work, multifamily residential, single-family residential, and mobile homes and trailer parks. 
Proposed GPU residential acreage includes the following land use designations: Corridor Residential, District Center, Urban Neighborhood, Low-Density Residential, 

Low- to Medium- Density Residential, and Medium-Density Residential. 
 

I20-34 The OC COG’s 2045 population projection for the City of  Santa Ana is estimated at 
360,077. The commenter is requesting reducing the GPU’s development density to match 
OC COG’s projection. Chapter 7, Alternatives to the General Plan Update, considers an 
alternative with reduced development to match the RTP/SCS population projection of  
352,941. This alternative was analyzed to assess whether it would feasibly attain most of  
the basic objectives of  the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant 
effects of  the project. Due to the substantial reduction in housing opportunities associated 
with this alternative, it was found to be the least effective of  all the alternatives considered 
in achieving the project objectives of  the GPU. 

I20-35 See Response I20-34 regarding the proposed GPU’s significant population impact. The 
commenter also suggests that this section be redrafted to reflect conditions on “how we 
live now” under COVID-19 conditions. The suggestion is made that the analysis 
considered working from home, reduced commuting, adaptive reuse of  office buildings, 
etc. CEQA requires environmental review to objectively analyze the potential impacts of  
a project as proposed, and to compare environmental impacts to existing conditions. For 
an EIR, those existing conditions are typically defined as conditions at the time the Notice 
of  Preparation (NOP) was issued. The NOP for the GPU was issued on February 20, 
2020, prior to pandemic conditions in the City of  Santa Ana. Moreover, the GPU process 
has been almost a 5-year process, initiated in late 2015. The duration and long-term effects 
of  the pandemic are currently unknown. Revising the GPU for such conditions would be 
speculative and analyzing such a scenario for the Draft PEIR would also be completely 
speculative. CEQA does not require analysis of  speculative conditions. An environmental 
impact that is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. (State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).)   

I20-36 The commenter states that the General Plan Update would require additional police 
officers based on the increase in density, and asks how many officers that would be as well 
as the cost. 
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As indicated in the Draft PEIR, the Santa Ana Police Department does not apply a staffing 
ratio but instead evaluates performance and needs. The Santa Ana Police Department is 
relatively understaffed; however, one of  the goals of  the Santa Ana Police Department 
2019–2024 Strategic Plan is to recruit more officers and professional staff. Although 
additional personnel would be required, staffing needs could vary greatly based on crime 
trends and City needs. Population growth would occur over time, as would the hiring of  
additional staff. Funds for additional police facilities and staff  would come from grants, 
special revenue funds, and the City’s general fund. Funding from property taxes, as a result 
of  population growth, would be expected to grow roughly proportional to any increase in 
development. As the Santa Ana Police Department does not have a staffing ratio, the exact 
number of  police officers (and cost) cannot be determined. 

I20-37 The commenter states that an additional intermediate school would be needed. The 
commenter also states that schools would need to be placed within close proximity to 
areas where the zoning designation would change from a non-residential designation to a 
residential designation. 

As indicated in the DEIR, Tustin Unified School District is at or near capacity, but it is 
expected that all future development created by the General Plan Update would pay the 
maximum development fee in place at the time building permits are obtained. At the 
General Plan level of  analysis, it is speculative and infeasible to evaluate project-specific 
environmental impacts associated with the specific construction of  future school facilities 
as specific sites and time frames for development are unknown. 

I20-38 The commenter opines that library annex locations should be designated since the City is 
underserved by its existing libraries. 

As stated in the raft PEIR, the City is in the process of  procuring a mobile library unit or 
bookmobile to better serve the population. Additionally, the public can access online 
resources, including eBooks and audiobooks. Funding would be required to provide the 
additional resources needed to meet the demand factors for the City; impact fees are 
assessed on new development to help pay for public infrastructure required to 
accommodate new development. As development occurs, property tax revenue should 
grow proportionally. At the General Plan level of  analysis, it is speculative and infeasible 
to evaluate project-specific environmental impacts associated with the specific 
construction of  future library facilities since specific sites and time frames for 
development are unknown.  

I20-39 Please refer to responses to comments A4-12, A4-13, and A4-14. 

I20-40 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 
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I20-41 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 

I20-42 The commenter asks for analysis which would verify that the General Plan Update would 
meet Policy 1.9 from the Land Use Element. 

 Prior to development, the City, OCFA, and the Santa Ana Police Department review 
proposed projects to ensure the GPU would not exacerbate existing facilities and services. 
Additionally, proposed projects are required to pay impact fees, which would help offset 
impacts to facilities and services, including school and library facilities.  

I20-43 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 

I20-44 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 

I20-45 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 

I20-46 See response to comment I20-3. 

I20-47 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 

I20-48 Please refer to the general response regarding this issue in Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open 
Space. 

I20-49 The air quality (Section 5.2) and GHG (Section 5.7) analyses in the Draft PEIR evaluate 
the effects of  the increase in VMT associated with an increase in density in the city and 
associated vehicle travel on roadways. Chapter 7, Alternatives, evaluated alternatives that 
generate more employment and less housing, including the No Project/Current General 
Plan Alternative and the 2020 RTP Population/Housing Consistency Alternative.  

I20-50 Please refer to the discussion under Impact 5.16-1. Impact 5.16-1 details proposed 
improvements to the transit, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian facilities. These are the 
circulation systems referred to in the statement the commenter points out. Furthermore, 
under the Complete Streets Act, general plans of  California cities are required to include 
planning for complete streets—that is, streets that meet the needs of  all users of  the 
roadway, including pedestrians, bicyclists, users of  public transit, motorists, children, the 
elderly, and the disabled. As such, the proposed Master Plan of  Streets and Highways 
includes roadway reclassifications that represent changes to narrower vehicle rights-of-
way and reduced vehicle lanes to accommodate bikeway and/or sidewalk improvements.  
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I20-51 The GPU Draft PEIR VMT analysis was conducted using forecasts obtained from 
OCTA's OCTAM regional countywide model, and Section 3.1 of  the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report in the Draft PEIR Appendix(see Appendix B of  this FEIR) provides a 
detailed explanation of  the VMT analysis methodology used in conjunction with these 
travel demand model forecasts.  

I20-52 The Draft PEIR has be updated as shown below with a definition of  high-quality transit 
area and nonmotorized transportation. These changes are also shown in Chapter 3 of  this 
FEIR. 

 Furthermore, the GPU includes policies that promote the reduction of  VMT. Policy 2.5 
of  the land use element encourages infill mixed-use development at all ranges of  
affordability to reduce VMT, and Policy 4.5 aims to concentrate development along high-
quality transit corridors. A high-quality transit corridor is a corridor with fixed-route bus 
service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. 
Policy 4.6 of  the circulation element promotes reductions in automobile trips and VMT 
by encouraging transit use and nonmotorized transportation as alternatives to augmenting 
roadway capacity. Nonmotorized transportation includes all forms of  travel that do not 
rely on an engine or motor for movement. This include walking, bicycle, and small-
wheeled transport (skates, skateboards, push scooters and hand carts). 

The discussion under Impact 5.16-1 details proposed improvements to the transit, bicycle 
facilities, and pedestrian facilities. 

I20-53 The Draft PEIR does show an increase in sewer generation associated with the GPU, as 
mentioned in this comment. Sewer generation numbers for the GPU as compared to 
existing conditions are shown in Table 5.18-3. The table shows an increase of  4.13 million 
gallons per day (mgd) compared to existing conditions. The detailed calculations shown 
in Appendix A of  the City of  Santa Ana General Plan Update Infrastructure Technical Report for 
Hydrology, Sewer, Water, and Water Quality shows sewer generation number for residential 
and commercial uses separately.  

I20-54 The City’s Sewer Master Plan (SMP) and Capital Improvement Program (CIP) prioritize 
necessary projects as developments under the GPU come online. Additionally, projects 
within the city that go through the entitlement process would be required to perform a 
sewer monitoring study. After submittal and review of  the study by City staff, if  the sewer 
system was found to be deficient, the developer would be required to upsize the portion 
of  the sewer pipe within the frontage of  their property. Developers may also be eligible 
to enter into a Joint Cost-Sharing Agreement with the City to cover a portion of  the cost 
for required upsizing that may be done by the City at a later date. If  improvements are 
needed to deficient infrastructure downstream of  the project sites, the developer may be 
required to participate and pay into the fair-share agreement currently employed by the 
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City. This process would ensure that any new development pursuant to the GPU would 
not be a concern for older infrastructure that currently exists in the City.  

I20-55 The commenter is concerned with impacts associated with increased sewage generation 
in the Grand Avenue/17th Street focus area to a specific sewer line improvement project 
recommended by the SWP to address nearby deficiency areas. The specific improvement 
project relates to upgrading the sewer line that runs from Fairhaven Avenue to 17th Street, 
along Old Grand Street, Santa Clara Avenue, and Wright Street, as shown in Figure 5.18-2. 
The Grand Avenue/17th Street focus area would have no impact since it is not tributary 
to these deficient sewer lines, and the increased sewage generation would not be conveyed 
to the lines that have been recommended for improvements.  

I20-56 The Draft PEIR does show an increase in water demand associated with the GPU, as 
mentioned in this comment. Water demand numbers for the GPU as compared to existing 
conditions are shown in Table 5.18-12. The table shows an increase of  4.27 mgd compared 
to existing conditions. The detailed calculations shown in Appendix C of  the City of  Santa 
Ana General Plan Update Infrastructure Technical Report for Hydrology, Sewer, Water, and Water 
Quality shows sewer generation number for residential and commercial uses separately. A 
correction to Table 5.18-6 is included in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 

I20-57 The commenter is concerned with impacts on aged water infrastructure due to the 
proposed residential densities. The Water Master Plan found that the distribution system 
was largely hydraulically sound, and improvement projects as a result of  deteriorated or 
aged pipes are anticipated to constitute the majority of  future water infrastructure 
projects. Through its planning and CIP mechanisms, the City would have adequate 
capacity for the proposed increases in water flows across the city. This has been confirmed 
with City staff. Furthermore, impact fees from new development would be used for 
maintenance and upgrade of  water infrastructure.  

I20-58 This comment relates to water supply impacts due to the proposed residential densities. 
As described in Impact 5.18-4, under full GPU buildout, water demand would increase 
from approximately 31,151 acre-feet per year (AFY) to 38,101 AFY (a total of  6,950 
AFY). The City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) projected a 2040 total 
water demand of  40,036 AFY to 42,438 AFY (depending on climate conditions), which 
is greater than the total of  38,101 AFY associated with GPU implementation. The UWMP 
found that there is adequate water supply to accommodate the projected 2040 demand.  

 Furthermore, the 2018–2019 Orange County Water District (OCWD) Engineer’s report 
provides data on groundwater usage across its service area, including the City of  Santa 
Ana. Water demands are expected to increase 53,779 AFY by the year 2035. The proposed 
increase of  6,950 AFY under implementation of  the Santa Ana GPU is well within the 
planned increase in water demands from OCWD projections. In addition, Metropolitan’s 
2015 UWMP stated that Metropolitan would be able to meet the demands of  its member 
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agencies, including the City of  Santa Ana, through 2040. A 2014 Purchase Order between 
the City and Metropolitan further establishes adequate water supplies to meet current and 
future demands 

I20-59 Through its planning and CIP mechanisms, the City would create a schedule for project 
improvements and time infrastructure improvements in line with planned development to 
ensure projects are underway prior to new development coming online. Schedule and cost 
estimates are included in the 5-year CIP reports on an annual basis. 

I20-60 A correction to Table 5.18-13 is included in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 

I20-61 Refer to the response to comment I21-58.  

I20-62 Policy 1.7 relates to increased impermeable areas at new development and redevelopment 
sites, both public and private. Any development that would decrease permeable surface 
areas compared to existing conditions would be subject to this policy. The policy, in 
addition to State and local regulations, would retain overall infiltration rates and flow rates 
to storm drains citywide in a manner that would not impact groundwater recharge or 
storm drain capacities (please refer to Impacts 5.9-2 and 5.18-5). A further GPU policy is 
not required to address this issue.  

I20-63 Even with the increase in solid waste generation associated with development pursuant to 
the GPU, the analysis presented under Impact 5.18-6 concludes that solid waste facilities 
would be able to accommodate project-generated solid waste. State and local solid waste 
regulations and GPU policies would further reduce the impact of  solid waste on the 
environment. All development pursuant to the General Plan Update shall comply with 
Section 4.408 of  the 2019 California Green Building Code Standards, which requires new 
development projects to submit and implement a construction waste management plan in 
order to reduce the amount of  construction waste transported to landfills. Furthermore, 
all development pursuant to the General Plan Update shall store and collect recyclable 
materials in compliance with Assembly Bill 341. Green waste will be handled in 
accordance with Assembly Bill 1826, which requires recycling of  organic matter by 
businesses generating such wastes in amounts over certain thresholds. 

I20-64 Even with the increase in electricity and natural gas demand pursuant to the GPU, the 
analysis presented under Impact 5.18-7 finds that Southern California Edison and 
SoCalGas have adequate supply to meet this demand at project buildout.  

Furthermore, GPU policies support new development that meet or exceed standards for 
energy-efficient building design, support education programs to provide information on 
energy conservation, encourage the planting of  native and diverse tree species to reduce 
heat island effect and energy consumption, and promote and encourage efficient use of  
energy and the conservation of  available resources in the design, construction, 
maintenance, and operation of  public facilities, infrastructure, and equipment. The 
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policies also support citywide use of  drought-tolerant landscape and development 
practices for wise water use and energy consumption, and the use of  energy efficient 
building and maintenance practices as part of  the development or rehabilitation of  any 
public facility or capital improvement project.  

In addition, any development pursuant to the proposed GPU would be required to comply 
with energy efficiency standards set forth by Title 24 of  the California Administrative 
Code, and appliance efficiency regulations set forth by Title 20 of  the California 
Administrative Code. 

I20-65 The General Plan EIR includes a programmatic evaluation of  consistency of  the General 
Plan with the South Coast AQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The current 
AQMP is the 2016 AQMP and the South Coast AQMD will release a new AQMP in 2022. 
The consistency analysis with the AQMP considers both changes in land use and density 
(Criterion 1) as well as whether or not emissions generated by the project contribute to 
the nonattainment designations of  the SoCAB (Criterion 2). As identified in Section 5.2, 
the AQMP is based on projections in the Current General Plan and SCAG forecasts, and 
the GPU would exceed these forecasts because of  the additional density accommodated. 
However, under Criterion 2, because the CEQA baseline is Existing Conditions and the 
City is anticipated to grow whether or not the General Plan Update is approved (see 
Chapter 7, “No Project/ Current General Plan Alternative”) the alternative would reduce 
emissions but would not eliminate impacts related to the increase in emissions in the South 
Coast Air Basin.  

I20-66 Section 5.2, Impact 5.2-3 evaluates the potential increase in long-term emissions based on 
the future emissions rates (i.e., includes adopted regulations and turnover of  vehicle 
fleets). The thresholds used to evaluate impacts are based on thresholds developed for a 
project-level analysis. As a result, programmatic projects, like the proposed General Plan 
Update, typically result in significant impacts under this criteria. VOC emissions are the 
largest increase compared to the existing land uses; based on the increase, the City could 
only accommodate a 1 percent increase in population (2,906 people) and employment 
growth (343 employees) before the South Coast AQMD significance threshold for VOC 
would be triggered. As a result, even no land use changes (i.e., the No Project/ Current 
General Plan) would generate a substantial increase in emissions compared to existing 
conditions that would trigger the South Coast AQMD threshold.  

I20-67 See response to Comment I20-66. The Draft PEIR conservatively identifies that any 
increase in toxic air contaminants (TACs) generated within the city would cumulatively 
contribute to health risk impacts in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB). The primary 
source of  TACs in the SoCAB is diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is primarily 
associated with warehousing and industrial land uses. Health risk from DPM is influenced 
by the concentrations of  DPM at sensitive receptors. Therefore, for this type of  
evaluation, project-specific information is needed to determine whether emissions from a 
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project in the city exceed 10 in a million cancer risk. At this programmatic level of  analysis, 
this information is speculative; therefore, the EIR conservatively calls impacts significant. 
For this impact to be less than significant, the GPU would need to plan for no additional 
growth in warehousing or industrial land uses in the City. Given the increase with 
e-commerce, this is not feasible. It should be noted that because this impact is based on 
nonresidential square footage for warehousing/industrial land uses associated with the 
General Plan Update, the change in residential density in the city does not significantly 
affect DPM and associated health risk impacts. 

I20-68 Comment I20-68 references page 6-2, which summarizes significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts of  the GPU. The commenter states that the City needs to avoid impacts to cultural 
resources and that historic items should be retrieved for all projects and placed in the 
City’s museum, if  applicable. Additionally, the commenter states that efforts to preserve 
historic architecture need to be supervised by the Historic Resource Committee. 

As discussed in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, the General Plan Update would include a 
Historic Preservation Element and incorporates a number of  policies that would preserve 
historic architecture and unique neighborhoods and structures and would ensure 
compatibility with existing historic contexts. Individual projects within the City would be 
required to comply with Secretary of  Interior Standards for the Treatment of  Historic 
Properties. Additionally, Policy 3.5 calls for collaboration with the Santa Ana Historical 
Preservation Society, community groups, and individuals to promote public and 
educational opportunities that highlight historic preservation. Policy 3.6 calls for 
collaboration with local and regional historic preservation groups to maintain a training 
program that promotes best practices in preservation techniques.  

Through the implementation of  mitigation measures and adoption of  the Historic 
Preservation Element and other General Plan Update policies identified in Section 5.4, 
the proposed project minimizes impacts to historic resources to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

I20-69 The EIR for the General Plan Update considers the buildout horizon of  the General Plan, 
which is 2045. Impacts of  the proposed project are based on the ability to achieve a 
trajectory to the State’s long-term GHG target under Executive Order S-03-05. Interim 
population/employment projections and city emissions are not considered in the Draft 
PEIR. The City of  Santa Ana has prepared a Climate Action Plan (CAP) to address the 
Assembly Bill 32 target for year 2020, and Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires the City 
to update the CAP to address the Senate Bill 32 target for year 2030 as well as the long-
term goal under Executive Order S-03-05. See also response to Comment I20-10. The 
long-term effects of  the pandemic are speculative. 

I20-70 Please refer to response to comment I20-29. 
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I20-71 Refer to Response I20-34. As noted in that response, even though the 2020 RTP/SCS 
Consistency alternative reduces the impact to population and housing to less than 
significant, due to the substantial reduction in housing opportunities associated with this 
alternative, it was found to be the least effective of  all the alternatives considered in 
achieving the project objectives of  the GPU. 

I20-72 Please refer to Response I20-35. 

I20-73 This comment is regarding a specific objective of  the GPU and is not directly related to 
the Draft PEIR. No response is required.  

I20-74 This comment provides opinions regarding the GPU and recommended land uses and is 
not directly related to the Draft PEIR. No response is required. 

I20-75 This comment provides opinions regarding the GPU and recommended land uses and is 
not directly related to the Draft PEIR. No response is required  

I20-76 Pursuant to SB 743 passed by the legislature in 2013 and the updated CEQA Guidelines 
adopted in December 2018, the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis in the Draft PEIR 
complies with State law. The commenter is correct in stating that reducing travel lanes 
would result in more traffic congestion and auto delay. This is consistent with the 
legislature’s intent in adopting SB 743, with the objective to reduce auto traffic and related 
emissions in an effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The traffic study for the Draft 
PEIR evaluates VMT based on a per capita metric. Therefore, although overall VMT 
would increase due to a substantial increase in development, average miles per household 
generated by the GPU upon buildout would be reduced in comparison to existing 
conditions. 

I20-77 The Draft PEIR found that traffic noise and construction noise would be significant and 
unavoidable. Please refer to Response I20-29 for a discussion on a proposed alternative 
to reduce traffic noise. For construction noise, even the current General Plan would have 
a significant and unavoidable impact. Construction-related noise is a highly localized 
impact, and the severity of  impacts depends on the equipment used, distance to nearby 
sensitive receptors, time of  day, and overall duration of  construction. However, it should 
be noted that the identification of  this program-level impact does not preclude the finding 
of  less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects analyzed at the project level. 

I20-78 See response to Comment I20-66. For air quality, a 1 percent increase in population and 
employment has the potential to trigger the South Coast AQMD VOC threshold. As a 
result, alternatives that would eliminate this impact are not feasible for air quality.  

The state has identified very stringent GHG emissions goals that require decarbonization 
of  California’s energy. GHG emissions at buildout are less than existing levels (see Table 
5.7-6). The governor enacted Executive Order N-79-20, which directs the State to develop 
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regulations to transition to a zero-emissions on-road and off-road economy and would 
further reduce emissions. However, because emissions associated with the proposed 
project are already decreasing from existing conditions, and emissions reductions need to 
come from both new development and existing land uses in the city in order to achieve 
the aggressive GHG reduction goals for the State, even “no growth” from existing 
conditions would trigger GHG emissions impacts.  

See Response I20-77 for a discussion on alternatives as they relate to noise impacts.  

I20-79 The 2020 RTP/SCS consistency analysis is roughly based on the land use forecast used 
by SCAG for the latest RTP/SCS, Connect SoCal. Therefore, this alternative represents 
the latest RTP/SCS land use forecast.  

I20-80 Pursuant to CEQA, the Draft PEIR provides a reasonable range of  alternatives to evaluate 
the potential to reduce or eliminate significant impacts of  the proposed project and to 
meet the majority of  the project’s objectives. It is unclear how the commenter would 
define the combined alternative suggested, but it is not required to comply with CEQA 
requirements nor to inform decision-makers. 

I20-81 See Response I20-80 

I20-82 See response to comment I20-35. 

I20-83 Comment noted. Please refer to Section 2.1.3, Parks and Open Space, including the 
supplemental policies and implementation actions that have been added to the GPU to 
address comments regarding the adequate provision and equitable distribution of  
recreational facilities to meet project demands.  

I20-84 Comment noted. 

I20-85 The “preferred” GPU is the result of  an intensive five-year City process. Draft PEIR 
alternatives are prepared to give decision-makers information to consider options that 
have the potential to reduce environmental impacts. Please refer to Section 2.1.5, Request 
to Recirculate Draft EIR, regarding the request to recirculate the PEIR for another 45 days. 
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Letter I21 – Mike Johnson (1 page[s])  
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I21. Response to comments from Mike Johnson, dated 10/2/2020. 

I21-1 All written comments received on the Draft PEIR are included in this FEIR, which will 
be posted on the City’s website at the same time it is made available to the City’s decision-
makers and prior to the Planning Commission’s public hearing on the proposed GPU. 
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Letter I22 – Brenda Escalera (1 page[s]) 
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I22. Response to comments from Brenda Escalera, dated 10/6/2020. 

I22-1 Please refer to General Responses 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and 
Schedule. 
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Letter I23 – José Trinidad Castañeda (2 page[s]) 
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I23. Response to comments from José Trinidad Castañeda, dated 10/6/2020. 

I23-1 This comment is regarding the proposed General Plan Update and does not provide a 
specific comment regarding the Draft PEIR. The comment will be forwarded to decision 
makers for consideration. 
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Letter I24 – Leonel Flores (1 page[s]) 
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I24. Response to comments from Leonel Flores, dated 10/6/2020. 

I24-1 The original Draft PEIR 45-day public review period was extended by 20 additional days. 
Originally it closed on September 16, and it was extended until October 6. Please also 
refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, for a 
discussion on EJ community outreach meetings conducted by the City. EJ outreach in July 
and August 2020 was conducted as virtual meetings as a result of  the COVID-19 
pandemic. Moreover, translation services were offered during the meetings. Furthermore, 
Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, includes an expanded discussion of  how/where the 
General Plan Update complies with SB 1000 requirements. 
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Letter I25 – Manuel Escamilla (4 page[s]). 
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I25. Responses to comments from Manuel Escamilla, dated 10/6/2020. 

I25-1 Please refer to the response to comment O13-15. 

I25-2 The 55 Freeway/Dyer and South Bristol Street focus areas were chosen for the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative since these two focus area accommodate approximately 65 percent 
of  the housing-unit growth and 72 percent of  the nonresidential use (by building square 
footage) of  the growth projected for the combined focus areas under the GPU. 

I25-4 The CEQA Guidelines defines what constitutes a “project” under Section 15378. Projects 
that are ministerial typically are projects that do not have the potential to generate 
substantial increases in criteria air pollutants. An example of  a ministerial project that 
would be permitted by right in the City would be accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on 
residentially zoned properties. Thus, modifying Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2 to 
encompass every application that comes through the City would be onerous for the City 
and applicants, and they would not have a substantial effect on emissions in the city 
because these small ministerial projects are not the types of  projects that have the potential 
to generate a substantial increase in air pollutant emissions. Furthermore, CEQA 
mitigation only applies to discretionary projects. Thus, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and 
AQ-2 ensures that projects that may have potentially significant air quality impacts are 
adequately assessed and mitigated.  

