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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:
(@) 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
(¢) 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 1-25 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 ate 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 stttkeewut 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
01 Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juanefio Band of Mission Indians 8/4/2020 2-121
02 Jun Wu, PhD, UC Irvine Department of Environmental and Occupational Health 8/2/20204 2-127
03 Kim D. Lu, UC Irvine, Pediatric Exercise and Genomics Research Center 8/31/2020 2-131
04 Victoria Lowerson Bredow, PhD, MPH and Connie McGuire, PhD 9/2/2020 2-135
UC Irvine Newkirk Center for Science & Society
05 Frank Zaldivar, PhD, UC Irvine Health 9/3/2020 2-141
06 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
08 Jenny Pezda, MESM, Southern California Gas Company 9/16/2020 2-181
09 Cynthia Guerra, The Kennedy Commission 9/16/2020 2-187
09%A Cesar Covarrubias, The Kennedy Commission 10/6/2020 2-193
010 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
oM Robin Mark, L.A. Program Director, 10/2/2020 2-221
012 Cynthia Guerra, Rise Up Willowick 10/5/2020 2-229
013 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.
014 Kristopher Fortin, Project Director, Santa Ana Active Streets 10/6/2020 2-271
Individuals

11 Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of Law 8/3/2020 2-281
1A Brett Korte, UC Irvine Fellow, School of Law 8/19/2020 2-285

12 Maria de los Angeles Diaz 8/22/2020 2-289

13 Jose J. Rea, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 8/24/2020 2-293

14 Erica Peratoner, MS1, UC Irvine Medical Student 8/26/2020 2-297

15 Biblia Cha, MPH, UC Irvine PhD Candidate, Public Health 8/29/2020 2-301

16 Victoria Rodriguez, UC Irvine Public Health Student 8/31/2020 2-305

17 Stephanie Guevara, UC Irvine Medical Student, Santa Ana Healthy Neighborhoods 9/3/2020 2-309

18 Susana Sandoval & Irma Jaurequi, Alliance 9/3/2020 2-313

19 Alexis Pellecer, MSI, UC Irvine Medical Student 9/3/2020 2-317
110 Jenny Ventura, UC Irvine Medical Student 9/4/2020 2-321
111 Martha Romero 9/5/2020 2-325
112 Omar Morales-Haro and Jean-Paul Plaza, UC Irvine Medical Students 9/8/2020 2-329
113 Greg Camphire, UC Berkeley Planning Student 9/11/2020 2-333
113A Greg Camphire, UC Berkeley Planning Student 10/6/2020 2-333
114 Juan Gonzalez, Planning Student 9/12/2020 2-341
115 Natalie Sierra 9/14/2020 2-345
116 Perla Mendoza 9/14/2020 2-349
117 Kelton Mock, UC Irvine, Medical Student 9/14/2020 2-353
118 Soledad Valentin, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 9/15/2020 2-357
119 Adolf Sierra, Madison Park Neighborhood Association 9/15/2020 2-361
120 Diane Fradkin 9/16/2020 2-365
121 Mike Johnson 10/2/2020 2-401
122 Brenda Escalera 10/6/2020 2-405
123 Jose Trinidad Castaneda 10/6/2020 2-409
124 Leonel Flores 10/6/2020 2-413
125 Manuel Escamilla 10/6/2020 2-417
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21 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:

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

m  Parks and Open Space

m  Health Risk/Pollution Assessment

B 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 E] 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

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

community and neighborhood leaders
e Youth Summer Program
e Pop-up events Citywide
e Participation by 485 community members

e Summarized in Community Outreach Executive Summary

m 2017 GP Advisory Group (GPAG) formed
e Included youth and planning commissioners, business owners, community advocacy leaders, and
residents

e 14 meetings held over ten months established five core values and communities vision

e  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

e Summarized in GPAG Report to City Council

m 2018 Policy Framework: General Plan Technical Advisory Group (GPTAC)
e Seven GPTAC meetings

e Refined Draft Goals and Policies

e Resource Collection of Existing Conditions

e Land Use Focus Study Areas

e Summarized in GPAG Report to City Council

e Presented Vision and Core Values to City Council
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e Second Community Outreach Effort

B 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
e May 2020: City mailed over 32,000 EJ information flyers

e July 7: City Council Study Session (public and interested parties invited)

e 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

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

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

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

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

e 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.! 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, E] 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 Qunality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. $213478), 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

Page 2-8 PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

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 tresidential 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/ot 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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B 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 patks/open space would be equitably distributed to serve city residents
and disadvantaged communities in particular.