I25-5 Projects that have the potential to generate toxic air contaminants (TACs) are projects that 
would require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and are not ministerial projects that would 
be permitted by right under the General Plan Update. Stationary sources of  TACs are 
regulated by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) and 
are not under the direct jurisdiction of  the City of  Santa Ana. Stationary source projects 
that generate industrial carcinogens are subject to South Coast AQMD new source review 
regulations and permit conditions imposed by South Coast AQMD to ensure that risks to 
sensitive receptors are mitigated below the South Coast AQMD standards. Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 applies to projects that are not expressly covered by South Coast AQMD 
regulations but still have the potential to generate TACs. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 
requires a health risk assessment (HRA) so that emissions generated at a project site are 
mitigated through best available control technologies (T-BACTs) to ensure that health 
risks at sensitive receptors are mitigated below the South Coast AQMD thresholds. As a 
result, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would mitigate residential exposure to TACs below the 
South Coast AQMD thresholds.  

I25-6 This mitigation is related to any structure, 45 years or older, that could be impacted by 
development pursuant to the GPU. With reference to the mitigation measure proposed 
by the commenter, the City finds that conducting a Historical Resources Assessment 
(HRA) on a project-by-project basis for structures 45 years or older that may be affected 
by GPU development is sufficient to mitigate the impact of  the GPU on identified historic 
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resources. As stated in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 of  the Draft PEIR, the HRA shall 
include an intensive level survey of  the study area to identify and evaluate under federal, 
State, and local criteria significance historical resources that might be directly or indirectly 
affected by the proposed project; and an assessment of  project impacts.  

I25-7 The commenter asks to consider a local repository to serve as the basis of  an Orange 
County Natural History Museum in reference to Mitigation Measure GEO-3. The 
Mitigation Measure GEO-4 is more likely to be what the commenter is referencing. The 
mention of  the Natural History Museum of  Los Angeles County in Mitigation Measure 
GEO-4 was only a suggestion, and the Qualified Paleontologist has the discretion to 
choose any repository that conforms to the designated paleontological curation facility in 
accordance with the standards of  the Society of  Vertebrate Paleontology. 

I25-8 The GPU is not contrary to ALUC’s recommendations to limit residential uses within the 
60 dBA CNEL noise contour or to prohibit residential uses within the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour. Noise Element Policy 3.1, Residential Development, states that residential 
development within the John Wayne Airport 65 dBA CNEL noise contour or greater is 
not supported. Noise Element Policy 3.3, Residential Mitigation, also requires all 
residential land uses in 60 dBA CNEL or 65 dBA CNEL noise contours to be sufficiently 
mitigated so as not to exceed an interior standard of  45 dBA CNEL. (Draft PEIR, p. 
5.10-16.) Thus, the GPU’s policies are consistent with ALUC’s recommendations. 

I25-9 The commenter asks to get rid of  “Sunday prohibition” of  construction noise. Section 
18-314 of  the Municipal Code does not prohibit Sunday construction. Rather, it exempts 
construction noise on the listed days and hours from the provisions of  the noise 
ordinance. Section 18-319 outlines the procedure for filing a variance if  the owner or 
operator of  a noise source so wishes. 

I25-10 The commenter states that mitigation of  noise impacts through the installation of  street 
trees should be considered. Trees and bushes are very poor noise barriers and provide 
very little attenuation as a result of  shielding. Approximately 100 feet of  dense foliage 
could provide up to 5 decibels of  noise reduction. It is not feasible to install 100 feet of  
dense trees along the street; therefore, this potential measure is considered infeasible.  

I25-11 To our knowledge, the Airport Land Use Commission has not commented on the Draft 
PEIR. 

I25-12 The GPU would change 581 acres of  existing nonresidential land use to residential uses, 
and furthermore, would not change any land use designations outside the five focus areas. 
The commenter’s contention that implementation of  the proposed GPU would affect 
market rates and ultimately increase housing prices and displace existing residents is 
speculative. An environmental impact that is speculative or unlikely to occur is not 
reasonably foreseeable. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).) When no accepted 
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methodology exists to assess an environmental impact, the lead agency may properly 
conclude that the impact is too speculative to reliably evaluate and is therefore unknown. 

However, the GPU would strive to develop mixed use and infill projects that would offer 
diverse housing options for residents of  all income levels, as specified in Land Use 
Element Policies 1.6, 2.5, 2.10, and 4.5. Housing Element Policies 2.3, 2.4, 2.6, and 2.8 
encourage rental housing for all income levels, facilitate diverse types of  housing prices 
and sizes, require affordable housing units, and maximize affordable housing on 
Authority-owned properties. 

I25-13 It is unclear what the commenter is requesting. Table 5.15-4, Existing and Proposed Parkland, 
of  the Draft PEIR details additional park space requirements associated with the buildout 
of  the GPU. 

I25-14 As described under section 5.18.3.2, Storm Drain Master Plan, and Impact 5.18-5, the City’s 
Master Plan of  Drainage (MPD) recommended improvements for each regional 
watershed within the GPU’s plan area to address existing stormwater drainage capacity 
issues. The projects recommended by the MPD are subsequently included in annual 
Capital Improvement Programs (CIP) based on priority. Furthermore, Orange County 
Public Works (OCPW) has developed a 7-Year Capital Improvement Plan that covers 
OCFCD drainage facilities for Fiscal Years 2019/2020 to 2025/2026. The City monitors 
its storm drain system for any segments that need immediate improvements and regularly 
updates its MPD to adequately plan for future drainage needs. OCPW also updates its 
CIP each year to ensure regional drainage facilities are functioning. 

I25-15 See response to I25-5. For projects that generate TACs, a project-level health risk 
assessment would be conducted at the time site-specific information is available.  

I25-16 Please refer to Section 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Community Outreach and Schedule, 
for an expanded discussion of  the comprehensive community outreach efforts 
implemented by the City. Refer also to Section 2.1.2, Environmental Justice, for an expanded 
discussion of  how/where the GPU complies with SB 1000 requirements. 

I25-18 The typo on page 3-1 has been addressed, as shown in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the Draft PEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 
of  Draft PEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation 
measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation 
requirements included in the Draft PEIR. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not alter 
any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Changes made to the Draft PEIR are 
identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 UPDATES AND CORRECTIONS TO DRAFT PEIR 
This section provides overall corrections/updates/clarification to the Draft PEIR related to GPU refinements. 
The City of  Santa Ana staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  it constitutes the type of  
significant new information that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

3.2.1 Clarifications to the Draft PEIR 

Page 1-6, Section 1.4.1, General Plan Update. The following changes have been made to the text of  the Draft 
PEIR. 

1.4.1 General Plan Update 
The updated General Plan is organized into three sections: Services and Infrastructure (I), Natural 
Environment (II), and Built Environment (III). The proposed GPU addresses the eight seven topics required 
by state law as well as five optional topics. State law gives jurisdictions the discretion to incorporate optional 
topics and to address any of  these topics in a single element or across multiple elements. The 12 proposed 
elements of  the GPU will replace 16 existing elements. The GPU will incorporate the current 2014–2021 
Housing Element, and no substantive changes are anticipated. The topic of  housing will be addressed as a 
separate effort in late 2021 in accordance with State law. The topic of  environmental justice will be incorporated 
throughout the GPU, with goals and policies incorporated into multiple elements. The 12 elements of  the 
proposed GPU are: 
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Mandatory Topics Optional Topics 
 Land Use Element 
 Circulation Element 

 Housing Element 

 Open Space Element 

 Conservation Element 

 Safety Element 
 Noise Element 

 Public Services Element 
 Urban Design Element 

 Community Element 

 Economic Prosperity Element 

 Historic Preservation Element 
 

 

Page 1-13, Section 1.8, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of  Significance 
After Mitigation.. The following changes have been made to the text of  the Draft PEIR. 
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Table 1-3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Mitigation Measure Timing  

Responsible 
Implementing 

Party 
Responsible 

Monitoring Party 

Document 
Location 

(Monitoring 
Record) 

Completion Date 

Responsible 
Monitoring Party 

Project Mitigation 
Monitor 

5.2 AIR QUALITY 
AQ-1 Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Santa Ana for 

development projects subject to CEQA (California Environmental 
Quality Act) review (i.e., non-exempt projects), project applicants shall 
prepare and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project 
construction-related air quality impacts to the City of Santa Ana for 
review and approval. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance 
with South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) 
methodology for assessing air quality impacts. If construction-related 
criteria air pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the 
South Coast AQMD’s adopted thresholds of significance, the City of 
Santa Ana shall require that applicants for new development projects 
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions 
during construction activities. These identified measures shall be 
incorporated into all appropriate construction documents (e.g., 
construction management plans) submitted to the City and shall be 
verified by the City. Mitigation measures to reduce construction-related 
emissions could include, but are not limited to: 
• Require fugitive-dust control measures that exceed South Coast 

AQMD’s Rule 403, such as:  
 Use of nontoxic soil stabilizers to reduce wind erosion. 
 Apply water every four hours to active soil-disturbing activities. 
 Tarp and/or maintain a minimum of 24 inches of freeboard on 

trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials.  
• Use construction equipment rated by the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency as having Tier 3 (model year 
2006 or newer) or Tier 4 (model year 2008 or newer) emission 
limits, applicable for engines between 50 and 750 horsepower. 

• Ensure that construction equipment is properly serviced and 
maintained to the manufacturer’s standards. 

• Limit nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more 
than five consecutive minutes. 

Prior to 
discretionary 

approval 

Project Applicant 
and Construction 

Contractor 

City of Santa 
Ana Building 

Safety Division 

City of Santa 
Ana Building 

Safety 
Division 
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Table 1-3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Mitigation Measure Timing  

Responsible 
Implementing 

Party 
Responsible 

Monitoring Party 

Document 
Location 

(Monitoring 
Record) 

Completion Date 

Responsible 
Monitoring Party 

Project Mitigation 
Monitor 

• Limit on-site vehicle travel speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles 
per hour. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off all trucks 
and equipment leaving the project area. 

• Use Super-Compliant VOC paints for coating of architectural 
surfaces whenever possible. A list of Super-Compliant 
architectural coating manufactures can be found on the South 
Coast AQMD’s website. 

AQ-2 Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Santa Ana for 
development projects subject to CEQA (California Environmental 
Quality Act) review (i.e., non-exempt projects), project applicants shall 
prepare and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project 
operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of Santa Ana for 
review and approval. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance 
with South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) 
methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If operation-related air 
pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the South 
Coast AQMD’s adopted thresholds of significance, the City of Santa 
Ana shall require that applicants for new development projects 
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions 
during operational activities. The identified measures shall be included 
as part of the conditions of approval. Possible mitigation measures to 
reduce long-term emissions could include, but are not limited to the 
following: 
• For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, 

the construction documents shall demonstrate an adequate 
number of electrical service connections at loading docks for plug-
in of the anticipated number of refrigerated trailers to reduce idling 
time and emissions.  

• Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall 
consider energy storage and combined heat and power in 
appropriate applications to optimize renewable energy generation 
systems and avoid peak energy use. 

Prior to the 
discretionary 

approval  

Property Owner/ 
Developer 

City of Santa 
Ana Building 

Safety Division 

City of Santa 
Ana Building 

Safety 
Division 
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Table 1-3 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

Mitigation Measure Timing  

Responsible 
Implementing 

Party 
Responsible 

Monitoring Party 

Document 
Location 

(Monitoring 
Record) 

Completion Date 

Responsible 
Monitoring Party 

Project Mitigation 
Monitor 

• Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas 
and truck parking spaces shall include signage as a reminder to 
limit idling of vehicles while parked for loading/unloading in 
accordance with California Air Resources Board Rule 2845 (13 
CCR Chapter 10 § 2485). 

• Provide changing/shower facilities as specified in Section 
A5.106.4.3 of the CALGreen Code (Nonresidential Voluntary 
Measures). 

• Provide bicycle parking facilities per Section A4.106.9 
(Residential Voluntary Measures) of the CALGreen Code and 
Sec. 41-1307.1 of the Santa Ana Municipal Code and Sec. 41-
1307.1 of the Santa Ana Municipal Code. 

• Provide preferential parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, 
and carpool/van vehicles per Section A5.106.5.1 of the CALGreen 
Code (Nonresidential Voluntary Measures). 

• Provide facilities to support electric charging stations per Section 
A5.106.5.3 (Nonresidential Voluntary Measures) and Section 
A5.106.8.2 (Residential Voluntary Measures) of the CALGreen 
Code. 

• Applicant-provided appliances (e.g., dishwashers, refrigerators, 
clothes washers, and dryers) shall be Energy Star–certified 
appliances or appliances of equivalent energy efficiency. 
Installation of Energy Star–certified or equivalent appliances shall 
be verified by Building & Safety during plan check. 

• Applicants for future development projects along existing and 
planned transit routes shall coordinate with the City of Santa Ana 
and Orange County Transit Authority to ensure that bus pad and 
shelter improvements are incorporated, as appropriate. 
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Page 3-30, Section 3.3.2.2, Updated Circulation Element. The following changes have been made to the text of  
the Draft PEIR pursuant to changes that have been made to the Circulation Element. Figures 3-8 and 3-9 have 
also been updated. 

The Master Plan of  Streets and Highways (MPSH) (Figure 3-8) details proposed street classifications to reflect 
buildout of  the city’s roadway system. The street classifications include Freeway, Major Arterial, Primary 
Arterial, Secondary Arterial, Divided Collector Arterial, and Collector Arterial. As part of  the implementation 
of  complete streets principles,21 a series of  modifications to the city’s roadway network has been identified and 
includes both the reclassification of  roadways and assignment of  new MPSH roadway classifications to selected 
existing streets. 

As illustrated in Figure 3-9, Proposed Arterial Roadway Reclassifications, a number of  proposed roadway 
reclassifications, adoptions, and removals from the MPSH are as follows:  

 Reclassified as Divided Collector Arterial: 
 Santa Clara Avenue between Grand Avenue and SR-55 freeway west of  Tustin Avenue (currently 

Secondary Arterial) 
 Flower Street between Warner Avenue and 1st Street (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Chestnut Avenue between Standard Avenue and eastern city limit (currently Secondary/Primary 

Arterial) 
 Raitt Street between Segerstrom Avenue and Santa Ana Boulevard (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Civic Center Drive between Fairview Street and Bristol Street (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Penn Way between I-5 on/off  ramps and Washington Avenue (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Santiago Street between Washington Avenue 15th Street and 6th Street (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Standard Avenue between 6th Street and Warner Avenue (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Santa Ana Boulevard between French Street and Santiago Street (currently Primary Arterial) 
 Santa Ana Boulevard between Raitt Street and Flower Street (currently Major Arterial) 
 Cambridge Street between Fairhaven Avenue and SR-22 freeway (currently Secondary Arterial Local 

Arterial) 
 Hazard Avenue between Euclid Street and Harbor Boulevard (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Halladay Avenue between Warner Avenue and Dyer Road (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 McFadden Avenue between Harbor Boulevard and Grand Avenue (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 Broadway between 1st Street and 17th Street (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 4th Street between French Street and Grand Avenue (currently Primary/Secondary Arterial) 
 Fairhaven Avenue from Grand Avenue to Tustin Avenue (currently Secondary Arterial) 

 
21  Complete streets are transportation facilities that are planned, designed, operated, and maintained to provide safe mobility for all 

users, including bicyclists, pedestrians, transit vehicles, truckers, and motorists, appropriate to the function and context of the 
facility. 
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 Greenville Street between Edinger Avenue and Warner Avenue (currently Secondary Arterial) 

 Reclassified as Primary Arterial: 
 Santa Ana Boulevard between Flower Street and Ross Street (currently a Major Arterial) 
 1st Street between Bristol Street and Tustin Avenue (currently Major Arterial) 
 Tustin Avenue between 4th Street and the closest southern City limit (currently Major Arterial) 
 Cabrillo Park between 4th Street and 1st Street (currently Secondary Arterial) 
 MacArthur Boulevard from Hyland Avenue to the wester City limit (currently Major Arterial) 

 Reclassified as Secondary Arterial 
 Memory Lane from Lawson Way to Parker Street (currently Major Arterial) 
 Broadway from 17th Street to Santa Clara Avenue (currently Local Commercial) 
 Santa Ana Boulevard between French Street and Ross Street (currently Primary Arterial) 
 Segerstrom Avenue from Harbor Boulevard to the western City limit (currently Major Arterial) 
 North Mai Street from 17th Street to Washington Avenue (currently Major Arterial) 

 Reclassify as Collector Arterial: 
 Civic Center Drive between French Street and Santiago Street (currently a Secondary Arterial) 

 Add the following to the MPSH as Principal Arterial 
 Dyer Road between 55 Freeway and Red Hill Avenue 

 Add the following to the MPSH as Divided Collector Arterial: 
 Greenville Street between Segerstrom Avenue and Warner Avenue 
 Cambridge Street from Fairhaven Avenue to the northern City limit 

 Add the following to the MPSH as Secondary Arterial 
 5th Street from French Street to Ross Street 
 Lawson Way from Memory Lane to the northern City limit 
 French Street from 4th street to 5th street 
 5th Street from Sullivan Street to Fairview Street 
 Mabury Street between 4th Street and 1sttreet  
 North Main Street from Washington Avenue to 10th Street 

 Add the following to the MPSH as Primary Arterial: 
 Edinger Avenue from Newhope Street to the closest western City limit 
 Santa Ana Boulevard from Raitt Street to Westminster Avenue 
 Sunflower Avenue from Fairview Street to Harbor Blvd 
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Figure 3-8 Master Plan of Streets and Highways 

   
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Figure 3-9 Proposed Arterial Roadway Reclassifications  
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 Add the following to the MPSH as Collector Streets: 
 Greenville Street between Edinger Avenue and Warner Avenue 
 Civic Center Drive between Spurgeon Street and Santiago Street (currently Local Street) 
 Broadway from Anahurt Street to Main Street (currently Local Road) 

 Remove the following from the MPSH 
 Flower Street between 17th Street and its northern terminus 
 Logan Street between Civic Center Drive and Santa Ana Boulevard 
 Memory Lane from the City Center Drive to SR-22 
 Wright Street from 14th Street to Fruit Street 
 4th Street from French Street to Ross street 
 Washington Avenue from Broadway to Main Street 
 10th street from Broadway to Main Street 
 Columbine Avenue from Main Street to 55 FWY 
 Halladay street from Dyer road to Alton pkwy 

The majority of  the proposed reclassifications aim to reduce existing rights-of-way for vehicular traffic lanes to 
make room for bicycle and pedestrian improvements. Landmark streets are also identified within or adjacent to 
the Santa Ana Downtown Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of  Historic Places. Table 
3-6 describes each type of  street classification in Santa Ana.  

Page 5.2-40, Section 5.2.6, Mitigation Measures. The following changes have been made to the text of  the Draft 
PEIR. 

Impact 5.2-3 

AQ-2 Prior to discretionary approval by the City of  Santa Ana for development projects 
subject to CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) review (i.e., non-exempt projects), 
project applicants shall prepare and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project 
operation phase-related air quality impacts to the City of  Santa Ana for review and approval. 
The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance with South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (South Coast AQMD) methodology in assessing air quality impacts. If  operation-
related air pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the South Coast AQMD’s 
adopted thresholds of  significance, the City of  Santa Ana shall require that applicants for new 
development projects incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant emissions 
during operational activities. The identified measures shall be included as part of  the 
conditions of  approval. Possible mitigation measures to reduce long-term emissions could 
include, but are not limited to the following:  
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 For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the construction 
documents shall demonstrate an adequate number of  electrical service connections at 
loading docks for plug-in of  the anticipated number of  refrigerated trailers to reduce 
idling time and emissions. 

 Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider energy storage and 
combined heat and power in appropriate applications to optimize renewable energy 
generation systems and avoid peak energy use. 

 Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas and truck parking spaces 
shall include signage as a reminder to limit idling of  vehicles while parked for 
loading/unloading in accordance with California Air Resources Board Rule 2845 
(13 CCR Chapter 10 § 2485). 

 Provide changing/shower facilities as specified in Section A5.106.4.3 of  the CALGreen 
Code (Nonresidential Voluntary Measures). 

 Provide bicycle parking facilities per Section A4.106.9 (Residential Voluntary Measures) 
of  the CALGreen Code and Sec. 41-1307.1 of  the Santa Ana Municipal Code. 

 Provide preferential parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van 
vehicles per Section A5.106.5.1 of  the CALGreen Code (Nonresidential Voluntary 
Measures). 

 Provide facilities to support electric charging stations per Section A5.106.5.3 
(Nonresidential Voluntary Measures) and Section A5.106.8.2 (Residential Voluntary 
Measures) of  the CALGreen Code. 

 Applicant-provided appliances (e.g., dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers, and 
dryers) shall be Energy Star–certified appliances or appliances of  equivalent energy 
efficiency. Installation of  Energy Star–certified or equivalent appliances shall be verified 
by Building & Safety during plan check. 

 Applicants for future development projects along existing and planned transit routes shall 
coordinate with the City of  Santa Ana and Orange County Transit Authority to ensure 
that bus pad and shelter improvements are incorporated, as appropriate. 

Page 5.3-18, Section 5.3.4.2, Impact Analysis. The following changes have been made to the text of  the Draft 
PEIR. 

None of  the parcels outside of  the focus areas have a proposed land use change as part of  
this GPU. Nevertheless, Tthe Biological and Natural Resources Report found that, of  the 
parcels outside of  the focus areas without an open space land use designation, none have 
sensitive habitat, native habitat, or any condition under which a biological impact could occur 
if  developed.  
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Pages 5.3-20, Section 5.3.4.2, Impact Analysis. The following changes have been made to the text of  the Draft 
PEIR. 

Parcels identified as riparian vegetation and oak woodland are associated with the Santiago 
Creek on the northern portion of  the city (refer to Figure 5.3-1). These parcels are not in a 
focus area and there are no proposed land use changes to these parcels as part of  the GPU. 
None of  the parcels outside of  the focus areas have a proposed land use change as part of  
this GPU. None of  the focus areas contain riparian or oak woodland. Therefore, 
implementation of  the GPU would have a less than significant impact on riparian or other 
sensitive natural communities. 

Pages 5.16-1, Section 3.3, Transportation. The following changes have been made to the text of  the Draft PEIR 
to update the reference to the Transportation Impact Study. Appendix B of  this FEIR includes the updated 
study and replaces Appendix K of  the Draft PEIR. Appendix B includes a memorandum that describes changes 
made to the Transportation Traffic Study. The changes made do not effect the analysis in the Draft PEIR.  

3.3 TRANSPORTATION 
This section of  the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) evaluates the 
potential for implementation of  the City of  Santa Ana General Plan Update (GPU) to result 
in transportation and traffic impacts in the City of  Santa Ana and its sphere of  influence 
(plan area). This section presents the existing transportation conditions in the plan area, 
including the roadway network, bicycle and pedestrian network, transit network, and current 
intersection and roadway segment operations. This section also discusses the methodology 
used to evaluate impacts. The analysis in this section is based in part on the following technical 
report: 

 Santa Ana General Plan Update Traffic Impact Study, IBI, July October 2020 

A complete copy of  this study is in the technical appendices to this Draft PEIR (Volume III, 
Appendix K). 

3.2.2 Changes to GPU Policies 
The GPU policies were updated since the release of  the Draft PEIR for public review. Changes made to GPU 
policies referred to within the body text of  the Draft PEIR are shown in this section.  
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Pages 3-17 and 3-18, Section 3.3.2, Description of  the Project. The Circulation Element has been renamed to 
the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Mandatory Topics Optional Topics 
 Land Use Element 

 Circulation Mobility Element 

 Housing Element 

 Open Space Element 
 Conservation Element 

 Safety Element 

 Noise Element 

 Public Services Element 

 Urban Design Element 

 Community Element 

 Economic Prosperity Element 
 Historic Preservation Element 

 

 

The proposed General Plan Update is comprehensive both in its geography and subject matter. It addresses 
the entire territory within the plan area’s boundary and the full spectrum of  issues associated with management 
of  the plan area. The General Plan Update also includes forecasts of  long-term conditions and outlines 
development goals and policies; exhibits and diagrams; and the objectives, principles, standards, and plan 
proposals throughout its various elements. The GPU can be found online at https://www.santa-
ana.org/general-plan. The General Plan Policy Framework can be accessed at https://www.santa-
ana.org/sites/default/files/pb/generalplan/documents/GeneralPlanPolicyFrameworkMaster.DRAFT.cmo2.
pdf. 

Coordination and consistency are essential between the elements of  the GPU, but in particular with the land 
use element. The circulation mobility element, which identifies proposed improvements to the transportation 
system, may impact surrounding land uses and future development. The urban design element sets forth policies 
and programs to improve the city’s design and urban form. The conservation element protects and maintains 
the city’s natural, cultural, and other resources, with a focus on preserving aesthetics and the environmental 
quality of  the city.  

Both the land use element and the circulation mobility element are described in more depth below. Focus areas 
and specific plan/special zoning areas are also described.  

Page 3-30, Subsection 3.3.2.2, Updated Circulation Element. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the 
“Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

3.2.2.1 UPDATED CIRCULATION MOBILITY ELEMENT  

The circulation mobility element update is integrally related to federal, state, and regional transportation 
programs as well as local plans and regulations. The City’s role in transportation planning has become 
increasingly important, because recent legislation in the areas of  growth management, congestion management, 
and air quality require more active local coordination to meet regional objectives. Furthermore, the circulation 
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mobility element update is intended to guide future development of  the city’s transportation system in a manner 
consistent with the updated land use element.  

Page 3-36, Subsection 3.3.2.2, Updated Circulation Element. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the 
“Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

The circulation mobility element update incorporates the proposed Santa Ana-Garden Grove Fixed Guideway 
project, which will introduce new transit service to the city. Santa Ana is working with Garden Grove and 
Orange County Transit Authority to build a fixed guideway system called the OC Streetcar. Expected to begin 
operations in 2021, the OC Streetcar will link the Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center to a new 
multimodal hub at Harbor Boulevard/Westminster Avenue in Garden Grove (see Figure 3-10, Master Plan of  
Transit). OC Streetcar will serve historic downtown Santa Ana and Civic Center. Along its four-mile route, OC 
Streetcar will connect with 18 Orange County Transit Authority bus routes and increase transportation options 
along Santa Ana Boulevard, 4th Street, the Pacific Electric right-of-way, and Harbor Boulevard.  

Page 5.1-14, Subsection 5.1.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed to 
the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies, and the following 
policy has been revised as follows: 

Circulation Mobility Element 
 Policy 5.2 Rail Corridors. Coordinate with rail service providers to improve and maintain the aesthetics 

of  rail corridors, and reduce noise levels, and mitigate traffic conflicts and other environmental hazards. 

Pages 5.1-16 and 5.1-17 through 5.1-19, Subsection 5.1.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Urban 
Design policies have been revised as follows: 

Urban Design Element 
 Policy 1.4 Safety through Design. Incorporate public safety crime prevention design features into private 

and public developments to prevent loitering, vandalism, and other undesirable activities.  

 Policy 2.2 Compatibility and Use with Setting. Employ buffers and other urban design strategies to 
Eencourage the compatibility of  new development with the scale, bulk, and pattern of  existing 
development.  

 Policy 2.7 Building and Strengthening Identity. Collaborate with community and neighborhood 
stakeholders to strengthen and foster development of  community identity and district character through 
complementary architecture, unique streetscapes, and programming. 
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 Policy 2.10 Greening the Built Environment. Promote planting of  shade trees and require, where 
feasible, preservation and site design that uses appropriate tree species to shade parking lots, streets, and 
other facilities with the goal of  reducing the heat island effect.  

 Policy 3.6 Linear Park System. Support open space improvements along roadways and non-vehicular 
paths, such as bike or multi use trails, to connect linear greenways leading to a network of  parks and activity 
areas throughout the city.  

 Policy 7.6 Neighborhood Signage System. Encourage the creation of  a citywide signage system that 
identifies and promotes a sense of  place for the city’s various neighborhoods. 

Page 5.2-21, Subsection 5.2.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed to 
the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

The following are relevant policies of  the Santa Ana General Plan Update, which may reduce air quality impacts. 

Circulation Mobility Element 

Page 5.2-23, Subsection 5.2.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Community Element policy has 
been revised as follows: 

Community Element 
 Policy 3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods. Continue to support the creation of  healthy neighborhoods by 

addressing public safety, mitigating incompatible uses, improving the built environment, and maintaining 
building code standards. 

Page 5.2-23, Subsection 5.2.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Conservation Element policy has 
been revised as follows: 

Conservation Element 
 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary 

emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety 
risks. Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that might 
significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice area boundaries. 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

November 2020 Page 3-19 

Page 5.2-25, Subsection 5.2.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Safety Element policy has been 
revised as follows: 

Safety Element 
 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses. Partner and collaborate with property owners, businesses, and 

community groups to develop strategies to protect and minimize risks from existing hazardous material 
sites to existing nearby sensitive uses, with priority given to discontinuing such uses within environmental 
justice area boundaries.  

Page 5.2-27, Subsection 5.2.4.2, Impacts of  the Environment on a Project. The following Community Element 
policy has been revised as follows: 

Community Element 

 Policy 3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods. Continue to support the creation of  healthy neighborhoods by 
addressing public safety, mitigating incompatible uses, improving the built environment, and maintaining 
building code standards. 

Page 5.2-28, Subsection 5.2.4.2, Impacts of  the Environment on a Project. The following Conservation 
Element and Safety Element policies have been revised as follows: 

Conservation Element 
 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary 

emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety 
risks. Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that might 
significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice area boundaries. 

Safety Element 
 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses. Partner and collaborate with property owners, businesses, and 

community groups to develop strategies to protect and minimize risks from existing hazardous material 
sites to existing nearby sensitive uses, with priority given to discontinuing such uses within environmental 
justice area boundaries.  
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Page 5.2-33, Impact 5.2-3. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  
the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

General Plan Policies That May Reduce Air Quality Emissions 
Implementation of  the General Plan Update policies could contribute to reducing criteria air pollutant 
emissions. Policy 1.1 of  the conservation element would require compliance with State and federal AAQS to 
protect residents from the health effects of  air pollution. In addition, the conservation and circulation mobility 
elements includes goals and policies that would aid in controlling emissions generated in the city. These policies 
focus on minimizing health and safety risks on sensitive receptors by controlling emissions from new 
development and reducing VMT by increasing public and active transit and through land use planning.  

 Conservation Element, Goal 1. Protect air resources, improve regional and local air quality, and minimize 
the impacts of  climate change. (Policies 1.1 through 1.14) 

 Circulation Mobility Element, Goal 1. A comprehensive and multimodal circulation system that 
facilitates the safe and efficient movement of  people, enhances commerce, and promotes a sustainable 
community. (Policies 1.7 and 1.8) 

 Circulation Mobility Element, Goal 4. Coordinated transportation planning efforts with land use and 
design strategies that encourage sustainable development and achieve broader community goals. (Policies 
4.1, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6 and 4.9) 

 Circulation Mobility Element, Goal 1. A transportation system that is attractive, safe, and state-of-the-
art and supports community, environmental, and conservation goals. (Policies 5.4 and 5.6) 

Page 5.4-22, Subsection 5.4.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed to 
the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

The following are relevant policies of  the Santa Ana General Plan Update, which may contribute to reduce 
potential impacts to biological resources as a result of  implementation. 

Circulation Mobility Element 

Pages 5.4-22 and 5.4-23, Subsection 5.4.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Community Element 
and Historic Preservation Element policies have been revised as follows: 

Community Element 
 Policy 1.1  Access to Programs. Provide and maintain access to recreational and cultural programs 

within walking distance of  residential areas. Prioritize the improvement of  access for residents living within 
environmental justice area boundaries, that are underserved or suffer from a lack access. 
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 Policy 1.11  Program Incentives. Incentivize use of  privately owned property to promote recreation, 
health, wellness, and art and culture programs. 

Historic Preservation Element 
 Policy 1.4  Protecting Resources. Support land use plans and development proposals that actively 

protect historic and cultural resources. Preservation tribal, archeological, and paleontological resources for 
their cultural importance to communities as well as their research and educational potential.  

Pages 5.5-13 and 5.5-14, Subsection 5.5.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Public Services 
Element and Urban Design Element policies have been revised as follows: 

Public Services Element 
 Policy 1.7 Sustainable and Resilient Practices. Require Use sustainable and energy efficient building 

and maintenance practices as part of  the development or rehabilitation of  any public facility or capital 
improvement to incorporate site design and building practices that promote sustainability, energy efficiency, 
and resiliency. 

Urban Design Element 
 Policy 2.10 Greening the Built Environment. Promote planting of  shade trees and require, where 

feasible, preservation and site design that uses appropriate tree species to shade parking lots, streets, and 
other facilities with the goal of  reducing the heat island effect.  

Page 5.6-19, Subsection 5.6.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Public Services Element policy 
has been revised as follows: 

Public Services Element 
 Policy 3.8 Conservation Strategies. Implement Promote cost effective conservation strategies and 

programs that increase water use efficiency. 

Page 5.7-22, Subsection 5.7.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed to 
the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

The following are relevant policies of  the Santa Ana General Plan Update that may reduce potential GHG 
impacts. 
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Circulation Mobility Element 

Page 5.7-23, Subsection 5.7.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Community Element policy has 
been revised as follows: 

Community Element 
 Policy 3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods. Continue to support the creation of  healthy neighborhoods by 

addressing public safety, mitigating incompatible uses, improving the built environment, and maintaining 
building code standards. 

Page 5.7-24, Subsection 5.7.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Conservation Element policy has 
been revised as follows: 

Conservation Element 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary 
emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety 
risks. Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that might 
significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice area boundaries.  

Page 5.7-27, Subsection 5.7.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Public Services Element policies 
have been revised as follows: 

Public Services Element 
 Policy 1.7 Sustainable and Resilient Practices. Use sustainable and energy efficient building and 

maintenance practices as part of Require the development or rehabilitation of  any public facility or capital 
improvement to incorporate site design and building practices that promote sustainability, energy efficiency, 
and resiliency. 

 Policy 3.8 Conservation Strategies. Implement Promote cost effective conservation strategies and 
programs that increase water use efficiency.  

Page 5.7-28, Subsection 5.7.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Safety Element and Urban Design 
policies have been revised as follows: 

Safety Element 
 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses. Partner and collaborate with property owners, businesses, and 

community groups to develop strategies to protect and minimize risks from existing hazardous material 
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sites to existing nearby sensitive uses with priority given to discontinuing such uses within environmental 
justice area boundaries.  

Urban Design Element 
 Policy 2.10 Greening the Built Environment. Promote planting of  shade trees and require, where 

feasible, preservation and site design that uses appropriate tree species to shade parking lots, streets, and 
other facilities with the goal of  reducing the heat island effect.  

Page 5.7-36 through 38, Impact 5.7-2. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” 
as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Table 5.7-7 General Plan Update Consistency with SCAG’s “Connect SoCal” Regional Transportation 
Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SCAG Transportation—Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Implementing Policies/Strategies Consistency 

Focus Growth Near Destinations and 
Mobility Options. 
The Connect SoCal Plan aims to create 
dynamic, connected built environments 
that support multimodal mobility, reduce 
reliance on single-occupancy vehicles, and 
reduce GHG emissions is critical 
throughout the region. Implementation of 
SCAG’s recommended growth strategies 
will help Priority Growth Areas (PGAs) 
accommodate 64 percent of forecasted 
household growth and 74 percent of 
forecasted employment growth between 
2016 and 2045. 
 

Additional local policies to ensure growth near 
destinations and mobility options: 
• Emphasize land use patterns that facilitate 

multimodal access to work, educational and 
other destinations 

• Focus on a regional jobs/housing balance to 
reduce commute times and distances and 
expand job opportunities near transit and 
along center-focused main streets 

• Plan for growth near transit investments and 
support implementation of first/last mile 
strategies 

• Promote the redevelopment of 
underperforming retail developments and 
other outmoded nonresidential uses 

• Prioritize infill and redevelopment of 
underutilized land to accommodate new 
growth, increase amenities and connectivity 
in existing neighborhoods 

• Encourage design and transportation options 
that reduce the reliance on and number of 
solo car trips (this could include mixed uses 
or locating and orienting close to existing 
destinations) 

• Identify ways to “right size” parking 
requirements and promote alternative 
parking strategies (e.g. shared parking or 
smart parking) 

Consistent: The GPU includes policies 
that would focus growth near destinations 
and mobility options. Policies 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 
and 4.5 of the circulation mobility element 
would encourage new development in 
areas along transit corridors and areas 
planned for high intensity development. 
Policy 3.3 of the conservation element 
and policies 1.6, 2.5, 2.10, and 4.5 of the 
land use element would promote mixed 
use and infill developments near focus 
areas, major travel corridors, and public 
transportation options. These policies aim 
to reduce reliance on single-occupancy 
vehicles and reduce VMT while 
accommodating new growth in the city.  

Promote Diverse Housing Choices.  
The Connect SoCal Plan notes that priority 
must be placed on urban and suburban 
infill, in existing/planned service areas and, 
for unincorporated county growth, within 
the planning boundary known as “Spheres 

Additional diverse housing strategies include: 
• Preserve and rehabilitate affordable housing 

and prevent displacement 
• Identify funding opportunities for new 

workforce and affordable housing 
development 

Consistent: The GPU would strive to 
develop mixed use and infill projects that 
would offer diverse housing options for 
residents of all income levels (land use 
element, policies 1.6, 2.5, 2.10, 4.5). 
These policies include designated 
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Table 5.7-7 General Plan Update Consistency with SCAG’s “Connect SoCal” Regional Transportation 
Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SCAG Transportation—Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Implementing Policies/Strategies Consistency 

of Influence” (SOI) where applicable and 
feasible. Growth at strategic nodes along 
key corridors, many of which are within 
HQTAs, will make transit a more 
convenient and viable option. In addition to 
new developments, production and 
preservation of permanent affordable 
housing to complement infill strategies is 
essential to achieving equitable outcomes. 

• Create incentives and reduce regulatory 
barriers for building context sensitive 
accessory dwelling units to increase housing 
supply 

• Provide support to local jurisdictions to 
streamline and lessen barriers to housing 
development that supports reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions 

medium- to high-density residential areas 
in addition to mixed-use designated areas 
within focus areas, Downtown Santa Ana, 
and along major transit corridors. 
Furthermore, policy 3.1 of the 
conservation element, policy 1.7 of the 
land use element, and policies 1.6 and 
5.4 of the urban design element all focus 
on supporting infrastructure for active and 
public transportation to provide mobility 
for residents and encourage alternative 
means of transit. These policies would 
cover improvements to active 
transportation connections and public 
transportation infrastructure for bus 
routes, rail lines, and streetcars. 

Support Implementation of 
Sustainability Policies.  
Connect SoCal’s conservation strategies 
consider the economic and ecological 
benefits of preserving natural areas and 
farmlands, while also maximizing their 
potential for GHG reduction. New housing 
and employment development is 
emphasized in PGAs such as Job Centers, 
Transit Priority Areas (TPAs), High Quality 
Transit Areas (HQTAs), and Neighborhood 
Mobility Areas (NMAs), and away from 
natural and farm lands on the edges of 
urban and suburban areas, to incentivize 
infill development and the concentration of 
varied land uses. This emphasis on 
concentrated, compact growth makes 
it easier to travel shorter distances, which 
reduces per-capita greenhouse gas 
emissions. In addition, natural areas and 
farmlands have the capacity to absorb 
and store atmospheric carbon dioxide, 
preventing additional contributions 
of GHG emissions.  
 

Additional sustainable policies strategies 
include: 
• Pursue funding opportunities to support local 

sustainable development implementation 
projects that reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions 

• Support statewide legislation that reduces 
barriers to new construction and that 
incentivizes development near transit 
corridors and stations 

• Support local jurisdictions in the 
establishment of Enhanced Infrastructure 
Financing Districts (EIFDs), Community 
Revitalization and Investment Authorities 
(CRIAs), or other tax increment or value 
capture tools to finance sustainable 
infrastructure and development projects, 
including parks and open space 

• Work with local jurisdictions/communities to 
identify opportunities and assess barriers to 
implement sustainability strategies 

• Enhance partnerships with other planning 
organizations to promote resources and best 
practices in the SCAG region 

• Continue to support long range planning 
efforts by local jurisdictions  

• Provide educational opportunities to local 
decisions makers and staff on new tools, 
best practices and policies related to 
implementing the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy 

Consistent: The GPU would implement 
policies that support sustainable practices 
for new developments and maintenance 
of the city. These policies would promote 
development of sustainable infrastructure 
for transportation (conservation element, 
policy 1.12), energy generation in public 
facilities (conservation element, policy 
3.9), irrigation systems (conservation 
element, policy 4.4), and water facilities 
(public services element, policy 3.5). 
Policies from the circulation mobility 
element focus on sustainable practices in 
transportation (circulation mobility 
element, policies 1.7, 1.8, 4.9, 5.4, 5.6, 
and 5.9). Policies from the land use and 
urban design elements focus on 
encouraging sustainable land use 
strategies and practices, such as natural 
resource capture, sustainable electric 
power, and passive climate control (land 
use element, policies 4.3 and 4.4 and 
urban design element, policy 2.11). 
Policies 1.4, 3.3, 3.8, and 3.10 of the 
conservation element, policy 1.7 of the 
public services element, and policy 2.11 
of the urban design element would all 
promote energy-efficient development 
patterns in building design, construction, 
and maintenance. 

Source: SCAG 2020. 
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City of Santa Ana Climate Action Plan 
Adopted by the City in December 2015, the CAP provides a comprehensive strategy for the reduction of  GHG 
emissions to improve quality of  life and promote economic prosperity throughout the city (Santa Ana 2015). 
Furthermore, the CAP provides measures to meet the goal of  reducing community GHG emissions to a level 
15 percent below 2008 emissions for 2020 and 30 percent below 2008 emissions by 2035 and reducing 
municipal emissions by 30 percent for 2020 and 40 percent by 2035. Cumulatively, the measures listed in the 
CAP are estimated to be 731,090 MTCO2e/year by 2035. While these measures are not enough to meet the 
City’s goal of  800,000 MTCO2e/year, they serve as a foundation that can be built upon in later versions of  the 
CAP to meet the 2035 goal. To ensure an effective and efficiency CAP, the City would modify measures based 
on their efficacy and add new measures based on future developments.  

The GPU addresses improvements to transportation infrastructure and management to support alternate 
modes of  transportation, including policies 3.4, 3.7, and 4.3 of  the circulation mobility element and policies 
1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.12, 1.14, and 3.11 of  the conservation element. These policies would reduce impacts from 
transportation and would result in a reduction in VMT and GHG emissions in the City. In addition, policy 3.3 
of  the conservation element and policies 1.6, 2.5, 2.10, and 4.5 of  the land use element would promote mixed 
use and infill developments near focus areas, major travel corridors, and public transportation options. These 
policies aim to reduce reliance on single-occupancy vehicles and reduce VMT while accommodating new 
growth in the City.  

The GPU would also implement policies that support sustainable practices for new developments and 
maintenance of  the city. These policies would promote development of  sustainable infrastructure for 
transportation (conservation element, policy 1.12), energy generation in public facilities (conservation element, 
policy 3.9), irrigation systems (conservation element, policy 4.4), and water facilities (public services element, 
policies 3.5 and 3.12). Policies from the circulation mobility element focus on sustainable practices in 
transportation (circulation mobility element, policies 1.7, 1.8, 4.9, 5.4, 5.6, and 5.9). Policies from the land use 
and urban design elements focus on encouraging sustainable land use strategies and practices, such as natural 
resource capture, sustainable electric power, and passive climate control (land use element, policies 4.3 and 4.4 
and urban design element, policy 2.11). Policies 1.4, 3.3, 3.8, and 3.10 of  the conservation element, policy 1.7 
of  the public services element, and policy 2.11 of  the urban design element would all promote energy-efficient 
development patterns in building design, construction, and maintenance. These policies would encourage 
reduction in energy consumption as well as less reliance on nonrenewable energy and would support the 
development and use of  renewable energy sources. Thus, implementation of  the GPU would contribute to the 
reduction of  GHG emissions throughout the city, as seen in Table 5.7-6, would not interfere with the goals and 
measures of  the City’s CAP, and no impact would occur. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: Because implementation of  RR GHG-1 through RR GHG-7 and 
Circulation Mobility Policies 1.7, 1.8, 3.4, 3.7, 4.3, 4.9, 5.4, 5.6, and 5.9; Conservation Policies 1.4, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 
1.10, 1.12, 1.14, 3.3, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 4.4; Land Use Policies 1.6, 1.7, 2.5, 2.10, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5; Open Space 
Policies 1.6, Public Services Policies 1.7, 3.5, and 3.12, Urban Design Policy 2.11 would contribute to the 
reduction of  GHG emissions in the City, Impact 5.7-2 will be less than significant. 
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Page 5.8-21, Subsection 5.8.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Conservation Element policy has 
been revised as follows: 

Conservation Element 

 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary 
emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety 
risks. Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that might 
significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice boundaries. 

Page 5.8-22, Subsection 5.8.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Public Services Element policies 
have been revised as follows: 

Open Space Public Services Element 

 Policy 2.1 Public Safety Agencies. Collaborate with the Police Department and the Fire Authority to 
promote greater public safety the implementation of  crime prevention through environmental design 
principals for all development projects. 

 Policy 2.7 Staffing Levels. Maintain staffing levels for sworn peace officers, fire fighters, emergency 
medical responders, code enforcement, and civilian support staff  to provide quality services and maintain 
an optimal response time citywide. 

Page 5.8-23, Subsection 5.8.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Safety Element policies have been 
revised, and added, as follows: 

Safety Element 

 Policy 2.6 Existing Sensitive Uses. Partner and collaborate with property owners, businesses, and 
community groups to develop strategies to protect and minimize risks from existing hazardous material 
sites to existing nearby sensitive uses, with priority given to discontinuing such uses within environmental 
justice area boundaries. 

 Policy 4.1 Structures Above 200 Feet. For development projects that include structures higher than 200 
feet above existing grade, the City shall inform the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and submit 
materials to the ALUC for review. Proposed projects that would exceed a height of  200 feet above existing 
grade shall be required to file Form 7460-1 with the Federal Aviation Administration.  

 Policy 4.2 Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77. Do not approve buildings and structures that would 
penetrate Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 Imaginary Obstruction Surfaces unless found 
consistent by the ALUC. Additionally, in accordance with FAR Part 77, required applicants proposing 
buildings or structures that penetrate the 100:1 Notification Surface to file a Form 7460-1 Notice of  
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Proposed Construction or Alteration with FAA and provide a copy of  the FAA determination to the City 
and the ALUC for Orange County. 

 Policy 4.3 Light, Glare, and Other Interference. Minimize hazards to aeronautical operations by 
ensuring land uses do not emit excessive glare, light, steam, smoke, dust, or electronic interference in 
compliance with FAA regulations and the John Wayne Airport Environs Land Use Plan.  

 Policy 4.4 Heliport/Helistop Approval and Requirements. Approve the development of  a heliport or 
helistop only if  it complies with the Airport Environs Land Use Plan for heliports. Ensure that each 
applicant seeking a conditional use permit or similar approval for the construction or operation of  a 
heliport or helistop complies fully with the state permit procedure provided by law and with all conditions 
of  approval impose or recommended by the FAA, by Orange County Airport Land Use Commission, by 
Caltrans/Division of  Aeronautics. This requirement shall be in addition to all other City development 
requirements.  

 Policy 4.5 Referral to ALUC. Prior to the amendment of  the City’s general plan or a specific plan, or the 
adoption or approval of  a zoning ordinance or building regulation within the planning boundary 
established by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), and pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 
21676, the City shall first refer the proposed action to the ALUC. 

 Policy 4.6 Deed Disclosure Notice. Provide notice of  airport in the vicinity where residential 
development is being proposed within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contours for the John Wayne Airport.  

Pages 5.8-27 and 5.7-28, Impact 5.8-1 and Impact 5.8-2. The following Safety Element policies have been added 
to the analyses, as follows: 

Impact 5.8.1: Project construction and operations would involve the transport, use, and/or disposal of 
hazardous materials. [Thresholds H-1, H-2, and H-3] 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: With the implementation of  RRs HAZ-1 through HAZ-5, 
Conservation Policy 1.5, Economic Prosperity Policies 2.3 and 2.5, Land Use Policies 1.5 and 3.7 through 3.9, 
Open Space Policy 2.3, and Safety Policies 2.1 through 2.6 and Policies 4.1 through 4.6, Impact 5.8-1 would be 
less than significant. 

Impact 5.8-2: The plan area includes 555 sites included on a list of hazardous materials compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 that could create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment. [Threshold H-4] 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: With the implementation of  RRs HAZ-1 through HAZ-5, 
Conservation Policy 1.5, Economic Prosperity Policies 2.3 and 2.5, Land Use Policies 3.7 through 3.9, Open 
Space Policy 2.3, and Safety Policies 2.1 through 2.6 and Policies 4.1 through 4.6, Impact 5.8-2 would be less 
than significant. 
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Page 5.10-11, Subsection 5.10.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed 
to the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Circulation Mobility Element 
 Policies 1.1 through 5.9. Refer to Volume II, Appendix B for full list. 

Page 5.10-11, Subsection 5.10.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Safety Element policies have 
been added, as follows: 

 Policy 4.1 Structures Above 200 Feet. For development projects that include structures higher than 200 
feet above existing grade, the City shall inform the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and submit 
materials to the ALUC for review. Proposed projects that would exceed a height of  200 feet above existing 
grade shall be required to file Form 7460-1 with the Federal Aviation Administration.  

 Policy 4.2 Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77. Do not approve buildings and structures that would 
penetrate Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 Imaginary Obstruction Surfaces unless found 
consistent by the ALUC. Additionally, in accordance with FAR Part 77, required applicants proposing 
buildings or structures that penetrate the 100:1 Notification Surface to file a Form 7460-1 Notice of  
Proposed Construction or Alteration with FAA and provide a copy of  the FAA determination to the City 
and the ALUC for Orange County. 