B The potential impact on park facilities in neighboring jurisdictions, particulatly 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 patk/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 actes
of parkland per 1,000 residents. The Draft PEIR cleatly discloses existing patrk 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 ot 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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ABOUT THE MAP. This map shows the boundaries of Santa Ana’s environmental justice communities based on data from CalEPA’s CalEnviroScreen
tool. The boundaries represent the areas where the City’s policies will emphasize and prioritize improving existing environmental conditions,
expanding access to public facilities and resources, and augmenting opportunities for civic engagement.
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Environmental Justice Community: The City uses a mapping tool from CalEPA called
CalEnviroScreen (CES) to identify the most wulnerable and disadvantaged areas in Santa Ana. The
CES tool measures 20 indicators for every census tract in California related to people’s exposure
to pollution and quality of life. The results for each census tract are combined and measured
against every other census tract, producing a composite score that ranks census tracts from the
least impacted to the most impacted. Those ranked in the top 25%—shown with values between
75 and 100 percent—ar dered to be a disadvantaged or envi tal justice community.
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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 Toxies 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 rectreational 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 ateas 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 strikesut for
deletions and underline for additions.

Page 2-16 PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

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.

mpfeve—aeeess—&ﬁd—hmfkt-he—eeﬁvefs&eﬂ—Estabhsh land use provisions in the Mumcmal Code that
prevent a net loss of parkland in the city. Require at leasta 1:1 replacement if there is any loss of public
parkland due to development. [Agency PRCSA /PB; Timeline 2022

0S-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]

08-1.14 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]

November 2020 Page 2-17



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

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
09, O9A, 010, 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:

m  Potential for implementation of the GPU to increase the exposure of sensitive receptors to additional
pollution (particularly E] community residents).

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

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

m  The potential for GPU implementation to increase toxic air contaminants (T'ACs) 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. Itis
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, SOz, 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:
Commaunity 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:

B 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 boundaties.
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B 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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B 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.

B 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 PMz 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 E] 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/atea sources of emissions (e.g,,
warchouses) 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 cleatly 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 patticipation. 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 requited 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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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 12
1750 EAST FOURTH STREET, SUITE 100

SANTA ANA, CA 92705 A1 Making Conservation

PHONE (657) 328-6267
FAX (657) 328-6510
Y 711
www.dot.ca.gov

August 17, 2020

a California Way of Life.

Mr. Verny Carvaijal File: IGR/CEQA

City of Santa Ana SCH#: 2020029087

20 Civic Center Plaza DOCH#: 12-ORA-2018-01424
Santa Ana, CA 92701 I-5, Sk 22, SR 55

Dear Mr. Carvgijal,

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Calirans) in
the review of the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for the proposed Update for the
Santa Ana Master Plan for Arterial Highway (MPAH). The mission of Caltrans is to
provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient fransportation system to
enhance California’s economy and livability.

The project proposes to make amendments to classifications of OCTA's Master
Plan of Imperial Highways. The project amendments are Citywide, near Calfrans
facilities on Interstate 405 (1-405), State Route 22 (SR 22), and SR 55. Caltransis ¢
responsible agency and has the following comments:

Iransportation Planning:
1. Caltrans fully supports the City's efforts to providing multimodal

transportation options though the OC Streetcar. Amendments to the
MPAH should reflect current and future plans for OC Streefcar alignment
and expansicn. Ensure the any amendments would support any land use
changes that may come during the lifetime of the OC Streetcar.

2. Ensure that any amendments to the MPAH will notimpede on bicycle and
pedestrian circulation, connectivity, and safety.

Traffic Operations:
3. Plecase explain the methodology for acquiring traffic volumes at

intersections within Caltrans Right-of-Way. If fraffic volumes were taken as
throughput counts (traffic discharged counts during green phases) and
not demand counts (fraffic counts upon arrival to the intersections, the
analysis may underestimate the extent of delays at the intersections.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance Califormia’s economy and livability”

Intro

A1

Al-3
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City of Santa Ana
August 17, 2020

Page 2
Throughput counts may not reflect the future traffic conditicns and A1-3
underestimate the extent of the delays at the intersections. contd
Permits:

4. Any project work proposed in the vicinity of the State ROW would require
an encroachment permit and all environmental concerns must be
adeqguately addressed. If the environmental documentation for the
project does not meet Calfrans's requirements for work done within State
RCW, additional documentation would be required before approval of
the encroachment permit. Please coordinate with Caltrans to mest
requirements for any work within or near State ROW. For specific details for
Encroachment Permits procedure, please refer to the Caltrans’s
Encroachment Permits Manual at:
hitp://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/

Atl-4

Please continue fo keep us informed of this project and any future
developments that could potentially impact State transportation facilities. If you
have any questions or need to contact us, please do not hesitate to contact
Jude Miranda at (657) 328-6229 or Jude.Miranda@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

P s

SCOTT SHELLEY
Branch Chief, Regional-IGR-Transit Planning
District 12

“Provide a safe, su. e, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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Al. Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation, dated 2/4/2020.

Al-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.

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).

This comment questions specific methodology used for the intersection analysis in the
traffic impact study. As desctibed 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).

Comment acknowledged. The City will comply with Caltrans Encroachment Permit
requirements and specific procedures.
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LETTER A2 — City of Orange (1 pagels])

A2
CITY OF ORANGE

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT www_cityoforange.org
ORANGE CIVIC CENTER s 300 E.CHAPMAN AVENUE  «  ORANGE, CA 92866-1501 « P.O. BOX 449
ADMINISTRATION PLANNING DIVISION BUILDING DIVISION CODE ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
(714) 744-7240 (714) 744-7220 (714) 744-7200 (714) 744-7244
fax: (714) 744-7222 fax: (714) 7447222 fax: (714) 744-7245 fax: (714) 7447245
August 28,2020 #01-20
Mr. Verny Carvajal, Principal Planner sent via email: VCarvajal@santa-ana.org

City of Santa Ana

Planning and Building Agency
P.O. Box 1988 (M-20)

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Program Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Ana General Plan
Update

Dear Mr. Carvajal:

Thank you for providing the City of Orange (City) with the opportunity to review and
comment on the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Santa Ana General
Plan Update. The project is a comprehensive update to the City of Santa Ana General
Plan.

Staff at the Cities of Orange and Santa Ana worked together to resolve traffic related | A2-1
issues regarding the Traffic Study for the Program EIR. The City appreciates the
opportunity to review the Program EIR. If you have any questions, please contact Ashley
Brodkin, Associate Planner with the City of Orange, at (714) 744-7238 or at
abrodkin(@ecityoforange.org.

Sincerely,

William R. Crouch, AICP, AIA, NCARB, LEED (AP)
Community Development Director

o Rick Otto, City Manager, City of Orange
Anna Pehoushek, Assistant Community Development Director, City of Orange
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A2, Response to Comments City of Orange, dated 8/28/2020.

A2-1 Comment Acknowledged.
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LETTER A3 — Metrolink (3 page[s])

A3

£

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

METROLINK. 900 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 1500 Los Angeles, CA 90017 metrolinktrains.com

September 14, 2020

Verny Carvajal

Principal Planner

City of Santa Ana Planning and Building Agency
PO BOX 1988 (M-20)

Santa Ana, CA 92702

RE: Santa Ana’s “Golden City Beyond: A Shared Vision” General Plan— Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) Comments

Dear Mr. Carvajal:

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) has recently learned of the
project review for the Santa Ana’s “Golden City Beyond: A Shared Vision” General Plan
Project. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on key issues related to SCRRA and
operations of the railroad adjacent to the project site. SCRRA recognizes the significant
oppoertunities described in the General Plan by the City of Santa Ana to guide the

City's development and conservation for the next 25 years through 2045.

As background information, SCRRA is a five-county Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that
operates the regional commuter rail system known as Metrolink. Additionally, SCRRA
provides rail engineering, construction, operations and maintenance services to its five
JPA member agencies. The JPA consists of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), San Bernardino County Transportation Authority
(SBCTA), Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Riverside County
Transportation Commission (RCTC) and Ventura County Transportation Commission
(VCTC). The Metrolink service also operates into northern San Diego County.

The railroad right of way (ROW) adjacent to the Focus Area 2 — Grand Avenue / 17%
Street includes a heavily trafficked railroad mainline. The mainline ROW is operated and
maintained by SCRRA and owned by OCTA. There are normally 44 Metrolink train
frequencies that operate on weekdays through this corridor, with fewer trains on the
weekends. In addition, there are 37 Amtrak trains and several freight trains per day.

Rail traffic along this corridor occurs 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and is expected to
increase in the future to address growing demands.