 Policy 4.3 Light, Glare, and Other Interference. Minimize hazards to aeronautical operations by 
ensuring land uses do not emit excessive glare, light, steam, smoke, dust, or electronic interference in 
compliance with FAA regulations and the John Wayne Airport Environs Land Use Plan.  

 Policy 4.4 Heliport/Helistop Approval and Requirements. Approve the development of  a heliport or 
helistop only if  it complies with the Airport Environs Land Use Plan for heliports. Ensure that each 
applicant seeking a conditional use permit or similar approval for the construction or operation of  a 
heliport or helistop complies fully with the state permit procedure provided by law and with all conditions 
of  approval impose or recommended by the FAA, by Orange County Airport Land Use Commission, by 
Caltrans/Division of  Aeronautics. This requirement shall be in addition to all other City development 
requirements.  

 Policy 4.5 Referral to ALUC. Prior to the amendment of  the City’s general plan or a specific plan, or the 
adoption or approval of  a zoning ordinance or building regulation within the planning boundary 
established by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), and pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 
21676, the City shall first refer the proposed action to the ALUC. 

 Policy 4.6 Deed Disclosure Notice. Provide notice of  airport in the vicinity where residential 
development is being proposed within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contours for the John Wayne Airport.  
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Page 5.10-12, Subsection 5.10.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Urban Design Element policy 
has been revised, as follows: 

Urban Design Element 
 Policy 2.7 Building and Strengthening Identity. Collaborate with community stakeholders to 

strengthen and foster development of  community and neighborhood identity and district character through 
complementary architecture, unique streetscapes, and programming. 

Page 5.10-12, Subsection 5.10.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Community Element policy has 
been revised, as follows: 

Community Element 

 Policy 3.2 Healthy Neighborhoods. Continue to support the creation of  healthy neighborhoods by 
addressing public safety, mitigating incompatible uses, improving the built environment, and maintaining 
building code standards. 

Page 5.10-13, Subsection 5.10.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Conservation Element policy 
has been revised, as follows: 

Conservation Element 
 Policy 1.5 Sensitive Receptor Decisions. Consider potential impacts of  stationary and non-stationary 

emission sources on existing and proposed sensitive uses and opportunities to minimize health and safety 
risks. Mitigate or apply special considerations and regulations on the siting of  facilities that might 
significantly increase pollution near sensitive receptors within environmental justice area boundaries. 

Page 5.10-14, Subsection 5.10.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Open Space Element policy 
has been revised, as follows: 

Open Space Element 
 Policy 3.2 Linking Development. Promote alternative modes of  transportation and active lifestyles 

through pedestrian and bicycle linkages to bicycle and pedestrian linkages and amenities throughout new 
and existing development, greenway corridors, and open spaces. to promote use of  alternative modes of  
transportation and active lifestyles. 
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Page 5.10-18, Impact 5.10-1. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  
the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.10-1: Implementation of the General Plan Update would not divide an established community. 
[Threshold LU-1] 

Furthermore, the GPU evolved to concentrate development in new areas to take advantage of  mass transit and 
provide mixed-use opportunities, and the circulation mobility element doesn’t introduce any new roadways that 
would bisect existing communities or neighborhoods. Also, the reclassifications of  numerous roadways (see 
Figure 3.9, Proposed Arterial Roadway Reclassifications) to create complete streets with sidewalk and bike path 
improvements would serve to make existing neighborhoods more cohesive.  

Pages 5.10-21 through 5.10-25, Impact 5.10-3. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility 
Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.10-3: Implementation of the General Plan Update would be consistent with the goals of the 
Southern California Association of Governments’ RTP/SCS. [Threshold LU-2] 

Table 5.10-1 2020–2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis. 
RTP/SCS Goal Consistency Analysis Relevant General Plan Update Policies 

RTP/SCS G1: Encourage 
regional economic prosperity 
and global competitiveness  

Consistent: The General Plan Update promotes 
economic growth and diversity within the city. The 
Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan 
Update includes policies related to improving Santa 
Ana’s economy and its role within the region. 

• Policies 1.1 through 1.10 foster a dynamic local 
economy that provides and creates 
employment opportunities for all residents in the 
city.  

• Policies 2.1 through 2.11 maintain and enhance 
the diversity and regional significance of the 
city’s economic base. 

• Policies 3.1 through 3.11 promote a business-
friendly environment where businesses thrive 
and build on Santa Ana’s strengths and 
opportunities. 

• Policies 4.1 through 4.6 promote strategies that 
create an economic development mindset 
integrated throughout city hall.  

RTP/SCS G2: Improve 
mobility, accessibility, 
reliability, and travel safety for 
people and goods 

Consistent: The circulation mobility element 
contains policies that provide guidance on 
improving connectivity for people and goods. The 
transportation networks in the city would be 
designed, developed, and maintained to meet the 
local and regional transportation needs and to 
maximize efficient mobility and accessibility. 
Various regional and local plans and programs 
would be used to guide development and 
maintenance of transportation networks in the city, 
including but not limited to: 

• Policies 1.1 through 1.11 foster a 
comprehensive and multimodal circulation 
system that facilitates the safe and efficient 
movement of people and enhances commerce. 

• Policies 2.1 through 2.9 promote an integrated 
system of travelways that connect the city to the 
region, employment centers, and key 
destinations. 

• Policies 3.1 through 3.9 foster a safe, balanced, 
and integrated system of travelways for 
nonmotorized modes of transportation.  
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Table 5.10-1 2020–2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis. 
RTP/SCS Goal Consistency Analysis Relevant General Plan Update Policies 

• Santa Ana Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Guidelines 

• OCTA Master Plan of Arterial Highways and 
Congestion Management Program 

• Caltrans Traffic Impact Studies Guidelines 
• Caltrans Highway Capacity Manual 
• SCAG’s 2020 – 2045 RTP/SCS 

 
Moreover, according to California Government 
Code, the City is required to coordinate its 
circulation mobility element with regional 
transportation plans, including the RTP/SCS. The 
proposed circulation mobility element is designed 
to be a comprehensive guide to transportation 
management strategies that address the capacity 
of long-term infrastructure. Refer to Section 5.17, 
Transportation, which addresses local and regional 
transportation, traffic, circulation, and mobility in 
more detail. 

Furthermore, the circulation mobility element 
establishes policies that address improving travel 
safety such as emergency access, first/last mile 
connectivity, and bike and pedestrian safety. All 
modes of public and commercial transit throughout 
the city would be required to follow safety 
standards set forth by state, regional, and local 
regulatory documents. Roadways for motorists 
must follow safety standards established for the 
local and regional plans mentioned above. The 
city’s Safe Mobility Plan also promotes safe travel 
for people and goods.  

• Policies 5.1 through 5.9 support a 
transportation system that is safe and supports 
community, environmental, and conservation 
goals.  
 

RTP/SCS G3: Enhance the 
preservation, security, and 
resilience of the regional 
transportation system. 

Consistent: Improvements to the existing 
transportation network must be assessed with 
some level of traffic analysis in order to determine 
how proposed developments would impact existing 
traffic capacities, and to determine the needs for 
improving future traffic capacities. This is ensured 
through the permitting process and development 
review established by the City. 

Furthermore, the public services and circulation 
mobility elements of the proposed General Plan 
Update would encourage regional coordination of 
transportation issues, as well as provide guidance 
and policies that help preserve and ensure a 
resilient regional transportation system. 

• Policy 1.10 of the circulation mobility element 
relates to collaboration between federal, state, 
SCAG, OCTA, rail authorities, and other 
agencies to fund and improve the regional 
transportation system.  

• Policies 1.1, 1.2, and 1.10 of the public services 
element promote quality and efficient facilities 
that are adequately funded, accessible, safe, 
and strategically located. 
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Table 5.10-1 2020–2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis. 
RTP/SCS Goal Consistency Analysis Relevant General Plan Update Policies 

RTP/SCS G4: Increase 
person and goods movement 
and travel choices within the 
transportation system. 

Consistent: Under the Complete Streets Act, 
general plans of California cities are required to 
include planning for complete streets: that is, 
streets that meet the needs of all users of the 
roadway, including pedestrians, bicyclists, users of 
public transit, motorists, children, the elderly, and 
the disabled. The proposed GPU would support the 
Complete Streets Act as well as the City’s Active 
Transportation Plan, the Central Santa Ana 
Complete Streets Plan, and the Downtown Santa 
Ana Complete Streets Plan. Furthermore, the 
circulation mobility, urban design, conservation, 
open space, and land use elements promote travel 
choices within the transportation system.  

 

• Policies 1.1 through 1.11 of the circulation 
mobility element provide for a comprehensive 
and multimodal circulation system that 
facilitates the safe movement of people and 
promotes a sustainable community. 

• Policies 2.1 through 2.9 of the circulation 
mobility element promote an integrated system 
of travelways comprising of freeways, 
community rail, the OC street car, transit 
corridors, and a network of truck routes.  

• Policies 3.1 through 3.9 of the circulation 
mobility element foster a safe, balanced, and 
integrated network of travelways for 
nonmotorized modes of transportation. 

• Policies 4.1 through 4.9 of the circulation 
mobility element support a coordinated 
transportation planning effort with land use and 
design strategies that encourage sustainable 
development and multimodal transportation 
choices.  

• Policies 1.5, 1.6, 3.3 and 5.4 of the urban 
design element encourage pedestrian 
connections, active-transportation friendly 
environments, and non-motorized forms of 
travel. 

• Policies 1.6, 1.8, 1.9, 1.12, 3.3, and 3.11 of the 
conservation element promote mixed-use, 
pedestrian friendly, transit oriented 
development that encourage alternate modes of 
transportation and an energy-efficient 
transportation infrastructure.  

• Policies 1.4, 1.5, 3.2, and 3.4 of the open space 
element establish multimodal access to park 
facilities, and enhance bicycle and pedestrian 
linkages.  

• Policies 1.6, 1.7, 2.5, 3.6, 4.2, and 4.5 of the 
land use element encourage transit oriented 
development, active transportation 
infrastructure, and concentrated development of 
high quality transit corridors to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled.  
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Table 5.10-1 2020–2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis. 
RTP/SCS Goal Consistency Analysis Relevant General Plan Update Policies 

RTP/SCS G5: Reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions 
and improve air quality. 

Consistent: Implementation of the General Plan 
Update would introduce policies and actions that 
address the importance of protecting the health of 
residents and the environment by improving air 
quality, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and 
encouraging active transportation. 

The GPU would encourage active transportation, 
such as bicycling and walking, through policies 
throughout the GPU elements. Additionally, as 
shown in Figure 5.16-4, Bikeway Plan, the city 
would be served by future bicycle routes. 

• Refer to all policies associated with RTP/SCS 
G4.  

• Policies 5.4, 5.6, and 5.9 of the circulation 
mobility element foster the implementation of 
green streets, clean fuels and vehicles, and 
street trees.  

• Policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.0, 1.11, 1.13, 
1.14, and 2.3 of the conservation element relate 
to coordinating air quality planning efforts to 
meet state and federal ambient air quality 
standards, considering the goals of the Climate 
Action Plan in all major decision on land use 
and public infrastructure investment, and 
investing in low to zero emission vehicles. 
These policies also promote development that 
meets or exceeds standards for energy-efficient 
building design, and the consideration of 
sensitive of potential emission sources on 
sensitive uses.  

RTP/SCS G6: Support 
healthy and equitable 
communities. 

Consistent: The community, land use, and public 
services elements of the GPU encourage healthy 
lifestyles, a planning process that ensures that 
health impacts are considered, and policies and 
practices that improve the health of residents. The 
policies also affirm and support a socially and 
economically diverse community with equitable 
distribution of resources.  

 

• Policies 3.1 through 3.7 of the community 
element promote the health and wellness of all 
Santa Ana residents. Policies 1.3 and 1.4 
encourage inclusive and affordable cultural 
programs and equitable recreational spaces. 

• Policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.5, 1.7, 4.6, and 4.7 of 
the land use element support diverse 
development that improve living conditions and 
promote a healthy, equitable environment. 

• Policies 2.3, 2.4, 2.6, and 2.8 of the housing 
element encourage rental housing for all 
income levels, facilitate diverse types of 
housing prices and sizes, require affordable 
housing units, and maximize affordable housing 
on Authority-owned properties.  

• Policy 1.2 of the public services element 
ensures public services and facilities reflect 
changing population needs and are equitably 
distributed.  

• Policy 3.3 of the economic prosperity element 
promotes sustainable and equitable availability 
of commercial land uses. 
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Table 5.10-1 2020–2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis. 
RTP/SCS Goal Consistency Analysis Relevant General Plan Update Policies 

RTP/SCS G7: Adapt to a 
changing climate and support 
an integrated regional 
development pattern and 
transportation network. 

Consistent: The goal of the GPU’s safety element 
is to eliminate and minimize risks associated with 
natural and man-made hazards, including climate 
change. By assessing and preparing for levels of 
risk, the city can endure the range of safety 
hazards and adapt to changes over time. The city 
also values land use decisions that benefit future 
generations, plans for the impacts of climate 
change, and incorporates sustainable design 
practices at all level of the planning process. 
Additionally, open spaces are used for climate 
change mitigation and adaption. 

• Policies 1.2 through 1.6 of the safety element 
protect life and minimize property damage and 
social and economic disruptions caused by 
climate change.  

RTP/SCS G8: Leverage new 
transportation technologies 
and data-driven solutions that 
result in more efficient travel. 

Consistent: Where feasible and consistent with 
city policy and guidelines, the City improves 
roadways, enhances intersections, and uses 
technology to maximize the efficient use of roads. 
The City’s Traffic Management Center is the focal 
point of traffic signal control and information 
management through its advanced traffic 
management system (ATMS). This system is the 
integration of various intelligent transportation 
systems such as traffic signal systems, the closed 
circuit television system, loop-based and video-
detection data collection, and the Integrated 
Traveler Information System. The ATMS allows 
traffic engineers to collect and monitor real-time 
traffic conditions, manage traffic flow, and provide 
an appropriate response in a timely manner. 

• Policies 1.3 of the circulation mobility element 
promotes the use of technology to efficiently 
move people and vehicles and manage motor 
vehicle speeds. 

RTP/SCS G9: Encourage 
development of diverse 
housing types in areas that 
are supported by multiple 
transportation options. 
 

Consistent: All five focus areas that will 
experience new growth and development under the 
GPU meet RTP/SCS Goal 9. The intent of the GPU 
development in the South Main Street focus area is 
to transition an auto-dominated corridor into a 
transit- and pedestrian-friendly corridor through 
infill development. The Grand Avenue / 17th Street 
focus area will foster the development of an urban 
mixed-use corridor connecting into the city’s 
downtown and transit core. For the West Santa 
Ana Boulevard focus area, the intent is to transition 
a group of auto-oriented neighborhoods, 
businesses, and institutions into a series of transit-
oriented neighborhoods that support and benefit 
from future streetcar stops. Furthermore, the 55 
Freeway / Dyer Road focus area will transition from 
a portion of the city that is almost exclusively 
professional office to one that supports a range of 
commercial, industrial/flex, and mixed-use 
development. The intent is to create opportunities 
for an urban lifestyle with easy access to 
Downtown Santa Ana, multiple transit options, and 
the new investments and amenities in adjacent 
communities. The South Bristol Street focus area 

• Policy 2.4 of the housing element facilitates 
diverse types, prices, and sizes of housing, 
including single-family homes, apartments, 
townhomes, mixed/multiuse housing, transit-
oriented housing, multigenerational housing, 
and live-work opportunities. 

• Policies 1.5, 1.6, 2.5, 2.10, 3.6, 4.6, and 4.7 of 
the land use element support diverse residential 
mixed-use development adjacent to high quality 
transit. 

• Policies 1.6 and 3.3 of the conservation 
element promote development that is mixed 
use, pedestrian friendly, and transit oriented. 
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Table 5.10-1 2020–2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis. 
RTP/SCS Goal Consistency Analysis Relevant General Plan Update Policies 

represents Santa Ana’s southern gateway and is a 
part of the South Coast Metro area. Between 
Sunflower and Alton Avenues, the District Center 
land use designation will create opportunities to 
transform auto-oriented shopping plazas to 
walkable, bike-friendly, and transit-friendly urban 
villages. 

Furthermore, the land use, conservation, and 
housing elements of the GPU include policies that 
support diverse housing types and areas supported 
by multimodal transportation. 

RTP/SCS G10: Promote 
conservation of natural and 
agricultural lands and 
restoration of habitats. 

Consistent: The city does not contain any 
agricultural lands but does promote the 
conservation of natural lands and restoration of 
habitats. The purpose of the open space element is 
to retain lands that provide value in the form of 
biodiversity and wildlife conservation. Furthermore, 
the conservation element identifies the 
community’s natural resources and communicates 
the benefits for retention, enhancement, and 
development of these reserves to improve quality 
of life and the environment as a whole. 

• Policy 21. through 2.4 of the conservation 
element preserve and enhance Santa Ana’s 
natural and environmental resources while 
maintaining a balance between recreation, 
habitat restoration, and scenic resources. 

• Policy 3.6 of the open space element promotes 
naturalizing the Santa Ana River and exploring 
opportunities to reintroduce natural habitat 
along the Santa Ana River to provide natural 
habitat and educational and recreational 
opportunities. 

 

Page 5.10-26, Impact 5.10-4. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  
the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.10-4: Implementation of the General Plan Update would be consistent with the OCTA Congestion 
Management Plan. [Threshold LU-2] 

In a highly developed urban city, managing traffic congestion along roadways and maintaining an efficient 
system are essential. Where feasible and consistent with city policy and guidelines, the City would improve 
roadways, enhance intersections, and use technology to maximize the efficient use of  roads. Managing 
congestion also involves the development of  nonmotorized forms of  transportation to encourage a shift in the 
way people get around Santa Ana. In areas with constrained rights-of-way, encouraging alternative forms of  
travel is essential. Therefore, policy 1.7 of  the circulation mobility element promotes the proactive mitigation 
of  the impacts of  potential congestion from the transportation network on residents and business. Policy 1.9 
ensures the street network is consistent with standards set in the OCTA Congestion Management Program. 
Furthermore, policy 1.10 of  the conservation element supports investing in improvements to the City’s 
transportation management system, including projects or programs that improve traffic flow and reduce traffic 
congestion. 
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Level of Significance Before Mitigation: With the implementation of  RR LU-1, RR LU-2, Circulation 
Mobility Policies 1.7 and 1.9, and Conservation Policy 1.10, Impact 5.10-6 would be less than significant. 

Page 5.12-28, Subsection 5.12.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed 
to the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies, and the 
following policy had been revised as follows: 

Circulation Mobility Element 
 Policy CE-5.2. Rail Corridors: Coordinate with rail service providers to improve and maintain the 

aesthetics of  rail corridors, and reduce noise levels, and mitigate traffic conflicts and other environmental 
hazards. 

Page 5.12-28, Subsection 5.12.3.2, General Plan Update Policies. The following Safety Element policy has been 
added as follows: 

Safety Element 
 Policy 4.6 Deed Disclosure Notice. Provide notice of  airport in the vicinity where residential 

development is being proposed within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contours for the John Wayne Airport.  

Page 5.12-30, Impact 5.12-2 The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  
the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.12-2: Buildout of the plan area would cause a substantial traffic noise increase on local roadways 
and could locate sensitive receptors in areas that exceed established noise standards. 
[Threshold N-1] 

Buildout of  the GPU would result in an increase in traffic along local roadways proximate to existing sensitive 
receptors. Figures 5.12-7 through 5.12-10 illustrate the modeled roadways and future 2045 noise contours for 
60 dBA CNEL, 65 dBA CNEL, and 70 dBA CNEL. The complete distances to the 70, 65, and 60 dBA CNEL 
noise contours for roadway segments in the City are included in Appendix J-b. Table 5.12-10 shows the 
estimated traffic noise increase along study roadway segments. The traffic noise increase is the difference 
between the projected future noise level and the existing noise level. As shown in Table 5.12-10, significant 
traffic noise increases are estimated along several of  the study roadway segments from implementation of  the 
GPU. Of  the roadway segments with significant traffic noise increases, Warner Avenue – Grand Avenue to Red 
Hill Avenue is in the 55 Freeway / Dyer Road focus area. Along several roadway segments, a decrease in traffic 
noise levels is anticipated from implementation of  the GPU. Noise element policies 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 2.1, and 
circulation mobility element policies CEM-1.7, CEM -1.8, and CEM-4.8 would help minimize and mitigate 
traffic noise impacts. However, traffic noise increases on the roadway segments shown in bold in Table 5.12.-
10 are conservatively considered to remain significant.  
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Page 5.12-45, Impact 5.12-2 The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  
the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.12-2: Buildout of the plan area would cause a substantial traffic noise increase on local roadways 
and could locate sensitive receptors in areas that exceed established noise standards. 
[Threshold N-1] 

In addition, future noise-sensitive land uses could be in areas that exceed the “Normally Acceptable” noise 
standards due to airport operations (see Figure 5.12-6 for airport noise contours) and due to railroad activity. 
Table 5.12-11 contains the calculated distances to the 65 dBA Ldn/CNEL contours from future railroad noise. 
The railroad noise contours are displayed graphically in Figures 5.12-7 through 5.12-10. The same methodology 
that was used to estimate existing railroad noise contours was used for future railroad activity. Though 
implementation of  the proposed General Plan would not cause a direct increase in rail activity, future residential 
development could be placed within areas that would expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding 
established standards. RR-NOI-1 and noise element policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 2.1, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, and circulation 
mobility element policies CEM-4.8 and CEM-5.2 would ensure that airplane and railroad noise affecting future 
noise-sensitive land uses is mitigated to acceptable levels.  

Pages 5.14-10 and 5.14-27, Subsections 5.14.1.3 and 5.14.2.3 The following Public Services Element policies 
have been revised as follows: 

Public Services Element 
 Policy 2.1 Public Safety Agencies. Collaborate with the Police Department and the Fire Authority to 

promote greater public safety the implementation of  crime prevention through environmental design 
principles for all development projects.  

 Policy 2.7 Staffing Levels. Maintain staffing levels for sworn peace officers, fire fighters, emergency 
medical responders, code enforcement, and civilian support staff  to provide quality services and maintain 
an optimal response time citywide.  

Pages 5.15-11 and 5.15-12, Subsection 5.15.3.2, GPU Policies. The following Community Element policies have 
been revised as follows: 

Community Element 
 Policy 1.1  Access to Programs. Provide and maintain access to recreational and cultural programs 

within walking distance of  residential areas. Prioritize the improvement of  access for residents living within 
environmental justice area boundaries that are underserved or suffer from a lack of  access. 

 Policy 1.11  Program Incentives. Incentivize use of  privately owned property to promote recreation, 
health, wellness, and art and culture programs.  
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Page 5.15-13, Subsection 5.15.3.2, GPU Policies. The following Open Space Element policy has been revised 
as follows: 

Open Space Element 
Goal 1: Provide a safe, accessible, sustainable, and diverse park and facility system with recreational 
opportunities accessible to all residents. 

 Policy 1.1  Park Master Plan. Create and maintain a Santa Ana parks master plan that incorporates data 
on need, demographics, and health outcomes.  

 Policy 1.2  Parks and Recreation Network. Establish a comprehensive and integrated network of  
parks, open space, and recreational facilities that maintains and provides a variety of  active and passive 
recreational opportunities that meets the needs of  all Santa Ana residents, regardless of  age, ability, or 
income.  

 Policy 1.3  Park Standard. Achieve a minimum citywide park ratio park standard of  two acres per 1,000 
residents in the City. For new residential development in Focus Areas, prioritize the creation and dedication 
of  new public parkland over the collection of  impact fees. 

 Policy 1.4  Park Connectivity. Establish and enhance options for residents to access existing and new 
park facilities through safe walking, bicycling, and transit routes.  

Page 5.15-14, Subsection 5.15.3.2, GPU Policies. The following Open Space Element policy has been revised 
as follows: 

Open Space Element 
 Policy 3.2  Linking Development. Promote alternative modes of  transportation and active lifestyles 

through pedestrian and bicycle linkages to bicycle and pedestrian linkages and amenities throughout new 
and existing development, greenway corridors, and open spaces. to promote use of  alternative modes of  
transportation and active lifestyles.  

Page 5.15-15, Subsection 5.15.3.2, GPU Policies. The following Urban Design Element policy has been revised 
as follows: 

Urban Design Element 
 Policy 3.6  Linear Park System. Support open space improvements along roadways and non-vehicular 

paths, such as bike or multi-use trails, to connect linear greenways leading to a network of  parks and activity 
areas throughout the city.  
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Page 5.15-15, Subsection 5.15.3.2, GPU Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility 
Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Circulation Mobility Element 

Page 5.16-21, Subsection 5.16.3.2, General Plan Policies. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the 
“Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies, and the following 
policy has been revised: 

Circulation Mobility Element 
 Policy 3.9 Neighborhood Traffic. Develop innovative strategies to calm neighborhood traffic, increase 

safety, and eliminate collisions, while also maintaining access for emergency response. 

Page 5.16-23, Subsection 5.16.3.2, General Plan Policies. The following Open Space Element policy has been 
revised as follows: 

Open Space Element 
 Policy 3.2 Linking Development. Promote alternative modes of  transportation and active lifestyles 

through pedestrian and bicycle linkages to bicycle and pedestrian linkages and amenities throughout new 
and existing development, greenway corridors, and open spaces. to promote use of  alternative modes of  
transportation and active lifestyles. 

Pages 5.16-24 through 5.16-33, Impact 5.16-1. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility 
Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.16-1: The General Plan Update is consistent with adopted programs, plans, and policies addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. 
[Threshold T-1]  

Roadways 
The proposed circulation mobility element is consistent with the planning goals established by OCTA in their 
LRTP, and the City worked with OCTA to ensure that local or regional improvements that benefit Santa Ana 
are included in the latest LRTP, adopted in 2017.  

The proposed GPU circulation mobility element includes reclassification of  several arterial roadways, as shown 
in Figure 3-9, Proposed Arterial Roadway Reclassifications. The subject roadways are also listed in Section 3.3.2.2, 
Updated Circulation Mobility Element. These changes are proposed to the City’s Master Plan of  Street and Highway 
(see Figure 3-8) and would require an amendment to OCTA’s Master Plan of  Arterial Highways to achieve 
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consistency with that plan. Consistency between the MPSH and MPAH is essential to maintain a functional 
regional network and to receive funding for Measure M street improvement projects.  

Transit 
Transit in the city consists of  OCTA bus service, Southern California Regional Rail commuter and passenger 
rail service, and Amtrak passenger rail. Due to its central location, grid pattern, and high ridership potential, 
Santa Ana’s role as a transit hub continues to increase.  

The GPU incorporates policies related to supporting transit facilities in the plan area. These include prioritizing 
multimodal systems, supporting first/last mile connectivity to transit, implementing additional complete streets 
improvements when it fits the context of  the community, and supporting the improvement of  transit 
opportunity corridors. Policies that promote a transit system that serves as a functional alternative to 
commuting by car are: 

 Circulation Mobility Element  
 Policy 1.2 Balanced Multimodal Network. 
 Policy 2.2 Transit Service.  
 Policy 2.4 Commuter Rail. 
 Policy 2.5 OC Streetcar.  
 Policy 2.6 Transit Corridors.  
 Policy 2.7 Regional Mobility Access. 
 Policy 3.4 Regional Coordination. 
 Policy 3.6 Transit Connectivity. 
 Policy 4.1 Intense Development Areas. 
 Policy 4.2 Project Review. 
 Policy 4.6 Roadway Capacity Alternatives. 

Bicycle Facilities 
Future bicycle facilities are a mixture of  Class I, Class II, Class III, and Class IV facilities. Future bicycle facilities 
are shown on Figure 5.16-4, Master Plan of  Bikeways.  

The GPU incorporates policies related to supporting bicycle facilities in the plan area. These include prioritizing 
multimodal systems, maintaining a network of  complete streets to provide mobility opportunities for all users, 
implementing additional complete streets improvements when it fits the context of  the community, developing 
and maintaining local and regional bicycle networks, and promoting bicycle safety when infrastructure 
improvements are made. Policies that promote a bicycle system that serves as a functional alternative to 
commuting by car are: 

 Circulation Mobility Element 
 Policy 1.2 Balanced Multimodal Network.  
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 Policy 1.6 Complete Streets.  
 Policy 3.1 Nonmotorized Travelway Network.  
 Policy 3.2 Nonmotorized Travelway Amenities.  
 Policy 3.5 Education and Encouragement.  
 Policy 3.7 Complete Streets Design.  
 Policy 4.1 Intense Development Areas.  
 Policy 4.2 Project Review.  
 Policy 4.6 Roadway Capacity Alternatives.  

Safe Routes to School 

The City is creating a citywide “Safe Routes to School” initiative for every school in Santa Ana. This initiative 
establishes safe routes to school, proposes specific capital improvements to the streetscapes to improve safety, 
and contains various programs for education and enforcement of  existing traffic laws to improve pedestrian 
and bicycling safety. A Safe Routes to School plan is being developed to implement the circulation mobility 
element. 

Expanded Bicycle Lanes 

The City is aggressively expanding its existing bikeway network by adding Class 1, 2, 3, and 4 routes throughout 
the city. This effort is intended to implement the City’s complete street policies and City Council directives to 
make Santa Ana a more bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly community.  

Pedestrian 
The circulation mobility element includes potential pedestrian opportunity zones (see Figure 5.16-5, Pedestrian 
Opportunity Zones), areas that currently have high pedestrian activity and areas that have the potential for it once 
land use densities and/or street and pedestrian improvements are made.  

The GPU incorporates policies related to supporting pedestrian traffic in the plan area. These include 
promoting the development of  mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly areas clustered around activity centers; 
encouraging community interaction through the development and enhancement of  plazas, open space, people 
places, and pedestrian connections with the public realm; and enhancing streets to facilitate safe walking through 
community participatory design. Policies that promote a bicycle and transit system that serves as a functional 
alternative to commuting by car are: 

 Circulation Mobility Element 
 Policy 1.2 Balanced Multimodal Network.  
 Policy 1.6 Complete Streets.  
 Policy 3.1 Nonmotorized Travelway Network.  
 Policy 3.2 Nonmotorized Travelway Amenities.  
 Policy 3.5 Education and Encouragement.  
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 Policy 3.7 Complete Streets Design.  
 Policy 4.1 Intense Development Areas.  
 Policy 4.2 Project Review.  
 Policy 4.6 Roadway Capacity Alternatives.  

Page 5.16-35, Impact 5.16-2. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  
the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.16-2: General Plan Update implementation would result in a reduction of vehicle miles traveled per 
service population (VMT/SP) in comparison to existing City conditions, and would achieve a 
VMT/SP at least 15 percent lower than the countywide VMT/SP. [Threshold T-2] 

The Future Year (2045) With Project (implementation of  the GPU) scenario was based on the Future Year 
(2045) No Project scenario, with modifications to both the transportation network and socioeconomic data. 
Reclassifications to some roadways are proposed to facilitate the implementation of  complete streets 
throughout the city, as described in Section 3.3.2.2, Updated Circulation Mobility Element, of  Chapter 3, Project 
Description, and shown in Figure 3-9, Proposed Arterial Roadway Reclassifications. These reclassifications are 
considered in this scenario in addition to the proposed GPU land use buildout.  

Table 5.16-3 shows that the projected city’s VMT/SP upon buildout of  the GPU in 2045 is 20.3, which is less 
than the defined threshold of  15 percent below existing county VMT/SP (22.0). The impact of  the land use 
plan, therefore, would be less than significant.  

Table 5.16-3 Projected VMT Summary – Land Use Plan 
Metric 2045 – With Project 

City Total VMT 
2045 – with project  

City Total 
Service Population 

2045 – With 
Project 

City VMT/SP 

2020 – No 
Project 
County 
VMT/SP 

VMT Threshold  
15% below  

2020 – No Project 
County VMT/SP 

Impact 
 

VMT/SP  11,518,959 566,616 20.3 25.9 22.0 No 
Source: IBI 2020. 

 

Furthermore, the GPU includes policies that promote the reduction of  VMT. Policy 2.5 of  the land use element 
encourages infill mixed-use development at all ranges of  affordability to reduce VMT, and Policy 4.5 aims to 
concentrate development along high-quality transit corridors. Policy 4.6 of  the circulation mobility element 
promotes reductions in automobile trips and VMT by encouraging transit use and nonmotorized transportation 
as alternatives to augmenting roadway capacity. 

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: With the implementation of  Land Use Policies 2.5 and 4.5 and 
Circulation Mobility Policy 4.6, Impact 5.16-2 will be less than significant. 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

November 2020 Page 3-43 

Pages 5.16-35 and 5.16-36, Impact 5.16-3. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility 
Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Impact 5.16-3: Circulation improvements associated with future development that would be accommodated 
by the General Plan Update would be designed to adequately address potentially hazardous 
conditions (sharp curves, etc.), potential conflicting uses, and emergency access. 
[Thresholds T-3 and T-4] 

Buildout of  the GPU would involve the alteration, intensification, and redistribution of  land uses in the city. 
The GPU includes circulation network improvements that would be subject to review and future consideration 
by the City’s Public Works engineering staff. An evaluation of  the roadway alignments, intersection geometrics, 
and traffic control features would be needed. Roadway improvements would have to be made in accordance 
with the City’s circulation plan and roadway design guidelines and meet design guidelines of  the California 
Manual of  Uniform Traffic Control Devices. In addition, the circulation mobility element includes policies to 
improve the safety of  all users of  the transportation system in the city—Policy 1.7 Proactive Mitigation, Policy 
3.9 Neighborhood Traffic, Policy 5.7 Infrastructure Condition, and Policy 5.8 Traffic Safety (see Section 5.16.3). 
Implementation of  the GPU would not result in hazardous conditions, create conflicting uses, or cause a 
detriment to emergency vehicle access.  

Level of Significance Before Mitigation: With the implementation of  RR T-2 and Circulation Mobility 
Policies 1.7, 3.9, 5.7, and 5.8, Impact 5.16-3 will be less than significant. 

Page 5.17-8, Subsection 5.16.3.2, General Plan Policies. The following Historic Preservation Element policy 
has been revised as follows: 

Historic Preservation Element 
 Policy 1.4  Protecting Resources. Support land use plans and development proposals that actively 

protect historic and cultural resources. Preserve tribal, archaeological, and paleontological resources for 
their cultural importance to communities as well as their research and educational potential. 

Pages 5.18-34 and 5.18-62, Subsection 5.18.2.3 and Subsection 5.18.5.3, Regulatory Requirements and General 
Plan Update policies. The following Public Services Element policies have been revised as follows: 

Public Services Element 
 Policy 1.7. Sustainable and Resilient Practices. Require Use sustainable and energy efficient building 

and maintenance practices as part of  the development or rehabilitation of  any public facility or capital 
improvement to incorporate site design and building practices that promote sustainability, energy efficiency, 
and resiliency. 



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

Page 3-44 PlaceWorks 

 Policy 3.8. Conservation Strategies: Implement Promote cost-effective conservation strategies and 
programs that increase water use efficiency. 

Page 7-5, Section 7.2.1, Alternative Circulation Element – Roadway Classifications. The Circulation Element 
has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update 
policies. 

Alternative Circulation Mobility Element – Roadway Classifications  
The proposed Circulation Mobility Element as included in the GPU evolved over a long process and 
coordination with the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA). During this process, alternative 
packages of  arterial roadway classifications were considered that involved roadways included in OCTA’s Master 
Plan of  Arterial Highways (MPAH). The majority of  reclassifications proposed were identified for bicycle 
facility safety improvements in the City’s Safe Mobility Santa Ana (SMSA) Plan prepared in 2016. Most of  the 
reclassifications identified were for roadways where bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements would require 
roadway reconfiguration and a reduction in the number of  existing or planned travel lanes. Many of  the SMSA 
recommendations across the City have already been, or are in the process of  being, implemented along arterial 
roadways without reducing the number of  lanes. 

Page 7-11, Section 7.3, Alternatives Selected for Further Analysis. The Circulation Element has been renamed 
to the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Table 7-2 Project Alternatives Description  

Alternative Description 
Environmental Reasons 

Considered 
Proposed Project 
The GPU is the comprehensive update of the Santa Ana General Plan. As detailed in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, land use changes in the proposed GPU focus on five areas within Santa Ana that offer 
opportunities for enhanced growth and flexibility and are suited to assist in achieving the core vision 
established for the GPU. These focus areas are: 
• South Main Street 
• Grand Avenue/17th Street 
• West Santa Ana Boulevard 
• 55 Freeway/Dyer Road 
• South Bristol Street 

N/A 

No Project/Current General Plan Alternative 
The buildout for the Current GP includes the full entitlement of the specific plan and special zoning areas. The 
current GP focuses more on employment growth in the focus areas instead of housing growth. 

Required by CEQA 
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Table 7-2 Project Alternatives Description  

Alternative Description 
Environmental Reasons 

Considered 
Reduced Intensity Alternative 
Development potential for the two focus areas with the greatest growth capacity under the GPU is reduced under 
this alternative to approximately 50 percent of the maximum densities allowed by their respective land use 
designations for both housing units and non-residential building square footage. The combined reduction for the 
55 Freeway /Dyer Rd. and South Bristol Street focus areas under this alternative would be 5,383 housing units 
and 4.3 MSF. There would be no changes to any other proposed land use or to the Circulation Mobility Element 
under the Reduced Intensity Alternative in comparison to the proposed GPU, All other assumptions remain the 
same as for the proposed GPU. 

Potential to reduce 
significant impacts 
related to: 
• Air Quality 
• Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions  
• Noise 
• Population and 
Housing 
 

2020 RTP/SCS Consistency Alternative 
To achieve the lower projections reflected in the RTP/SCS, this alternative would substantially reduce the 
growth that would be accommodated within the focus areas under the GPU. Instead of a total additional 
23,955 housing units and approximately 15.7 MSF within the focus areas, new growth within the focus areas 
would total 6,380 housing units and approximately 3.7 MSF non-residential uses (reducing the growth by over 
70 percent for both housing and nonresidential building SF relative to the GPU for focus areas). New 
development would primarily take place through pipeline projects that are already approved within the Specific 
Plan and Special Zoning Districts. The total estimated buildout of these projects, however, could not be 
completely accommodated. As shown in Table 7-6, this alternative, therefore, distributes anticipated 
development through the focus areas and the approved Specific Plans/Special Zoning areas. For purposes of 
this alternative, it is assumed that a development cap would be used to limit total growth to the projections 
shown. Existing development entitlements would not be reduced, but development would be monitored and 
capped at the levels shown. The market would drive the precise location and timing of projects until the 
maximum cap was reached.  

Potential to reduce 
significant impacts 
related to: 
•  Population and 

Housing 
• Air quality 
• Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 
• Noise 
 

Notes: 
MSF = Millions square feet. 
RTP/SCS = Southern California Association of Government’s Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
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Pages 7-18 through 7-24, Section 7.3.2, Environmental Impact Comparison. The Circulation Element has been renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  the 
updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

Table 7-7 Environmental Impact Comparison 
 

Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
Aesthetics Under this Alternative fewer housing units and more non-

residential square footage would be developed in the focus areas 
compared to the GPU. Land use designations and ultimate 
buildout outside of the focus areas would be the same as for the 
GPU . Overall, within the focus areas, the No Project alternative 
would be characterized by lower density and a reduced visual 
scale in comparison to the GPU. A discussion of the maximum 
densities and heights each of the five focus areas is provided 
below: 
• Grand Avenue/17th Street. The current General Plan allows 

density up to 1.0 FAR in General Commercial and 
Professional and Administrative Office designations (and up 
to 1.15 FAR is allowed in the Orange County Register site) 
and 7 du/acre in Low Density Residential designation and 
heights generally up to 35 feet above grade (not taking into 
account Specific Development districts within the focus area).  

• 55 Freeway/Dyer Road. The current General Plan allows 
density up to 1.7 FAR in District Center designation and 
heights generally up to 35 feet above grade (not taking into 
account Specific Development districts within the focus area).  

• South Bristol Street. The current General Plan allows 
density up to 1.0 FAR in District Center and General 
Commercial designations and 15 du/acre in Medium Density 
Residential and heights generally up to 35 feet above grade 
(not taking into account Specific Development districts within 
the focus area).  

• South Main Street. The current General Plan allows density 
up to 1.0 FAR in the District Center and General Commercial 
designations and 7 du/acre in Low Density Residential 
designation and heights generally up to 35 feet above grade 

In comparison to the proposed GPU, this 
alternative would only modify land uses 
within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road and 
South Bristol Street focus areas. Housing 
units and non-residential building space 
would both be reduced by approximately 
30-35 percent relative to the GPU land uses 
for these two focus areas. Design 
guidelines and amenity requirements would 
be assumed not to change in comparison to 
the GPU. Similarly, the Circulation Mobility 
Element and associated roadway 
classification, bike, pedestrian and mass 
transit improvements and policies would be 
the same as for the GPU. The visual impact 
of this alternative, therefore, would be 
limited to two focus areas and would be 
expected to reduce both the overall footprint 
of development and building heights within 
these two areas (by approximately 30 
percent relative to the GPU). Light and glare 
impact within the 55 Freeway /Dyer and 
South Bristol Street focus areas could also 
be expected to be reduced to some degree. 
Overall, however, the aesthetics impacts 
Citywide would be similar to the proposed 
GPU.  
 

Overall, this Alternative would substantially reduce development capacity, 
particularly for housing, relative to the proposed GPU. Citywide it would result 
in a 73 percent reduction in housing units at buildout, and an approximate 14 
percent reduction in non-residential building space. As shown in Table 7-6, this 
alternative assumes that densities would be reduced throughout the City, 
including previously approved Specific Plan and Special Districts. Development 
intensity would be reduced within all the focus areas as well, resulting in a 27 
percent reduction in allowed housing units in the focus areas and an 
approximate 2.5 percent reduction in non-residential uses. In comparison to the 
GPU this alternative, and visual character, would be much less residential. 
Approximately 17,500 fewer housing units would be built in the combined focus 
areas in comparison to the GPU. The approximate 6,300 new units that would 
be accommodated would be expected to be in lower profile buildings. The 
change in non-residential space would not be as great, but would be 
substantially different for some areas in comparison to the GPU. Approximately 
3.5 M SF less would be accommodated within the South Bristol Street focus 
area. This would limit the vision for this area as a new District Center and 
Urban Neighborhood. This Alternative, however, would increase building 
square footage in the South Main Street and West Santa Ana Boulevard focus 
areas. Therefore, impacts to visual appearance would be reduced compared to 
the GPU.  
It is difficult to categorize the relative aesthetic impact of this alternative in 
comparison to the GPU. Development would be substantially reduced but also 
very different. It would dramatically reduce residential units Citywide (by 31,515 
units) in comparison to the GPU and slightly increase non-residential space 
(approximately 2,000 SF) in comparison to the GPU. The limited new 
development in focus areas (and in comparison to the current General Plan) 
would limit opportunities and available funding to support some major 
amenities that would benefit aesthetics. Overall, for purposes of this Draft PEIR 
the relative impact of this alternative has been determined to be similar. In 
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Table 7-7 Environmental Impact Comparison 
 

Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
(not taking into account Specific Development districts and 
within the focus area).  

• West Santa Ana Boulevard. The current General Plan 
allows density up to 1.5 FAR in the Urban Neighborhood 
designation and 15 du/acre in the Medium Density 
Residential designation and heights generally up to 35 feet 
above grade (not taking into account Specific Development 
districts within the focus area).  

 
The GPU introduces new policies that would protect 
neighborhood character and landmarks as well as enhance new 
public spaces. In comparison to the current General Plan, the 
updated Circulation Mobility Element in the GPU reclassifies 
several arterials to provide new pedestrian and bikeway 
improvements. These improvements, along with implementing 
required design guidelines are expected to enhance the livability 
and character of several communities. Since this alternative 
would reduce building intensity and heights in the focus areas, it 
would be anticipated to reduce light and glare impacts. Overall, 
aesthetic impacts for the No Project alternative would be 
considered less than aesthetic impacts for the GPU. 
  

reality the character would be substantially different, and not necessarily result 
in an impact ‘less’ or ‘greater’ than the proposed GPU.  
 
 

  LT S S 
Agricultur
e 
Resources 

The City is a highly urbanized area with its entire area nearly 
built out. Furthermore, according to the California Resource 
Agency’s Department of Conservation, the City does not have 
any significant agricultural resources. Therefore, no impacts to 
farmland would occur under the proposed project and no further 
analysis is required in the DEIR. The has land designated or 
zoned for agricultural use but these lands constitute a very small 
percentage of the area of Santa Ana and are located mainly in 
the outskirts of the City in the north and northeast and outside 
the focus areas. Furthermore, the City does not have any land 
designated or zoned for forestland, timberland, or timberland 

This alternative, similar to the No 
Project/Current General Plan alternative 
and the GPU, would have less than 
significant impacts to agricultural 
resources. 

This alternative, similar to the No Project/Current General Plan alternative 
and the GPU, would have less than significant impacts to agricultural 
resources. 
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Table 7-7 Environmental Impact Comparison 
 

Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
production. There would be no impacts from this alternative on 
agriculture, similar to the GPU.  
 

 S S S 
Air Quality In comparison to the GPU, the No Project alternative is 

characterized by 1) More employment and 2) less housing 
development in the City. 
• The current General Plan is the basis for the SCAG growth 

model and therefore would not exceed the SCAG forecasts; 
however, as with the GPU, the substantial growth projected 
at buildout would exceed South Coast AQMD’s AQMP 
regional significance thresholds, resulting in a significant, 
unavoidable impact. 

• Due to a substantial increase in employment (approximately 
an additional 12,000 in comparison to GPU buildout) as well 
as more dispersed housing in comparison to the proposed 
GPU, this alternative may increase vehicle miles traveled, 
and related traffic air quality emissions. However, the GPU 
contains policies that would encourage mixed use and infill 
development near focus areas and major travel corridors and 
would ultimately reduce VMT within the City. 

• Housing growth and a larger nonresidential building footprint 
could also result in exposing a greater number of sensitive 
receptors to pollutants concentrations from construction 
activity and other sources. 

The land uses that have the potential to create objectionable 
odors would remain the same, causing a similar impact as 
existing conditions. 

This alternative would reduce housing 
development and non-residential 
development projects within two focus 
areas of the City, resulting in fewer 
residents (by approximately 4 percent) and 
employees (by approximately 5.5 percent) 
compared to the GPU.  
• Decreasing the residential and 

nonresidential development footprint 
would decrease pollutants produced 
during construction and would decrease 
the amount energy used in homes and 
businesses. 

• This alternative would reduce vehicle 
miles traveled, and related traffic air 
quality emissions.  

• Decreased development footprint in the 
City may reduce exposure of sensitive 
receptors to pollutant concentrations. 

• The land uses that have the potential to 
create objectionable odors would 
remain the same, causing a similar 
impact as existing conditions.  

 
Although this alternative reduces impacts, 
the reduction would not eliminate a 
significant impact of the GPU. 
 

This alternative would limit new development in the City to reflect consistency 
with the 2020 RTP/SCS projections. It would substantially reduce housing units 
and population, and moderately increase non-residential uses and employees. 
• Decreasing the residential development footprint would decrease pollutants 

produced during construction and would decrease the amount energy used 
in homes. 

• Fewer people living in the City would generate fewer vehicle trips and 
reduce transportation emissions, reducing air quality impacts. 

• The land uses that have the potential to create objectionable odors would 
remain the same, causing a similar impact as existing conditions. 

 
Although this alternative would reduce Air Quality s impacts it would not result 
in a significant impact of the GPU. 

 GT LT (impact would remain significant) LT (impact, however, would remain significant) 
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
Biological 
Resources 
 

In comparison to the GPU, the No Project alternative would be 
similarly characterized by infill development in a relatively built 
out City. Whereas the GPU does include the development of 
more housing units, the No Project alternative includes more non-
residential square footage, and housing units that are less 
densely developed and occupy larger lots. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that the resulting disturbance of land and biological 
resources would be similar. Furthermore, the open space and 
park areas would remain under the No Project alternative as well 
as the GPU. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be 
similar 
 

This alternative reduces housing units and 
non-residential square footage in the 55 
Freeway/Dyer Road and South Bristol 
Street focus areas. All other assumptions 
remain the same. The reduced 
development in two focus areas could result 
in a reduction of land disturbance, but 
alternatively, could result in lower profile 
development with larger building footprints. 
Overall disturbance would likely be similar 
to the proposed GPU. Moreover, the two 
subject focus areas are not characterized 
by native vegetation or sensitive habitat or 
species. The impact to biological resources 
would be similar to the proposed GPU. 
 

This alternative would substantially reduce housing development in the City 
and moderately reduce non-residential development. As with the proposed 
GPU, sensitive resources (such as Santiago Creek) would be protected. The 
reduction in land development and related land disturbance, however, could 
be expected to reduce the potential to impact biological resources.  

 S S LT 
Cultural 
Resources 

In comparison to the GPU, the No Project alternative would result 
in a moderate increase to non-residential building square 
footage, and fewer housing units. With the exception of focus 
areas, however, land use designations and development 
potential would be the same as for the GPU. The potential to 
impact archaeological resources would be similar. As with the 
GPU, cultural resource impacts to historical resources would 
remain significant and unavoidable even with the implementation 
of the 1997 GP Land Use Element EIR mitigation measures. 
 

This alternative would result in less growth 
in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road and South 
Bristol Street focus areas with all other 
assumptions remaining the same. 
Therefore, this alternative would have a 
slightly less impact on land disturbance and 
subsequently on cultural resources. 
 

The substantial reduction in development under the RTP/SCS alternative 
would reduce land disturbance and be expected to reduce the potential to 
impact cultural resources, including archaeological and historical resources. 
Potential impacts to historical resource, however, would remain significant. 