SCRRA supports the City for incorporating OCTA’s OC Transit Vision to expanding
public transit service in Orange County and improve station connectivity. We encourage
the City to work with OCTA to bolster bus connectivity along Grand Avenue to both the
Santa Ana and Orange Metrolink stations.

Intro
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“Golden City Beyond: A Shared Vision” General Plan- Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) Comments

Please note the general comments to the project PEIR review related to the railroad and
its operations listed below.

1. All drainage from the development must drain away from the railroad corridor.
This includes any irrigation runoff for landscaping along the railroad corridor.

2. All trees must be set back from the ROW line so that when fully matured, the
trees do not hang over the ROW line onto railroad property.

3. A six-foot-high fence is required along the railroad Property line. Since this will be
a medium/high density office and residential development, it is recommended
that a six-foot minimum high block wall is constructed along the railroad corridor
instead of a fence to better secure access to the railroad ROW.

4. If noise from train operation is a concern, the City or Developer should conduct a
noise study and consider constructing a sound barrier along the railroad Property
line.

5. The City or Developer should provide information to future residents and make
them aware that they are moving adjacent to a very active rail line.

6. Any proposed roadway/railroad or pedestrian/railroad crossing improvements,
especially the 17" Street crossing, whether at-grade or grade separated, must be
ceordinated with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and SCRRA.

7. Any proposed utility crossings with the railroad must be coordinated with OCTA
and SCRRA.

8. Adequate lighting should be provided on the property along the railroad corridor
to deter anyone from trespassing onto the railroad ROW.

9. Site development plans (grading, drainage, landscaping, lighting, etc.) should be
provided to SCRRA for review.

The railroad operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week — and construction and
maintenance largely occur at night. Since this project is still at a programmatic planning
and early developmental phase, SCRRA acknowledges that much more substantive
coordination between SCRRA and the City will occur at later environmental review and
design phases. Any requirements for future site development and construction
(including demolition or alteration of structures) adjacent to the railroad at those later
stages, should be coordinated with the SCRRA Engineering / Project Delivery
Department. Plans for development or construction and related questions or
correspondence should be sent to Joe McNeely, Principal Engineer at

A3-1

A3-2

A3-3

A3-4

A3-5

A3-6

A3-7

A3-8

A39

A3-10
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“Golden City Beyond: A Shared Vision” General Plan- Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR) Comments

meneelyi@scrra.net or mailed to the SCRRA Engineering Department at the following
address:

A3-10
cont'd

SCRRA Engineering Department
Attn: Joe McNeely, Principal Engineer
2558 Supply Street

Pomona, CA 91767

Please consult SCRRA Engineering and Construction standards and guidelines as
necessary, including Right of Entry permit concerns, at the following web address:
https://metrolinktrains.com/about/agency/engineering--construction/

Thank you again for allowing us to provide comments on this project. If you have any
questions, please contact Roderick Diaz, Director of Planning & Development at (213)
452-0455 or via e-mail at diazr@scrra.net.

Sincerely,

/

Todd Mclintyre
Chief Strategy Officer

Cc: Dinah Minteer, OCTA
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A3, Response to Comments from Metrolink, dated 9/14/2020.

A3-1

A3-2

A3-3

A3-4

A3-5

A3-6

A3-7

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.

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.

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.

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..

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).

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
SCRRAs safety standards, and any plans shall be submitted to SCRRA and CPUC for
approval as part of future development projects.

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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A3-8

A3-9

A3-10

follow the guidelines and requirements for utilities specified in the SCRRA Design Criteria

Manual.

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

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.

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
Engineeting/Project Delivery Department for review and approval prior to the start of
construction.
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LETTER A4 — City of Tustin (10 pagels])

DocuSign Envelope ID: 2710F259-8168-4B8B-BESB-EFSDD99EDSA3
Community Development Department

September 16, 2020

Ad
Mr. Verny Carvajal
Principal Planner
City of Santa Ana
Planning and Building Agency BOHiG O Fi TR
PO BOX 1988 (M-20) HONORING QUR PAST
Santa Ana, CA92702

HISTORY

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CITY OF SANTA ANA
GENERAL PLAN

Dear Mr. Carvajal:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the City of Santa Ana General Plan Update and the Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report {DPEIR) for the City of Santa Ana General Plan Update (State Clearinghouse
#2020029087). According to the DPEIR, the proposed General Plan will guide the City of Santa Ana’s development
for the next 25 years and will provide options to increase development potential in several areas of the City of Santa
Ana while bringing the City of Santa Ana into compliance with recent state laws and reflecting community input and
updates to current conditions. Intro

The proposed General Plan envisions up to 36,261 additional housing units, 5,849,220 square feet of additional
nonresidential space, and 11,436 new jobs between 2020 and 2045. (DPEIR, p. 3-57.) As proposed, 13,438 of these
housing units and 3,604,556 square feet of the commercial space could be built in close proximity to Tustin within
the Metro East Overlay Zone and the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area.