 S LT (potential impact to historical resources, 
however, would remain significant)  

LT (potential impact to historical resources, however, would remain significant)  

Energy This alternative would result in an increase of approximately 2.6 
M SF of nonresidential building square feet (approximately 3.5 
percent increase in comparison to GPU) and a substantial 
reduction in allowable residential units compared to the GPU 
(13,195 fewer units). This alternative would reduce housing 
energy use and increase non-residential building use in 

This alternative reduces new housing 
development and other non-residential 
development in two focus areas: 55 
Freeway /Dyer Road and South Bristol 
Street. This alternative would therefore, 
reduce housing and non-residential building 

This alternative limits new development in the City to reflect consistency with 
the 2020 RTP/SCS projections. This alternative would result in a substantial 
reduction in residential units and a slight increase in nonresidential building 
square footage in the city. As a result, this alternative would reduce vehicle 
miles traveled and related energy use. This alternative would decrease energy 
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
comparison to the GPU. It may reduce vehicle miles traveled and 
related fuel use. The No Project alternative would not include 
GPU policies to support the state’s transition to a carbon neutral 
economy. Overall, this alternative would increase energy in some 
areas and decrease other energy needs. Overall energy impacts 
would be considered similar to the GPU. 
 

energy use. Additionally, this alternative 
may decrease vehicle miles traveled, and 
related fuel use. Overall this alternative 
would decrease energy impacts relative to 
the GPU; and as with the GPU, would be 
less than significant. 
 

use compared to the GPU, and as with the GPU, would be less than 
significant. 

 S LT LT 
Geology 
and Soils 

Similar to the GPU, the No Project alternative would be similarly 
characterized by infill development in a relatively built out City. In 
comparison to the GPU, the No Project alternative would result in 
a moderate increase in non-residential building square footage, 
and fewer housing units. With the exception of focus areas, 
however, land use designations and development potential would 
be the same as for the GPU Whereas the GPU does include the 
development of more housing, the No Project alternative includes 
more non-residential square footage and housing units that are 
less densely developed and occupy larger lots. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that the resulting disturbance of land would be similar. 
Exposure of new development to geological and soils hazards, 
including seismic shaking, landslides, erosion, liquefaction, and 
land subsidence, would be similar to the GPU. And as with the 
GPU, geotechnical and soils hazards would be mitigated to less 
than significant with implementation of existing regulatory 
measures, including compliance with the California Building 
Codes and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements and best management practices. 
Furthermore, as with the GPU, paleontological resource impacts 
would be mitigated to less than significant per the adopted 
mitigation in the 1997 GP Land Use Element EIR.  
 

This alternative reduces new housing 
development and other non-residential 
development in two focus areas: 55 
Freeway /Dyer Road and South Bristol 
Street. It would be expected to reduce 
potential geotechnical hazards associated 
with development in these focus areas also 
expose fewer residents and employees As 
with the GPU, this alternative would comply 
with the same regulations summarized 
under the No Project/Current General Plan 
alternative. Impacts would be slightly less 
than the GPU. 

The substantial reduction in development potential under the RTP/SCS 
alternative would reduce land disturbance and related, potential geotechnical 
hazards. Fewer residents and employees would be exposed to geotechnical 
and soils-related hazards. As with the GPU, this alternative would comply with 
the same regulations summarized under the No Project/Current General Plan 
alternative. Impacts would be slightly less than the GPU. 

 S LT  LT 
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
Green-
house Gas 
Emissions 

START HERE Development within the City would comply with 
existing GHG regulations, CARB’s Scoping Plan, and the City’s 
Climate Action Plan adopted in December 2015. The increase in 
employment as well as more dispersed housing in comparison to 
the GPU would increase vehicle miles traveled and related GHG 
emissions in comparison to the GPU. This alternative, however, 
reduces the total housing units by approximately 13,000 units, 
which would reduce GHG emissions In comparison to the No 
Project alternative, however, the GPU contains policies that 
would encourage mixed use and infill development near focus 
areas and major travel corridors and would ultimately reduce 
VMT within the City. Overall GHG emissions would likely be 
greater under the No Project Alternative, and as with the 
proposed project would be significant and unavoidable. 
 

This alternative reduces new housing 
development and other non-residential 
development in two focus areas: 55 
Freeway /Dyer Road and South Bristol 
Street. It would result in fewer residents and 
employees in comparison to the GPU. This 
alternative would reduce VMT in 
comparison to the GPU as well as reduce 
GHG emissions generated by building 
energy use. Overall, this alternative would 
reduce GHG impacts relative to the GPU, 
but the GHG impact would remaining 
significant and unavoidable.  

This alternative would limit new development in the City to reflect consistency 
with the 2020 RTP/SCS projections. It would substantially reduce housing units 
and population, and moderately increase non-residential uses and employees. 
It would reduce VMT generated GHG emissions as well as building energy 
emissions. It would decrease GHG emissions compared to the GPU, but the 
GHG impact would remaining significant and unavoidable. 

 GT LT (impact would remain significant) LT (impact would remain significant) 
Hazards 
and 
Hazardous 
Materials 

As with the GPU, the transport, use and storage of hazardous 
materials would be mitigated by comprehensive regulations. 
Similarly, airport-related safety hazards would be mitigated by 
compliance with regulations and the County’s Airport Land Use 
Commission. 
 
The overall hazards impacts would therefore be similar to the 
GPU, and as with the GPU, would be less than significant. 
 

As with the GPU, the transport, use and 
storage of hazardous materials would be 
mitigated by comprehensive regulations. 
Similarly, airport-related safety hazards 
would be mitigated by compliance with 
regulations and the County’s Airport Land 
Use Commission. 
 
The overall hazards impacts would 
therefore be similar to the GPU, and as with 
the GPU, would be less than significant. 
 

As with the GPU, the transport, use and storage of hazardous materials would 
be mitigated by comprehensive regulations. Similarly, airport-related safety 
hazards would be mitigated by compliance with regulations and the County’s 
Airport Land Use Commission. 
 
The overall hazards impacts would therefore be similar to the GPU, and as with 
the GPU, would be less than significant. 

 S S S 
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
Hydrology 
and Water 
Quality 

In comparison to the GPU, the No Project alternative would be 
similarly characterized by infill development in a relatively built 
out City. Therefore, impacts to hydrology and water quality would 
be minimal. Furthermore, the open space and park areas would 
remain under the No Project alternative.  
As with the GPU, development under the current General Plan 
would be subject to the myriad of regulations that control 
potential flooding and water quality impacts. These include 
NPDES, which regulates discharges into waters of the United 
States and mandates MS4 permits (regulating municipal storm 
sewer systems) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPPs) requiring implementation of best management 
practices for potential surface water and water quality impacts 
related to project construction. Additionally, the No Project 
alternative would be subject to flood hazard development reviews 
in compliance with Chapter 7 (Floodplain Management 
Regulations) of the City’s municipal code. Hydrology impacts, 
therefore, would be similar to the GPU. 
 

The reduced intensity alternative is a 
reduced version of the GPU. It would 
reduce new housing development and other 
non-residential development in two focus 
areas: 55 Freeway /Dyer Road and South 
Bristol Street. These areas are already 
developed and decreasing the intensity of 
development in these areas would not be 
expected to measurably alter pervious area 
and related stormwater runoff. As with the 
GPU, this alternative would comply with the 
same regulations summarized under the No 
Project/Current Impacts would be similar to 
the GPU.  

The substantial reduction in development potential under the RTP/SCS 
alternative would reduce land disturbance and potentially preserve more 
existing pervious land area, thereby decreasing stormwater flows relative to the 
GPU. This reduction, however, would likely be minimal and not change the 
overall level of the hydrology and water quality impact in comparison to the 
GPU. The 2020 RTP Consistency alternative would comply with the regulations 
as summarized under the No Project/Current General Plan alternative. These 
regulations would mitigate the hydrology and water quality impact to less than 
significant. Impacts would be similar to the GPU. 

 S S S 
Land Use 
and 
Planning 

As with the GPU, the No Project alternative would divide 
established communities and comply with the Airport Environs 
Land Use Plan (AELUP).  
The No Project alternative, however, lacks policies (and related 
land use changes) that promote the goals of SCAG’s 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS such as: 
• Encouraging the development of diverse housing types in 

areas that are supported by multiple transportation options. 
• Supporting healthy and equitable communities. 
• Increasing person and goods movement and travel choices 

within the transportation system. 
• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality. 
• Adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated 

regional development pattern and transportation network. 

As with the GPU, the No Project alternative 
would divide established communities and 
would comply with the Airport Environs 
Land Use Plan (AELUP). 
This alternative reduces new housing 
development and other non-residential 
development in two focus areas: 55 
Freeway /Dyer Road and South Bristol 
Street. Under the GPU, these focus areas 
were designed to introduce higher intensity 
urban development and take advantage of 
their locations relative to mass transit 
improvements and service and existing 
opportunities to integrate and expand other 
major activity areas (South Coast Metro). 

As with the GPU, the No Project alternative would divide established 
communities and would comply with the Airport Environs Land Use Plan 
(AELUP). 
Although developed to be consistent with the RTP/SCS population and housing 
projections (to eliminate the significant population impact of the GPU), this 
alternative, coincidentally would not be nearly as effective as the proposed 
GPU in achieving the regional RTP/SCS goals and objectives (as described 
under the No Project alternative). It would not provide the opportunities to 
optimize multi-modal transportation and new mixed-use, urban communities. 
Overall, this alternative would increase land use and planning impacts.  



G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  S A N T A  A N A  

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 

Page 3-54 PlaceWorks 

Table 7-7 Environmental Impact Comparison 
 

Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
The GPU evolved to concentrate development in new areas to 
take advantage of mass transit and provide for mixed- use 
opportunities. Furthermore, the updated circulation mobility 
element aimed at creating complete streets across the City to 
promote multi-modal transportation and decrease VMT. 
Therefore, the No Project alternative would have a greater impact 
to land use and planning.  
 

The substantial reduction in opportunities 
for these areas would not as effectively 
meet the City’s land use objectives of the 
regional RTP/SCS goals. Overall, this 
alternative would increase land use and 
planning impacts.  

 GT GT GT 
Mineral 
Resources 

Given that the entire City does not have mineral resource sectors 
and no active or inactive mines, implementation of the No Project 
alternative, similar to the GPU, would not cause a loss of 
availability of known mineral resources. Overall, the impact to 
mineral resources would be similar to the GPU and would be less 
than significant. 
 

This alternative, similar to the No 
Project/Current General Plan alternative 
and the GPU, would have less than 
significant impacts to mineral resources. 

This alternative, similar to the No Project/Current General Plan alternative and 
the GPU, would have less than significant impacts to mineral resources. 

 S S S 
Noise The No Project alternative would result in a substantial increase 

in employment as well as more dispersed housing in comparison 
to the GPU. Approximately 13,000 fewer housing units would be 
constructed. Therefore, this alternative may increase vehicle 
miles traveled, and related traffic noise impacts. The higher 
anticipated building square footage under the No Project 
alternative would result in more construction activity, but the 
construction activity would be more spread out. Construction-
related noise is a highly localized impact and the severity of 
impacts depends on the equipment used, distance to nearby 
sensitive receptors, time of day, and overall duration of 
construction. Impacts would be similar to the GPU. As with the 
GPU, both construction and traffic noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 
 

The reduction of both housing units and 
jobs would reduce both construction noise 
and traffic-related impacts for the Reduced 
Intensity alternative. Although these 
impacts would be decreased, particularly in 
the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road and South 
Bristol Street focus areas, it is not 
anticipated that impacts would be reduced 
to less than significant, and these impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

This alternative limits new development in the City to reflect consistency with 
the 2020 RTP/SCS projections. This alternative would result in a substantial 
reduction in residents and a slight increase in employees in the City, which 
would reduce both construction noise and traffic-related impacts. Although 
these impacts would be decreased, it is not anticipated that impacts could be 
reduced to less than significant, and these impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

 S LT (construction and traffic noise, 
however, would remain significant) 

LT (construction and traffic noise, however, would remain significant)  
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
Populatio
n and 
Housing 

The No Project alternative would result in an 11 percent decrease 
in population at buildout in comparison to the GPU. However, like 
the GPU, the population and household projections for the No 
Project alternative exceed the Orange County regional council of 
governments (COG) and the 2020/2045 RTP/SCS projections 
and would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.  
 

The reduced intensity would reduce new 
housing development and other non-
residential development in two focus areas: 
55 Freeway /Dyer Road and South Bristol 
Street. This alternative would reduce 
population by 5,383 persons and housing 
units by 19,825 units in comparison to the 
GPU. The resultant population and housing 
2045 projections would still substantially 
exceed the Orange County COG and 
2020/2045 RTP/SCS projections for the 
City. Therefore, population growth would be 
substantial and similar to the GPU and 
would be significant and unavoidable.  
 

This alternative reduces population growth in the City so that the 2045 
population is less than the population projected by the Orange County COG 
and the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. The Orange County COG projects a 2045 
population of 360,077 for the City while the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS projects a 
population of 360,100. Therefore, population and housing impacts associated 
with this alternative is less than the GPU. Additionally, this impact reduces a 
significant and unavoidable impact to less than significant.  
 

 LT (the population impact would remain significant)  LT (the population impact would remain 
significant) 

LT (eliminates a significant and unavoidable impact) 

Public 
Services 

Relative to the GPU, the No Project alternative would result in an 
approximate 7 percent increase in employment opportunities and 
an 11 percent decrease in residents citywide. Since employment 
centers generate fewer calls for police and fire services than 
residential uses and do not directly generate increased school or 
library needs, public service impacts would be reduced under the 
No Project alternative relative to the GPU.  
 

This alternative would reduce development 
capacity in the 55 Fwy/Dyer Road and 
South Bristol Street focus areas. The land 
use change would result in a 5,383 
reduction in housing units and a population 
reduction of 19,825 Citywide. Public service 
demands, therefore, would be reduced, 
although not substantially, relative to the 
proposed GPU.  
 

In comparison to the GPU, this alternative would reduce population by 18% 
percent and would result in a very slight increase in employment (1 percent) 
citywide. Since employment centers generate fewer calls for police and fire 
services and do not directly generate increased school or library needs this 
alternative would reduce service demands and overall impacts relative to the 
GPU. 

LT LT LT 
Recreatio
n 

The No Project alternative would reduce the resident population 
by 11 percent compared to the GPU which would reduce the 
open space and recreational facility demand relative to the GPU. 
Overall, similar to the GPU, impacts of this alternative to 
recreation would be less than significant. 
 

This alternative would substantially reduce 
development within the 55 Freeway /Dyer 
and South Bristol St. focus area relative to 
the GPU. Combined, housing units within 
these two areas would be reduced 5,383 
units, resulting in an overall City population 
decrease of approximately 5 percent 

This alternative would reduce population by 18 percent and would result in a 
decrease in demand on existing parks and a decreased need for new parks 
compared to the GPU. The reduced housing units and related recreation facility 
demand would be distributed through all the focus areas and several of the 
Specific Plan areas under this alternative.  
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
compared to the GPU. This alternative 
would particularly reduce recreation 
demand within the respective focus areas. 
Overall the recreation impact would be less 
than the GPU.  

 LT LT LT 
Transport
ation and 
Traffic 

As detailed in the Traffic Impact Study, the Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) for the 2045 No Project scenario for the City is 
12,163,794 (with a VMT/SP of 22.8). The VMT for the City in 
2045 with the implementation of the GPU is 1,518,959 (with a 
VMT/SP of 20.3). Several factors would result in a greater VMT 
impact for the No Project alternative in comparison to the GPU. 
The No Project alternative has more non-residential square 
footage and lower density residential uses. In comparison, the 
GPU was developed to optimize multi-model transportation and 
introduces higher density residential and mixed-use land uses 
proximate to mass transit opportunities. In addition to land use 
changes, numerous new policies facilitate reduced auto trips and 
improved alternative transportation improvements. The VMT for 
the No Project alternative would increase impacts relative to the 
GPU. It would result in a VMT/SP of 22.8 compared to 20.3 for 
the GPU. Since 22.8 exceeds the significance threshold of 22.0 
adopted by the City, it would result in a significant new impact.  
 

In comparison to the GPU, this alternative 
would reduce housing and non-residential 
uses in the South Bristol Street and 55 
Freeway/Dyer Road focus areas and result 
in a decrease in the VMT/SP.  

Because this alternative would reduce population by approximately 18 percent 
and result in a slight increase in employment (1 percent) in comparison to the 
GPU, it would be expected to reduce total VMT. Although total VMT would be 
reduced, this alternative would be expected to increase VMT/SP the metric 
used to determine the significance of transportation impacts. The reduction in 
housing would reduce opportunities in areas under adopted Specific Plans and 
focus areas that have been planned to maximize multi-modal opportunities, 
thereby reducing VMT/SP. VMT/SP would be greater than the proposed GPU, 
thereby increasing transportation impacts relative to the proposed GPU. If the 
VMT/SP exceeded 20.3, it would introduce a new significant impact. Without 
extensive modeling, it is unknown the actual VMT/SP that would result. Unlike 
the No Project alternative, however, this alternative would be assumed to 
include the new transportation-related policies in the GPU and the updated 
Circulation Mobility Element that would serve to reduce VMT/SP. 

 GT (introduces a new significant impact in comparison to the 
GPU) 

LT GT 

Tribal 
Cultural 
Resources 

In comparison to the GPU, the No Project alternative would be 
characterized by less dense residential development on larger 
lots and increased non-residential square footage. However, the 
GPU introduces more housing units in the focus areas resulting 
in similar land disturbance overall and thus a similar potential to 
impact tribal cultural resources. The 1997 GP Land Use Element 
EIR does not include a discussion of tribal cultural resources, but 
any development pursuant to the No Project alternative that 
would require a General Plan amendment would need to abide 

This alternative would result in less growth 
in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road and South 
Bristol Street focus areas with all other 
assumptions remaining the same. 
Therefore, this alternative would have a 
slightly less impact on land disturbance and 
subsequently on tribal cultural resources. 
 

This alternative includes a growth cap on development in the City compared to 
the GPU. Less development would equate to less land disturbance and slightly 
decreased impacts to tribal cultural resources. 
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
by the regulatory requirements of AB 52 and the cultural 
resources mitigation measures in the 1997 GP Land Use 
Element EIR. As with the GPU, tribal cultural resource impacts 
would be mitigated to less than significant. 
 

 S LT LT 

Utilities 
and 
Service 
Systems 

Relative to the GPU, the No Project alternative would include 
increase non-residential square footage and decrease dwelling 
units citywide. Since residential use is associated with a higher 
water demand, and higher sewage generation the No Project 
alternative would result in an overall decrease of approximately 
38% in demand for these services compared to the GPU.  
Additionally, the No Project alternative would generate 4.5 million 
pounds per day of solid waste at buildout, which is 43% more 
than the GPU since non-residential use generates more solid 
waste than residential use. This additional waste generation 
could still be accommodated by the existing landfills.  
Furthermore, this alternative would result in a minimal increase to 
electricity use and a 3% decrease in natural gas use compared to 
the GPU. 
Since the No Project alternative would decrease water demand, 
wastewater generation, and natural gas consumption and would 
increase solid waste generation. Impacts of this alternative are 
less than the GPU. 
  

This alternative would reduce population 
and jobs by approximately 5 percent in 
comparison to the GPU. It would therefore, 
reduce utility impacts, although not 
substantially, relative to the proposed 
project.  

This alternative would reduce housing by 27 percent, non-residential square 
footage by approximately 1 percent Therefore water demand, wastewater 
generation, solid waste generation, and electricity and natural gas demands 
would all be less for this alternative. 

LT LT LT 
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Impact No Project/Current General Plan Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 2020 RTP Consistency Alternative 
Wildfire The nearest Fire Hazard Safety Zone to the City is about 3.8 

miles at the southern tip of the Peters Canyon Regional Park. 
Therefore, the City is not in or near state responsibility areas or 
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. 
Additionally, no area within the City is a Wildland-Urban Interface. 
Therefore, this alternative, like the GPU, would have no impacts 
 

This alternative, similar to the No 
Project/Current General Plan alternative 
and the GPU, would have less than 
significant impacts from wildfires. 

This alternative, similar to the No Project/Current General Plan alternative and 
the GPU, would have less than significant impacts from wildfires. 

S S S 
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Page 9-2, Chapter 9, Growth-Inducing Impacts of  the Proposed Project. The Circulation Element has been 
renamed to the “Mobility Element” as part of  the updates to the proposed General Plan Update policies. 

 Buildout of  roadways in the City per roadway classifications in the proposed GPU Circulation Mobility 
Element would increase roadway capacity in some areas to maintain adequate levels of  service and would 
also improve roadways with multimodal amenities and features to promote pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
use. This would allow for more efficient multimodal transportation network throughout the City and would 
promote the development of  land near these enhanced roadways. Proposed roadway classifications and 
their impacts are described in Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic. 

3.2.3 Changes to GPU Buildout Methodology 
Minor changes were made to the buildout methodology shown in Appendix B-b, Santa Ana General Plan Buildout 
Methodology, of  the Draft PEIR. The changes do not affect any buildout numbers cited in the Draft PEIR or 
used in the environmental analysis. Appendix F, Changes Made to the Santa Ana General Plan Buildout Methodology, 
of  the FEIR will replace Appendix B-b of  the Draft PEIR. Appendix F includes tracked changes for easy 
reference. 

3.3 DRAFT PEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft PEIR. 

Pages 1-6 and 1-7, Section 1.4.1, General Plan Update. The following changes are made in response to 
Comment O13-15, from Adolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association.  

Table 1-1 Proposed Land Use Designations and Statistics 
Land Use Designation  Acres % of Total 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 171.5 — 
District Center  23.7  13.8 
General Commercial  19.9  11.6 
Industrial/Flex  7.1  4.1 
Open Space  1.1  0.6 
Urban Neighborhood  119.7  69.8 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 354.5 — 
District Center  158.0  44.6 
General Commercial  68.0  19.2 
Industrial/Flex  127.4  35.9 
Open Space  1.1  0.3 
South Bristol Street 199.9 — 
District Center  108.3  54.2 
Open Space  6.0  3.0 
Urban Neighborhood  85.7  42.9 
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Table 1-1 Proposed Land Use Designations and Statistics 
Land Use Designation  Acres % of Total 

South Main Street 312.2 — 
Industrial/Flex  29.0  9.3 
Institutional  19.2  66.1 6.1 
Low Density Residential  162.3  845.852.0 
Urban Neighborhood  101.7  62.7.32.6 
West Santa Ana Boulevard 481.6 — 
Corridor Residential  10.0  2.1 
General Commercial  21.5  4.5 
Industrial/Flex  87.9  18.3 
Institutional  45.5  9.4 
Low Density Residential  108.1  22.4 
Low-Medium Density Residential  6.8  1.4 
Medium Density Residential  27.0  5.6 
Open Space  133.6  27.7 
Professional and Administrative Office  6.2  1.3 
Urban Neighborhood  35.0  7.3 
Balance of City 11,598.8 — 
District Center  124.2  1.1 
General Commercial  424.2  3.7 
Industrial  2,159.6  18.6 
Institutional  886.7  7.6 
Low Density Residential  6,173.3  53.2 
Low-Medium Density Residential  429.0  3.7 
Medium Density Residential  335.3  2.9 
One Broadway Plaza District Center  4.1  0.0 
Open Space  793.8  6.8 
Professional and Administrative Office  260.4  2.2 
Urban Neighborhood  4.1  0.0 
Not Specified  4.1  0.0 
Total 13,118.5 100% 
Source: Figures aggregated and projected by PlaceWorks, 2020. 
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Page 1-22, Table 1.4, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of  Significance 
After Mitigation. The following changes are made in response to Comment O1-3, from Joyce Stanfield Perry, 
Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians.  

Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.4-2: 
Development in 
accordance with the 
General Plan Update 
could impact 
archaeological resources 

Potentially significant CUL-4 For projects with ground disturbance—e.g., grading, excavation, 
trenching, boring, or demolition that extend below the current grade—
prior to issuance of any permits required to conduct ground-disturbing 
activities, the City shall require an Archaeological Resources 
Assessment be conducted under the supervision of an archaeologist 
that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professionally Qualified 
Standards in either prehistoric or historic archaeology. 

 Assessments shall include a California Historical Resources 
Information System records search at the South Central Coastal 
Information Center and of the Sacred Land Files maintained by the 
Native American Heritage Commission. The records searches will 
determine if the proposed project area has been previously surveyed 
for archaeological resources, identify and characterize the results of 
previous cultural resource surveys, and disclose any cultural resources 
that have been recorded and/or evaluated. If unpaved surfaces are 
present within the project area, and the entire project area has not been 
previously surveyed within the past 10 years, a Phase I pedestrian 
survey shall be undertaken in proposed project areas to locate any 
surface cultural materials that may be present.  

CUL-5 If potentially significant archaeological resources are identified, and 
impacts cannot be avoided, a Phase II Testing and Evaluation 
investigation shall be performed by an archaeologist who meets the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to determine significance prior to 
any ground-disturbing activities. If resources are determined significant 
or unique through Phase II testing, and site avoidance is not possible, 
appropriate site-specific mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 
These might include a Phase III data recovery program implemented 
by a qualified archaeologist and performed in accordance with the 
Office of Historical Preservation’s “Archaeological Resource 
Management Reports (ARMR): Recommended Contents and Format” 
(OHP 1990) and “Guidelines for Archaeological Research Designs” 
(OHP 1991). 

CUL-6 If the archaeological assessment did not identify archaeological 
resources but found the area to be highly sensitive for archaeological 
resources, a qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor 
approved by a California Native American Tribe identified by the Native 
American Heritage Commission as culturally affiliated with the project 

Less than significant 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

area shall monitor all ground-disturbing construction and pre-
construction activities in areas with previously undisturbed soil of high 
sensitivity. The archaeologist shall inform all construction personnel 
prior to construction activities of the proper procedures in the event of 
an archaeological discovery. The training shall be held in conjunction 
with the project’s initial on-site safety meeting and shall explain the 
importance and legal basis for the protection of significant 
archaeological resources. The Native American monitor shall be invited 
to participate in this training. In the event that archaeological resources 
(artifacts or features) are exposed during ground-disturbing activities, 
construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall be 
halted while the resources are evaluated for significance by an 
archaeologist who meets the Secretary’s Standards. and This will 
include tribal consultation and coordination with the Native American 
monitor shall be conducted in the case of a prehistoric archaeological 
resource or tribal resource. If the discovery proves to be significant, the 
long-term disposition of any collected materials should be determined 
in consultation with the affiliated tribe(s), where relevant; this could 
include curation with a recognized scientific or educational repository, 
transfer to the tribe, or respectful reinternment in an area designated 
by the tribe. 

CUL-7 If an Archaeological Resources Assessment does not identify 
potentially significant archaeological resources but the site has 
moderate sensitivity for archaeological resources (Mitigation Measure 
CUL-4), an archaeologist who meets the Secretary’s Standards shall 
be retained on call. The archaeologist shall inform all construction 
personnel prior to construction activities about the proper procedures 
in the event of an archaeological discovery. The pre-construction 
training shall be held in conjunction with the project’s initial on-site 
safety meeting and shall explain the importance and legal basis for the 
protection of significant archaeological resources. In the event that 
archaeological resources (artifacts or features) are exposed during 
ground-disturbing activities, construction activities in the immediate 
vicinity of the discovery shall be halted while the on-call archaeologist 
is contacted. The resource shall be evaluated for significance and tribal 
consultation shall be conducted, in the case of a tribal resource. If the 
discovery proves to be significant, the long-term disposition of any 
collected materials should be determined in consultation with the 
affiliated tribe(s), where relevant. 
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Page 1-25, Table 1.4, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of  Significance 
After Mitigation. The following text is added in response to Comment O13-13, from Adolfo Sierra, Interim 
President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association.  

Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

Impact 5.7-1: 
Implementation of the 
proposed General Plan 
Update would result in a 
decrease in GHG 
emissions in horizon 
year 2045 from existing 
baseline but may not 
meet the long-term GHG 
reduction goal under 
Executive Order S-03-
05. 

Potentially significant GHG-1 The City of Santa Ana shall update the Climate Action Plan (CAP) every 
five years to ensure the City is monitoring the plan’s progress toward 
achieving the City’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target and to 
require amendment if the plan is not achieving the specified level. The 
update shall consider a trajectory consistent with the GHG emissions 
reduction goal established under Executive Order S-03-05 for year 
2050 and the latest applicable statewide legislative GHG emission 
reduction that may be in effect at the time of the CAP update (e.g., 
Senate Bill 32 for year 2030). The CAP update shall include the 
following: 

 GHG inventories of existing and forecast year GHG 
levels. 

 Tools and strategies for reducing GHG emissions to 
ensure a trajectory with the long-term GHG reduction goal 
of Executive Order S-03-05. 

 Plan implementation guidance that includes, at minimum, 
the following components consistent with the proposed 
CAP: 

 Administration and Staffing 

 Finance and Budgeting 

 Timelines for Measure Implementation 

 Community Outreach and Education 

 Monitoring, Reporting, and Adaptive Management 

 Tracking Tools 

Furthermore, the following measures will be considered when the City 
updates the Climate Action Plan:  

 Measures to protect the most vulnerable 
populations 

Significant and 
unavoidable 
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Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Levels of Significance After Mitigation 

Environmental Impact 
Level of Significance  

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance  

After Mitigation 

 Measure to increase carbon sinks 

 Standards for electric vehicle parking 

 Standards for construction projects 

 

Pages 3-1, Section 3.2, Statement of  Objectives. The following changes are made in response to Comment I25-
18, from Manuel Escamilla.  

• Health. The people of  Santa Ana value a physical environment that encourages healthy lifestyles, 
a planning process that ensures that health impacts are considered, and a community that actively 
pursues policies and practices that improve the health of  our residents. 

• Equity. Residents value taking all necessary steps to ensure equitable outcomes, expanding access 
to the tools and resources that residents need, and balancing competing interests in an open and 
democratic manner. 

• Sustainability. Santa Ana values land use decisions that benefit future generations, plans for the 
impacts of  climate change, and incorporates sustainable design practices at all levels of  the 
planning process. 

•  Culture. The Santa Ana’s community values efforts that celebrate our differences as a source of  
strength, preserve and build upon existing cultural resources, and nurture a citywide culture of  
empowered residents. 

• Education. Santa Ana values the creation of  lifelong learners, the importance of  opening up 
educational opportunities to all residents, and investing in educational programs that advance 
residents’ economic well-being. 
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Pages 3-36, Section 3.3.2, Description of  the Project. The following changes are made in response to Comment 
A17-20, from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

The circulation element update incorporates the proposed Santa Ana-Garden Grove Fixed Guideway project, 
which will introduce new transit service to the city. Santa Ana is working with Garden Grove and Orange 
County Transit Authority to build a fixed guideway system called the OC Streetcar. Expected to begin 
operations in 2022 2021, the OC Streetcar will link the Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center to a new 
multimodal hub at Harbor Boulevard/Westminster Avenue in Garden Grove (see Figure 3-10, Master Plan of  
Transit). OC Streetcar will serve historic downtown Santa Ana and Civic Center. Along its four-mile route, OC 
Streetcar will connect with 18 Orange County Transit Authority bus routes and increase transportation options 
along Santa Ana Boulevard, 4th Street, the Pacific Electric right-of-way, and Harbor Boulevard. 

Pages 3-29, Section 3.3.2.1, Updated Land Use Element. The following changes are made in response to 
Comment O13-15, from Adolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association.  

Table 3-5 Proposed Land Use Designations and Statistics 
Land Use Designation  Acres % of Total 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 171.5 100% 
District Center  23.7  13.8 
General Commercial  19.9  11.6 
Industrial/Flex  7.1  4.1 
Open Space  1.1  0.6 
Urban Neighborhood  119.7  69.8 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 354.5 100% 
District Center  158.0  44.6 
General Commercial  68.0  19.2 
Industrial/Flex  127.4  35.9 
Open Space  1.1  0.3 
South Bristol Street 199.9 100% 
District Center  108.3  54.2 
Open Space  6.0  3.0 
Urban Neighborhood  85.7  42.9 
South Main Street 312.2 100% 
Industrial/Flex  29.0  9.3 
Institutional  19.2  66.1 6.1 
Low Density Residential  162.3  845.852.0 
Urban Neighborhood  101.7  62.7.32.6 
West Santa Ana Boulevard 481.6 100% 
Corridor Residential  10.0  2.1 
General Commercial  21.5  4.5 
Industrial/Flex  87.9  18.3 
Institutional  45.5  9.4 
Low Density Residential  108.1  22.4 
Low-Medium Density Residential  6.8  1.4 
Medium Density Residential  27.0  5.6 
Open Space  133.6  27.7 
Professional and Administrative Office  6.2  1.3 
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Table 3-5 Proposed Land Use Designations and Statistics 
Land Use Designation  Acres % of Total 

Urban Neighborhood  35.0  7.3 
Balance of City 11,598.8 100% 
District Center  124.2  1.1 
General Commercial  424.2  3.7 
Industrial  2,159.6  18.6 
Institutional  886.7  7.6 
Low Density Residential  6,173.3  53.2 
Low-Medium Density Residential  429.0  3.7 
Medium Density Residential  335.3  2.9 
One Broadway Plaza District Center  4.1  0.0 
Open Space  793.8  6.8 
Professional and Administrative Office  260.4  2.2 
Urban Neighborhood  4.1  0.0 
Not Specified  4.1  0.0 
TOTAL 13,118.5 — 
Source: Figures aggregated and projected by PlaceWorks, 2020. 

Pages 5.2-16, Section 5.2.1, Existing Conditions. The following text is updated in response to Comment O13-
8, from Aldolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association. 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of population groups 
or activities involved. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the 
chronically ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory diseases. Land uses identified in environmental justice areas 
on CalEnviroScreen 3.0 may be disproportionately affected by and vulnerable to poor air quality. Figure CD-3 of 
the General Plan Update identify environmental justice areas within the City. 

Pages 5.2-28, Section 5.2.4.2, Impacts of  the Environment on a Project. The following text is updated in 
response to Comment O13-4, from Aldolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood 
Association.  

 Policy LU-3.11 Air Pollution Buffers. Promote landscaping and other buffers to 
separate existing sensitive uses from rail lines, heavy industrial facilities, and other 
emissions sources. As feasible, apply more substantial buffers within environmental justice 
area boundaries. 

 Policy LU-3.12 Indoor Air Quality. Require new sensitive land uses proposed in areas 
with high levels of  localized air pollution to achieve good indoor air quality through 
landscaping, ventilation systems, or other measures. 
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Page 5.4-18, Section 5.4.1.2, Existing Conditions. The following text is updated in response to Comment I20-
19, from Diane Fradkin.  

 Grand Avenue / 17th Street 

 This irregularly shaped area follows Grand Avenue from just north of  1st Street to the 
City boundary north of  Fairhaven Avenue. It is broken into two parts by Interstate 5. A 
mixed-use corridor with three lanes of  traffic in each direction, Grand Avenue, a mixed-
use corridor, is characterized primarily by buildings dating from the postwar period and 
by large swaths of  paved surface parking and other open space. The preliminary desktop 
survey suggests that this area has a low potential for built environment historical resources. 

Page 5.4-30, Section 5.4.6, Mitigation Measures. The following changes are made in response to Comment O1-
3, from Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians.  

CUL-6 If  the archaeological assessment did not identify archaeological resources but 
found the area to be highly sensitive for archaeological resources, a qualified 
archaeologist and a Native American monitor approved by a California 
Native American Tribe identified by the Native American Heritage 
Commission as culturally affiliated with the project area shall monitor all 
ground-disturbing construction and pre-construction activities in areas with 
previously undisturbed soil of  high sensitivity. The archaeologist shall inform 
all construction personnel prior to construction activities of  the proper 
procedures in the event of  an archaeological discovery. The training shall be 
held in conjunction with the project’s initial on-site safety meeting and shall 
explain the importance and legal basis for the protection of  significant 
archaeological resources. The Native American monitor shall be invited to 
participate in this training. In the event that archaeological resources (artifacts 
or features) are exposed during ground-disturbing activities, construction 
activities in the immediate vicinity of  the discovery shall be halted while the 
resources are evaluated for significance by an archaeologist who meets the 
Secretary’s Standards. and This will include tribal consultation and 
coordination with the Native American monitor shall be conducted in the 
case of  a prehistoric archaeological resource or tribal resource. If  the 
discovery proves to be significant, the long-term disposition of  any collected 
materials should be determined in consultation with the affiliated tribe(s), 
where relevant; this could include curation with a recognized scientific or 
educational repository, transfer to the tribe, or respectful reinternment in an 
area designated by the tribe. 
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Page 5.7-39, Section 5.7.7, Mitigation Measures. The following text is added in response to Comment O13-13, 
from Adolfo Sierra, Interim President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association.  

5.7.7 Mitigation Measures 

 Impact 5.7-1 

GHG-1 The City of  Santa Ana shall update the Climate Action Plan (CAP) every five 
years to ensure the City is monitoring the plan’s progress toward achieving 
the City’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target and to require amendment 
if  the plan is not achieving the specified level. The update shall consider a 
trajectory consistent with the GHG emissions reduction goal established 
under Executive Order S-03-05 for year 2050 and the latest applicable 
statewide legislative GHG emission reduction that may be in effect at the 
time of  the CAP update (e.g., Senate Bill 32 for year 2030). The CAP update 
shall include the following: 

 GHG inventories of  existing and forecast year GHG levels. 

 Tools and strategies for reducing GHG emissions to ensure a trajectory 
with the long-term GHG reduction goal of  Executive Order S-03-05. 

 Plan implementation guidance that includes, at minimum, the following 
components consistent with the proposed CAP: 

 Administration and Staffing 
 Finance and Budgeting 
 Timelines for Measure Implementation 
 Community Outreach and Education 
 Monitoring, Reporting, and Adaptive Management 
 Tracking Tools 

Furthermore, the following measures will be considered when the City 
updates the Climate Action Plan:  

 Measures to protect the most vulnerable populations 

 Measure to increase carbon sinks 

 Standards for electric vehicle parking 

 Standards for construction projects  
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Page 5.8-7, Section 5.8.1.1, Regulatory Background. The following text is added in response to Comment A5-
2, from Orange County Public Works.  

The OCHCA is charged with the responsibility of  conducting compliance inspections of  
regulated facilities in Orange County. Regulated facilities are those that handle hazardous 
materials, generate or treat hazardous waste, and/or operate an underground storage tank. 
Non-petroleum USTs receive oversight from OCHCA through the Orange County UST 
Program (OCUST). All new installations of  underground storage tanks require an 
inspection, along with the removal of  the old tanks under strict chain-of-custody protocol. 

Page 5.8-23 to 5.8-25, Table 5.8-5, Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases. The following 
entries are added in response to Comment A5-2, from Orange County Public Works.  

Table 5.8-5 Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases 
Site Name Address Type Of Site Cleanup Status 

Plan Area 
1300 Normandy Partners 1300 E. Normandy Pl. Cleanup Program Site  Open – Inactive  
7-Eleven Store #18167 1020 S. Bristol St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Aeromil Engineering Co., Inc. 2344 Pullman St. LUST Open – Remediation 
Aluminum Precision Products 2621 S. Susan St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Inactive  
AMR Combs Fuel Farm 19301 Campus Dr. LUST Open – Remediation  
Archies Texaco 4502 Westminster Ave. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
ARCO #1047 2646 W. 1st St. LUST Open - Remediation 
ARCO #3085 3361 S. Bristol St. LUST Open - Remediation 
ARCO #5147 2245 S. Main St. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
ARCO #6071 3414 S. Main St. LUST Open - Remediation 
Barlen Enterprises Industrial Park 1410 E. St. Gertrude Pl. Cleanup Program Site Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action 
Behr Process Corporation 3001 S. Yale St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Bell Industries 1831 Ritchey St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
BFM Energy Products Corp. 2040 E. Dyer Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Bristol Fiberlite Industries 401 E. Goetz Ave. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
Cabrillo Park Shopping Center – Aztec 
Cleaners 

1730 E. 17th St. Voluntary Cleanup 
Program 

Open 

Cherry Aerospace 1224 E. Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Chevron #9-1825 2261 N. Fairview St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Circuit One 2103 S. Grand Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Remediation 
CTC Global Facility 3901 S. Main St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Diceon Electronics (Former)/Elexsys 
International Corp. 

2215 S. Standard Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 

Dyer Business Park 3107 Kilson Dr. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
E-Z Serve #100841 2409 W. Edinger Ave. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Eco Gasoline 1131 S. Main St. LUST Open - Remediation 
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Table 5.8-5 Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases 
Site Name Address Type Of Site Cleanup Status 

El Modena Flood Channel Investigation Esplanade Ave. & Fairhaven 
Ave. 

Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 

Embee Plating 2144 S. Hathaway St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Empire Auto 110 E. Dyer Rd. Voluntary Cleanup 

Program 
Open 

Former Alcoa Composites/Tre Astech 
Facility 

3030 S. Red Hill Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 

Former Industrial Property 201 E. Stevens Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Former Los Amigos Dry Cleaner 1312 W. Edinger Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Verification Monitoring 
Former Unocal 76 SS #5247 (AKA 
Crevier BMW) 

1500 Auto Mall Rd. (Formerly 
2031 E. Edinger) 

LUST Open – Site Assessment 

G & M Oil #24 3301 S. Bristol St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Gallade Chemical Inc 1230 E. St. Gertrude Pl. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
GE Plastics 1831 E. Carnegie Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Guadalajara Tires 2501 Westminster LUST Open - Remediation 
Gulf Station (Chevron #35-2689) 1606 S. Standard Ave. LUST Open – Assessment & Interim 

Remedial Action 
Halladay Properties 3035 Halladay Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Holchem Service Chemical Co. 1341 Maywood Ave., East Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
Humble Oil Station 7-8869 1440 Broadway LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Isaac Main Plaza/Metro CW 1801 S. Main St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Isaac, Inc. (Village Pnt & Bdy) 1734 W. 1st St. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
ITT Cannon 666 E. Dyer Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
JMA Trust 3320 S. Yale St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Key Cleaners 3033 S. Bristol St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
L&N Costume Services 1602 E. Edinger Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Llyod Pest Control Upgradient VOC 
Plume 

566 E. Dyer Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open - Inactive 

Martin Aviation (Fuel Farm) 19331 S. Airport Way LUST Open - Remediation 
Mobil #18-HCN 1351 E. Dyer Rd. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
Newport Hydraulics 1716 S. Santa Fe St. LUST Open - Inactive 
OCWD – South Basin Hotel Terrace Dr. Project Open – Site Assessment 
Orange County Fire Station #33 18992 Ike Jones Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Orange County South Basin  Complex Site Cleanup 

Program Facility 
 

Orco Tools and Equipment 2100 Ritchey St. LUST Open - Remediation 
SA Recycling 2002 W. 5th St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Eligible for Closure 
Safety-Kleen 2120 S Yale St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Santa Ana Tower F.A.A. 18990 Ike Jones Rd. Cleanup Program Site Open – Site Assessment 
Shell #510 Former 510 N. Bristol St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
Shell Station #1202 (Former) 1202 E. Edinger Ave. LUST Open - Remediation 
South Coast Auction 2202 S. Main St. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
South Coast Business Center 3400-3500 Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
SPS Technologies 2701 S. Harbor Cleanup Program Site Open - Remediation 
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Table 5.8-5 Hazardous Materials Sites in the Plan Area: Open Cases 
Site Name Address Type Of Site Cleanup Status 

Thrifty Oil #008 704 N. Bristol St. LUST Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #015 2016 W. 17th St. LUST Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #150 1539 S. Standard Ave. LUST Open - Remediation 
Thrifty Oil #376 801 N. Bristol St. LUST Open – Eligible for Closure 
Troy Computer 2322 Pullman St. Cleanup Program Site Open - Site Assessment 
Ultramar, Inc. Station #750 1501 S. Broadway LUST Open - Site Assessment 
Universal Circuits 1720-1800 Newport Circle, 

East 
Cleanup Program Site Open - Site Assessment 

Unocal #5356 1913 W. Edinger Ave. LUST Open – Verification Monitoring 
Unocal #5422 1502 E. Edinger Ave. LUST Open - Remediation 
Unocal #7470 114 S. Bristol St. LUST Open - Remediation 
US Divers 3323 W. Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Inactive 
Waste Oil UST 3323 W. Warner Ave. Cleanup Program Site Open - Inactive 
Wells Fargo Bank 2301 S. Main St. LUST Open – Site Assessment 
West Coast Plating, Former 2525 S. Birch St. Cleanup Program Site Open – Inactive 
Source: SWRCB 2020 and OCHCA 2020a and 2020b. 

 

Page 5.8-30, Section 5.8.6, References. The following text is added in response to Comment A5-2, from Orange 
County Public Works.  

Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) 2020a, October 1 (accessed). Industrial 
Cleanup Program Cases Listed by City. 
https://www.ochealthinfo.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=21840. 

———. 2020b, October 1 (accessed). Non-Petroleum UST Cases Listed by City. 
https://www.ochealthinfo.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=21842. 

Page 5.12-26, Section 5.12.3.2, General Plan Update Policy. The following changes are made in response to 
Comment A4A-14, from City of  Tustin/Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger. 

Noise Element 

The noise element aims to establish measures that address current and future noise 
problems. The proposed GPU includes goals and policies intended to avoid or reduce 
noise-related impacts. In most cases, no one goal or policy itself  is expected to completely 
avoid or reduce an identified potential environmental impact. However, the collective, 
cumulative mitigating benefits of  the policies listed below are intended to reduce noise-
related impacts. Specific goals and policies are discussed in Section 5.12.4, Environmental 
Impacts, to demonstrate how the policy would avoid or reduce the impact.  
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Goal 1: Ensure that existing and future land uses are compatible with current and 
projected local and regional noise conditions. 

 Policy 1.1. Noise Standards: Utilize established Citywide Noise Standards and 
guidelines to inform land use decisions and guide noise management strategies. 

 Policy 1.2. Sound Design (Noise Element) Encourage Require functional and 
attractive designs to mitigate excessive noise levels to the City’s acceptable interior and 
exterior noise limits (e.g., through the use of  noise barriers, setbacks, sound-rated 
building materials, or other methods). In designing such mitigation, encourage 
attractive designs.  

Page 5.12-45, Section 5.12.4.2, Environmental Impacts. The following changes are made in response to 
Comment A3-5, from Metrolink. 

In addition, future noise-sensitive land uses could be in areas that exceed the “Normally 
Acceptable” noise standards due to airport operations (see Figure 5.12-6 for airport 
noise contours) and due to railroad activity. Table 5.12-11 contains the calculated 
distances to the 65 dBA Ldn/CNEL contours from future railroad noise. The railroad 
noise contours are displayed graphically in Figures 5.12-7 through 5.12-10. The same 
methodology that was used to estimate existing railroad noise contours was used for 
future railroad activity. Though implementation of  the proposed General Plan would 
not cause a direct increase in rail activity, future residential development could be placed 
within areas that would expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding established 
standards. RR-NOI-1 and noise element policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 2.1, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, and 
circulation element policies CE-4.8 and CE-5.2 would ensure that airplane and railroad 
noise affecting future noise-sensitive land uses is mitigated to acceptable levels. 
Furthermore, all future residential development projects or noise-sensitive land uses that 
are adjacent to SCRRA or other rail lines shall provide disclosure information to tenants 
or residents of  potential noise issues. 

Page 5.13-4, Section 5.13.4, Environmental Impacts. The following changes are made in response to Comment 
I20-33, from Diane Furtado Fradkin. 

The purpose of  the GPU is to provide orderly growth in the City of  Santa Ana through 
the distribution, location, balance, and extent of  land uses. Under the 2045 buildout 
scenario, the GPU would change the land use designations of  581.1 839.7 acres of  existing 
nonresidential land uses to residential uses (see Table 5.13-10). The proposed land use 
map (see Figure 3-7) identifies land use designations for a variety of  housing types and 
provides for additional residential opportunities in areas that currently do not allow 
residential uses.  
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Table 5.13-10 Existing and Proposed Land Use Designations 
Area Existing Residential (Acres) GPU Residential (Acres) Increase (Acres) 

Grand Avenue/17th Street 28.9 29.1 119.7 143.4 90.8 114.3 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 0 18.7 0 44.6 0 25.9 
South Bristol Street 16.7 85.7 194.0 69.0 177.3 
South Main Street 155.7 159.2 264.0 108.3 104.8 
West Santa Ana 
Boulevard 

157.7 158.3 176.9 186.9 19.2 28.6 

Balance of City 6,647.9 6,677.1 6,941.7 7,065.9 293.8 388.8 
Total 581.1 839.7 

Note: Existing residential acreage includes mixed use, Live/Work, multifamily residential, single-family residential, and mobile homes and trailer parks. 
Proposed GPU residential acreage includes the following land use designations: Corridor Residential, District Center, Urban Neighborhood, Low-Density Residential, 

Low- to Medium- Density Residential, and Medium-Density Residential. 
 

Page 5.16-4, Section 5.16.1.1, Regulatory Background. The following text is added in response to Comment 
A7-7, from the Orange County Transportation Authority.  

Orange County Measure M 

Measure M (also called OC Go) was approved by Orange County voters in 1990. Measure 
M is the half-cent sales tax for transportation improvements first approved by Orange 
County voters in 1990 and renewed by voters for a 30-year extension in 2006 (Measure 
M2). The combined measures raise the sales tax in Orange County by one-half  cent 
through 2041 to help alleviate traffic congestion. The measure raises the sales tax by one-
half  cent for 50 years (to 2041) for projects and programs that alleviate traffic congestion. 
To be eligible for Measure M2 funds, a general plan circulation element must be consistent 
with Measure M requirements. The element must contain a growth management program 
that includes LOS standards, monitoring program, development phasing with circulation 
improvements, and impact fees.  

Key parts of  the growth management program—including the standard for traffic 
circulation as LOS D—are incorporated into the circulation element. To achieve this 
standard, the City requires that new development pay its fair share of  the street 
improvement costs associated with proposed projects, including improvements for 
regional traffic mitigation a local jurisdiction must satisfy the following requirements:  

 Comply with the conditions and requirements of  the Orange County Congestion 
Management Program (CMP). 

 Establish a policy which requires new development to pay its fair share of  
transportation related improvements associated with their new development. 

 Adopt a General Plan Circulation Element consistent with the MPAH. 
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 Adopt and update a Capital Improvement Program (CIP). 

 Participate in Traffic Forums. 

 Adopt and maintain a Local Signal Synchronization Plan (LSSP). 

  Adopt and update biennially a Pavement Management Plan (PMP). 

 Adopt and provide an annual Expenditure Report to OCTA. 

 Provide OCTA with a Project Final Report within six months following completion 
of  a project funded with Net Revenues. 

 Agree to expend Net Revenues received through M2 within three years of  receipt. 

 Satisfy Maintenance of  Effort (MOE) requirements. 

 Agree that Net Revenues shall not be used to supplant developer funding. 

 Consider, as part of  the eligible jurisdiction’s General Plan, land use and planning 
strategies that accommodate transit and non-motorized transportation. 

Page 5.16-7, Section 5.16.1, Environmental Setting. The following changes are made in response to Comment 
A7-16, from the Orange County Transportation Authority. 

Santa Ana Municipal Code 

The Santa Ana Municipal Code identifies land use categories, development standards, and 
other general provisions that ensure consistency between the GPU and proposed 
development projects. The following provisions focus on transportation and traffic: 

 Chapter 36, Traffic: Provisions of  this chapter define traffic regulations including 
regulations for pedestrians and bikeway traffic. The chapter also includes standards 
for traffic control devices and an article on transportation management (Article 
XIII). The intent of  Article XIII is to meet the requirements of: 
 Government Code Section 65089 (b)(3), which requires development of  a trip 

reduction and travel demand element as part of  the congestion management 
program, and Government Code Section 65089.3(b), which requires adoption 
and implementation of  a trip reduction and travel demand ordinance.  

 The Orange County Revised Traffic Improvement and Growth Management 
Ordinance (approved as Measure M by the voters of  Orange County in the 
general election of  November 6, 1990) requirement for the adoption of  a 
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transportation system management ordinance or alternative mitigation to 
reduce single occupancy automobile travel. 

 Chapter 33: Streets, Sidewalks and Public Works. This chapter establishes 
regulations and procedures for the construction, repair, and reconstruction of  streets 
and alleys. 

Page 5.16-8, Section 5.16.1.2, Existing Conditions. The following changes are made in response to Comment 
A7-17, from the Orange County Transportation Authority. 

Table 5.16-1 Street Classifications in Santa Ana 
Street Classification Description 

Major Arterial A street with six travel lanes and a center median. Typically includes bus transit, pedestrian sidewalks, 
and bicycle lanes. Example: Bristol Street.  

Primary Arterial Typically a roadway with four travel lanes and a center median. Typically includes pedestrian sidewalks 
and may include bus transit services and bicycle lanes. Example: 4th Street east of Grand Avenue. 

Secondary Arterial 
A roadway with four travel lanes and no center median. Typically provides sidewalks and may include 
bus transit and bicycle lanes. Serves more local traffic than a Primary Arterial than a Primary Arterial. 
Example: Civic Center Drive east of Bristol Street. 

Divided Collector Arterial 
Typically a roadway with two travel lanes and a continuous, central two-way left-turn lane, but it may be 
divided by a raised median as well. Right-of-way typically is 80 feet to accommodate bicycle lanes. 
Example: Flower Street south of 1st Street. 

Collector Street A roadway with two travel lanes and no center median. Typically includes sidewalks and may include 
shared bicycle routes. Example: Broadway south of 1st Street.  

Local Street A roadway with two travel lanes serving residences and businesses. Typically includes sidewalks and on-
street parking. May include shared bicycle routes.  

 

Page 5.16-11, Section 5.16.1.2, Existing Conditions. The following changes are made in response to Comment 
A7-18, from the Orange County Transportation Authority. 

 Principal Arterial. An eight-lane divided roadway, with a typical right-of-way width of  144 feet 
and a roadway width of  126 feet from curb to curb, including a 14-foot median. A principal arterial 
is designed to accommodate 45,000 to 67,500 trips daily.  

 Major Arterial. A six-lane divided roadway with a typical right-of-way width of  120 feet and a 
roadway width of  100 feet from curb to curb, including a 14-foot median. A major arterial is 
designed to accommodate 33,900 to 50,600 vehicle trips daily. 

 Primary Arterial. A four-lane divided roadway with a typical right-of-way width of  100 feet and 
a roadway width of  84 feet from curb to curb, including a 14-foot median. A primary arterial is 
designed to accommodate between 22,500 and 33,800 vehicle trips daily. 
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 Secondary Arterial. A four-lane undivided (no median) roadway with a typical right-of-way width 
of  80 feet and a roadway width of  64 feet from curb to curb. A secondary arterial is typically 
designed to accommodate 15,000 to 22,500 vehicle trips daily. 

 Collector and Divided Collector. A two-lane unrestricted access roadway (divided or undivided) 
with a typical right-of-way width of  56 feet and a roadway width from curb to curb of  40 feet. A 
divided collector street is designed to accommodate up to 22,000 vehicle trips daily. Collectors are 
designed to accommodate an average daily traffic of  7,500 to 11,300 trips and divided collectors 
are designed to accommodate an average daily traffic of  9,000 to 20,000 trips. 

Page 5.16-26, Section 5.16.4.1, Impact Analysis. The following changes are made in response to Comment A7-
19, from the Orange County Transportation Authority. 

Regional Express Network 

Recent planning efforts have focused on enhanced system management, including value 
pricing to better use existing capacity and to offer greater travel choices, particularly during 
times of  traffic congestion. As part of  the RTP/SCS, SCAG is proposing an extension of  
its regional Express/HOT Lane network. In Orange County, Express/HOT Lanes will 
be built along SR-55 and I-405 and will be accessible to users for a monthly or one-time 
toll. While these freeway improvements do not directly cross Santa Ana, the City supports 
these investments as they benefit the region and the city. OCTA is currently studying 
express lane options in Orange County and the actual implementation or priority of  
implementation is being determined.  

Page 5.16-35, Section 5.16.4, Environmental Impacts. The following text is added in response to Comment 
I20-52, from the Diane Fradkin.  

 Furthermore, the GPU includes policies that promote the reduction of  VMT. Policy 2.5 
of  the land use element encourages infill mixed-use development at all ranges of  
affordability to reduce VMT, and Policy 4.5 aims to concentrate development along high-
quality transit corridors. A high-quality transit corridor is a corridor with fixed route bus 
service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. 
Policy 4.6 of  the circulation element promotes reductions in automobile trips and VMT 
by encouraging transit use and nonmotorized transportation as alternatives to augmenting 
roadway capacity. Non-motorized transportation includes all forms of  travel that do not 
rely on an engine or motor for movement. This include walking and bicycle, and using 
small-wheeled transport (skates, skateboards, push scooters and hand carts). 
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Page 5.17-4, Section 5.17.1.2, Existing Conditions. The following changes are made in response to Comment 
O1-1, from Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians. 

5.17.1.2  Existing Conditions 

According to available ethnographic maps, ethnographic data, and contemporary Native 
American input, the City of  Santa Ana falls within a border area, or shared use area, 
between the traditional territories of  the Gabrielino and the Juaneño/Acjachemen. 
Accordingly, both tribal groups are identified by the NAHC as culturally affiliated with 
the plan area, and both are discussed here.  

Ethnographic Setting 

Gabrielino 

According to available ethnographic maps, the City of  Santa Ana falls within the 
traditional territory of  the Gabrielino. The name Gabrielino (sometimes spelled 
Gabrieleno or Gabrieleño) denotes the people who were administered by the Spanish 
from Mission San Gabriel. By the same token, Native Americans in the sphere of  
influence of  Mission San Fernando were historically referred to as Fernandeño. This 
group is now considered to be a regional dialect of  the Gabrielino language, along with 
the Santa Catalina Island and San Nicolas Island dialects. In the post-Contact period, 
Mission San Gabriel included natives of  the greater Los Angeles area as well as members 
of  surrounding groups such as Kitanemuk, Serrano, and Cahuilla. There is little evidence 
that the people we call Gabrielino had a broad term for their group; rather, they identified 
themselves as an inhabitant of  a specific community through the use of  locational suffixes. 
Native words that have been suggested as labels for the broader group of  Native 
Americans in the Los Angeles region include Tongva and Kizh, although there is evidence 
that these terms originally referred to local places or smaller groups of  people within the 
larger group that we now call Gabrielino. The term Gabrielino, which combines the most 
commonly used group names, is used in the remainder of  this study to designate native 
people of  the Los Angeles Basin and their descendants (SWCA 2020). 

Gabrielino lands encompassed the greater Los Angeles Basin and three Channel Islands: 
San Clemente, San Nicolas, and Santa Catalina. Their mainland territory was bounded on 
the north by the Chumash at Topanga Creek, the Serrano at the San Gabriel Mountains 
in the east, and the Juaneño on the south at Aliso Creek. The Gabrielino language, as well 
as that of  the neighboring Juaneño/Luiseño, Tatataviam/Alliklik, and Serrano, belongs to 
the Takic branch of  the Uto-Aztecan language family, which can be traced to the Great 
Basin area. The Gabrielino language consisted of  two main dialects: Eastern and Western. 
The Western included much of  the coast and the Channel Island population, and lands 
of  the Western group encompassed much of  the western Los Angeles Basin and San 
Fernando Valley, northward along the coast to the Palos Verdes Peninsula (SWCA 2020). 
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The Gabrielino established large, permanent villages in the fertile lowlands along rivers 
and streams and in sheltered areas along the coast, from the foothills of  the San Gabriel 
Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. A total tribal population of  at least 5,000 has been 
estimated, but recent ethnohistoric work suggests that a number approaching 10,000 
seems more likely. Several Gabrielino villages appear to have served as trade centers, due 
in large part to their centralized geographic position in relation to the southern Channel 
Islands and to other tribes. These villages maintained particularly large populations and 
hosted annual trade fairs that would bring their population to 1,000 or more for the 
duration of  the event (SWCA 2020). 

The Gabrielino subsistence economy was centered on gathering and hunting. The 
surrounding environment was rich and varied, and the tribe exploited mountains, foothills, 
valleys, and deserts as well as riparian, estuarine, and open and rocky coastal eco-niches. 
A wide variety of  tools and implements was employed by the Gabrielino to gather and 
collect food. Groups residing near the ocean used ocean-going plank canoes and tule balsa 
canoes for fishing, travel, and trade between the mainland and the Channel Islands (SWCA 
2020). 

Deceased Gabrielino were either buried or cremated, with inhumation reportedly being 
more common on the Channel Islands and the neighboring mainland coast, and cremation 
predominating on the remainder of  the coast and in the interior. Remains were buried in 
distinct burial areas, either associated with villages or without apparent village association. 
Cremation ashes have been found in archaeological contexts buried within stone bowls 
and in shell dishes, as well as scattered among broken ground stone implements. 
Archaeological data such as these correspond with ethnographic descriptions of  an 
elaborate mourning ceremony that included a wide variety of  offerings. At the behest of  
the Spanish missionaries, cremation essentially ceased during the post-Contact period. For 
inhumations, the deceased was wrapped in a covering, bound head to foot, with hands 
crooked upon their breast. Archaeological examples of  human remains in the Gabrielino 
region dating to the Late Prehistoric and protohistoric periods are dominated by flexed or 
extended inhumations, with a smaller number of  cremations. Grave goods associated with 
burials/cremations varied in quantity and content and included projectile points, beads, 
steatite objects, and asphaltum (SWCA 2020).  

A review of  a number of  historic and ethnographic maps was conducted to further 
identify the archaeological sensitivity of  the General Plan Update area. An ethnographic 
map showing Native American settlements used for the recruitment of  neophytes to the 
San Fernando and San Gabriel Missions shows that the plan area included the village of  
Pajebet (see Figure 4 of  Archeological Technical Report in Appendix E-b). A review of  
the pictorial and historical map of  Orange County does not depict any Native American 
villages in the plan area, but a village is noted both to the northeast and southwest along 
the Santa Ana River (see Figure 5 of  Archeological Technical Report). The Santa Ana 
River was known as Wanaawna by the Gabrielino, and the settlement of  Pasbengna was 
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recorded as being along the Santa Ana River in the vicinity of  Santa Ana. It is likely that 
the village of  Pajebet (Figure 4 of  Archeological Technical Report) was in actuality 
Pasbengna, and Pasbengna is the unnamed village marked to the north of  the plan area 
on the pictorial and historical map of  Orange County (Figure 5 of  Archeological 
Technical Report). The village mapped to the south of  the plan area may be the village of  
Lukúpa, which was situated on a knoll in the region over the Santa Ana River floodplain 
(SWCA 2020).  

Lukúpa is believed to be the Newland House Site, which was excavated in the 1930s. The 
Camino (Nuevo) Real is also mapped by the pictorial and historical map of  Orange 
County (see Figure 5 of  Archeological Technical Report) as transecting the plan area, and 
the town of  “Oranga” is mapped at the northern border (SWCA 2020). 

 Juaneño/Acjachemen 

The name Juaneño denotes people who were administered during Spanish Colonial times 
by Mission San Juan Capistrano (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1925). Many 
contemporary Juaneño, as well as coastal Luiseño, identify themselves as descendents of  
the indigenous people living in the local area, termed the Acjachemen Nation. The 
Juaneño and Luiseño languages are dialects of  one another. The Juaneño and Luiseño 
language, as well as that of  the Gabrielino to the north, was derived from the Takic family, 
part of  the Uto-Aztecan linguistic stock.  

The Juaneño, or Acjachemen, population during the precontact period is thought to have 
numbered upwards of  3,500 (O’Neil 2002). It is known that 1,138 local Native Americans, 
consisting primarily of  Acjachemen but including Gabrielino, coastal and interior Luiseño, 
Serrano, and Cahuilla, resided at Mission San Juan Capistrano in the year 1810 (Engelhardt 
1922:175). The Mission’s death register shows as many as 1,665 native burials in its 
cemetery by this time, a number in addition to those who were dying at the villages from 
natural causes and introduced infectious diseases. 

The Juaneño resided in permanent, well-defined villages and associated seasonal camps. 
Each village contained 35 to 300 persons, who for the most part belonged to a single 
lineage in the smaller villages, and a dominant clan joined with other families of  multiple 
lineage background in the larger towns. As Boscana said of  the Acjachemen, “all the 
rancherias were composed of  a single relationship” (Harrington 1934:32). Each 
clan/village had its own resource territory and was politically independent, yet maintained 
ties to others through economic, religious, and social networks in the immediate region. 

There were three hierarchical social classes: an elite class consisting of  chiefly families, 
lineage heads, and other ceremonial specialists; a “middle class” of  established and 
successful families; and, finally, people of  disconnected or wandering families and war 
captives (Bean 1976:109–111). Native leadership focused in the Nota, or clan chief, who 
conducted community rites and regulated ceremonial life in conjunction with a council of  
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elders (puuplem) composed of lineage heads and ceremonial specialists. The council 
discussed and decided matters of  community import; those decisions were then 
implemented by the Nota and his staff. 

The hereditary village chief  held an administrative position that combined and controlled 
religious, economic, and warfare powers. While the placement of  residential huts in a 
village was not regulated, a contemporary census study would likely have shown family 
groupings. The ceremonial enclosure (vanquesh) and the chief ’s home could generally be 
found in the center of  the village. As Boscana states: 

The temples … were invariably erected in the center of  their towns, and 
contiguous to the dwelling-place of  the captain, or chief; … they managed to 
have the location of  his house as near the middle as possible [Boscana 1978:37]. 

The village chief  had a formal assistant, who acted as messenger and had important 
religious duties. Ritual specialists and shamans, each with his own special area of  
knowledge about the environment or ritual magic, had hereditary membership on the 
council and the responsibility for training some successor from his own lineage or family 
who showed the proper innate abilities. Hence, intra- and inter-lineage affairs dominated 
the political landscape, both within and between villages, in a manner not unlike that of  
the Hellenistic city-state or Republican Rome. 

Father Boscana, a priest at Mission San Juan Capistrano, recorded his observations of  the 
natives and left a most valuable work. Kroeber (1925) describes Boscana’s “Chinigchinich” 
as “the most intensive and best written account of  the customs and religion of  any group 
of  California Indians in the mission days.” Kroeber, drawing on Boscana (1978) and other 
sources, describes the Juaneño as having well-developed religious, ritualistic, and social 
customs. 

The center of  the Juaneño religion was Chinigchinich, the last of  a series of  heroic 
mythological figures. The heroes were originally from the stars and the sagas told of  them 
formed the Juaneño religious beliefs. The most obvious expression of  the religion at the 
time of  arrival of  the Spanish was the Wankech, a brush-enclosed area where religious 
observances were performed. The Wankech apparently contained an inner enclosure 
housing a representation of  Chinigchinich, a coyote skin stuffed with feathers, horns, claws, 
beaks, and arrows. 

Both boys and girls were subjected to rites of  initiation around the age of  puberty. The 
rites for males included use of  datura extract, a hallucinogen, in the search for a spirit 
helper. Trials of  endurance may also have been part of  the ritual. Females had to endure 
being placed in a branch-lined pit containing heated stones. The girl being initiated fasted 
in the pit for several days. Females also were introduced to tattooing during the initiation 
period. 
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The Juaneño practiced cremation and burial of  the dead. Specific individuals who received 
compensation for their services managed the cremation. The death of  at least those of  
higher rank was commemorated on the first anniversary. The Juaneño possessed a very 
accurate calendar. Complete knowledge of  its exact working has been lost, but we do 
know that it combined both lunar and solar elements in a fashion similar to certain 
Southwestern practices. 

As a strongly patrilineal society, residence was normatively patrilocal. However, use of  the 
Family Reconstruction methodology with Mission San Juan Capistrano sacramental 
registers has revealed several births at the mother’s village or third villages, 
notwithstanding a dominance of  patrilocality (O’Neil 2002). Polygamy was practiced, but 
probably only by chiefs and puuplem with ceremonial positions who had larger economic 
roles within the community (Boscana 1933:44). Sororal polygamy is also seen in the 
Capistrano records. Divorce was not easy, but possible; divorcees and widows could re-
marry, the latter preferably to a classificatory “brother” of  her deceased husband. 
Marriage was used as a mechanism of  politics, ecology, and economics. Important lineages 
were allied through marriage. Reciprocally useful alliances were arranged between groups 
of  differing ecological niches. 

Plant foods were by far the largest part of  the traditional diet. The following description 
is from the summary by Bean and Shipek (1978:552). Acorns were the most important 
single food source, and two species were used locally. Villages were situated near reliable 
sources of  abundant water, as was necessary in part for the daily leaching of  milled acorn 
products. As a dietary staple, acorn mush (weewish) was prepared in various ways and served 
as gruel, cakes, or fried; it might be sweetened with honey or sugar-laden berries; and it 
could be made into a stew with added greens and meat. Grass seeds were the next most 
abundant plant food used, and other plant foods included manzanita, sunflower, sage, 
chia, lemonade berry, wild rose, holly-leaf  cherry, prickly pear, lamb’s-quarter, and pine 
nuts. Seeds were parched, ground, and cooked as mush in various combinations 
(according to taste and availability) much like weewish. Such greens as thistle, lamb’s-
quarters, miner’s lettuce, white sage, and clover were eaten raw or cooked, and were 
sometimes dried for storage. Cactus pods and fruits were also used. Thimbleberries, 
elderberries, and wild grapes were eaten raw or dried for later cooking. Cooked yucca 
buds, blossoms, and pods provided a sizable addition to the community’s food resources. 
Bulbs, roots, and tubers were dug in the spring and summer and usually eaten fresh. 
Mushrooms and tree fungus provided significant food supplements and were prized as 
delicacies. Various teas were made from flowers, fruits, stems, and roots for medicinal 
cures and beverages. 

Principal game animals included deer, rabbit, jackrabbit, wood rat, mice, ground squirrel, 
antelope, quail, dove, duck, and other birds. Most predators were avoided as food, as were 
tree squirrels and most reptiles. Trout and other fish were caught in the streams, while 
salmon were available as they ran in the larger creeks. Being predominantly a coastal 
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people, the Acjachemen made extensive use of  marine foods in their diet. Sea mammals, 
fish, and crustaceans were obtained from the shoreline and open sea with the use of  reed 
and dugout canoes. Shellfish were the most heavily used resource and included abalone, 
turban, mussel, and other species from the rocky shores; clams, scallops, and univalves 
from the sandy beaches; and Chione and bubble shells, in addition to other species from 
the estuaries. 

Raymond White (1962) proposed that for the coastal Luiseño (which includes the 
Acjachemen), fish and marine animals accounted for variably 50–60 percent of  the diet, and 
terrestrial game another 5–10 percent. Plant foods accounted for the remaining 30–60 
percent, broken down by acorns 10–25 percent; seeds 5–10 percent; greens 5–10 percent; 
and bulbs, roots, and fruits 10–15 percent. These percentages would have varied as a 
reflection of  village placement and size, the characteristics of  its near surroundings, and 
annual variations in weather, sea temperature, and oceanic currents. 

Page 5.17-15, Section 5.17.8, References. The following changes are made in response to Comment O1-1, from 
Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juaneño Band of  Mission Indians. 

Bean, Lowell J. 1976. Social Organization in Native California. In Native California: 
A Theoretical Retrospective, edited by Lowell J. Bean and Thomas C. 
Blackburn, pp. 99-124. Ballena Press, Socorro, New Mexico. 

Bean, Lowell J., and Florence Shipek. 1978. Luiseño. In California, edited by Robert 
F. Heizer, pp. 550-563. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, 
William C. Sturtevant, general editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, 
D.C. 

Boscana, Fr. Gerónimo, O.F.M. 1978. Chinigchinich: A Revised and Annotated 
Version of Alfred Robinson’s Translation of Father Gerónimo Boscana’s 
Historical Account of the Belief, Usages, Customs and Extravagancies of 
the Indians of this Mission of San Juan Capistrano Called the Acagchemem 
Tribe. Phil Townsend Hanna, editor. Fine Arts Press, Santa Ana, California. 
Originally published 1933. 

Engelhardt, Zephyrin, O.F.M. 1922. San Juan Capistrano Mission. Los Angeles: The 
Standard Printing Co. 

Harrington, John P. 1934. A New Original Version of Boscana’s Historical Account 
of the San Juan Capistrano Indians of Southern California. Translated and 
Edited by John P. Harrington. Smithsonian Miscellaneous Collections, 
Volume 92, Number 4. 
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Kroeber, Alfred L. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bureau of 
American Ethnology Bulletin 78, Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C. 

O’Neil, Stephen. 2002. The Acjachemen in the Franciscan Mission System: 
Demographic Collapse and Social Change. Masters thesis, Department of 
Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton. 

Southern California Association of Governments. 2001. SCAG Growth 
Management Chapter (GMC) Policy No. 3.21. Los Angeles, CA.  

SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA). 2020, May. Archaeological Technical 
Report for the City of Santa Ana General Plan Update. 

White, Raymond C. 1962. Luiseño Social Organization. University of California 
Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology 48(2): 91-194. 
Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Page 5.18-25, Section 5.18.2.1, Environmental Setting, Table 5-18-6, Existing Average Daily Water Flows. The 
following changes are made in response to Comment I20-56, from Diane Furtado Fradkin. 

Table 5.18-6  Existing Average Daily Water Flows 

Area Number of Dwelling Units 
Non-Residential  
Square Footage 

Average Water Flows Sewer 
Flows (gpd) 

Focus Area 
West Santa Ana Boulevard 2,658 3,090,472 880,807 
Grand Avenue/17th Street 220 1,577,511 136,957 
South Main Street 561 1,400,741 202,362 
South Bristol Street 1,720 1,685,978 600,682 
55 Freeway/Dyer Road 1,221 5,666,453 582,841 

Focus Area Total 6,380 13,421,155 2,403,648 
Remainder of City 
All Other Areas of City 72,412 53,697,441 29,403,648 
Citywide Total 78,792 67,118,596 31,833,589 

Source: Fuscoe 2020a. 
Notes: 
gpd – Gallons per day  
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Page 5.18-37, Section 5.18.2.4, Environmental Impacts, Table 5-18-13, Water Flow Changes, Current General 
Plan to Proposed GPU. The following changes are made in response to Comment I20-60, from Diane Furtado 
Fradkin. 

Table 5.18-13 Water Flow Changes, Current General Plan to Proposed GPU 

Area 
Change in Housing Units, Current GP to 

Proposed (dwelling units) 
Change in Commercial Areas, Current 

GP to Proposed (square feet) 
Change in Water Flows Sewer 

Flows (gpd) 
Focus Area 
West Santa Ana Boulevard + 1,308  - 38,106  + 246,333  
South Bristol Street + 2,232  + 946,213  + 478,385  
Grand Avenue/17th Street + 1,766  - 1,715,794  + 237,067  
South Main Street + 667  - 1,481,837  +41,684  
55 Freeway/Dyer Road + 7,222  - 376,333  + 1,350,381  

Focus Area Total + 13,195  - 2,665,857  +2,354,041  
Remainder of City 
All Other Areas of City + 0  + 0  + 0  
Citywide Total + 13,195  -2,665,857  +2,354,041  
Source: Fuscoe 2020a. 
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