The City of Tustin offers the following comments at this time:

1. Implementation Actions — The Draft General Plan Update states that the Implementation
Actions will be provided in a future draft. (DPEIR, p. 1-5.) These Implementation Actions are a critical component
of the General Plan Update and must be identified for the public to adequately review the impact of the General
Plan Update on the community. The Implementation Actions are also related to measures identified in the DPEIR| A4-1
to mitigate the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update. Without the disclosure of these
Implementation Actions, a complete and accurate review of the General Plan Update’s environmental impacts
cannot be achieved. Therefore, the DPEIR and Draft General Plan Update should be recirculated for public review
once the Implementation Actions have been identified.

2. Impacts to Surrounding Jurisdictions — The DPEIR must analyze all direct and reasonably
foreseeable indirect impacts of the General Plan Update. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).} These include impacts
caused by induced changes in the pattern of land use or population density. (CEQA Guidelines § 15358(a).)
Additionally, the DPEIR must address and mitigate impacts outside of Santa Ana. (See City of Marina v. Bd. of] AL
Trustees of Cal. State University (2006) 39 Cal.4™ 341, 359-60 [agency not excused from analysis or mitigation of
impacts outside of its jurisdiction]; see also Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4™ 342, 369 [CEQA’s purpose would be undermined if agencies could proceed “without an
awareness of the effects a project will have on areas outside the boundaries of the project area.”].}

300 Centennial Way, Tustin, CA 92780 e P: (714) 573-3100 e F: (714) 573-3113 ® www.tustinca.org
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Here, the DPEIR readily acknowledges that the General Plan Update concentrates growth in the General Plan
Updates’ Focus Areas, resulting in more residents and development in those Focus Areas. (See, e.g., DPEIR p.
5.1-31, 32.) Table 5.13-8 clearly shows that the General Plan Update’s largest gross (8,731 residential units) and
percentage population growth (244%) will occur on the boundary of Santa Ana and Tustin in the 55 Freeway/Dyer
Road Focus Area. (See, e.g., DPEIR, p. 5.13-12.) In other words, the General Plan Update induces changes in
Santa Ana’s land use pattern and population density directly adjacent to Tustin. As a result, the DPEIR must
analyze the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts to Tustin that will be caused by concentrating
growth and population density on Tustin’s border. As explained in detail below, the DPEIR fails to do so. The
DPEIR acknowledges the likelihood of these impacts, but provides no analysis or mitigation for those impacts.
The DPEIR’s conclusions are thus unsupported by substantial evidence. This omission must be corrected, and
the DPEIR must be recirculated. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 (a)(4).)

3. Land Use Intensification — The City of Tustin is concerned with the significant changes in land
uses (i.e., from commercial and industrial buildings to residential mixed use) along Red Hill Avenue and Dyer
Road that are proposed by the Santa Ana General Plan Update, the Bowery-Red Hill/Warner project, or that have
occurred recently with the approval and construction of The Heritage project at 2001 East Dyer Road. (DPEIR, p.
5.1-7.) These land use changes could result in significant traffic and park impacts in addition to undermining the
effectiveness of planned roadway improvements in Tustin which were designed to mitigate the impacts of other
development projects. In particular, the recently constructed fourth northbound through lane improvement to
Red Hill Avenue was to address impacts from the Irvine Business Complex as well as accommodate future Tustin
Legacy development and traffic diversion from SR-55 Freeway. The effectiveness of this improvement will now
be burdened by the induced land use change in the General Plan Update in addition to Santa Ana’s approval of
the Bowery and Heritage projects. The cumulative impacts of Santa Ana’s projects to traffic and parks are likely
to be substantial. Although the DPEIR acknowledges these concerns, the cumulative impacts related to traffic
and parks have not been adequately addressed, studied, or mitigated in the DPEIR as described in the comments
below.

4, Land Use and Planning (RTP/SCS Consistency Goal 6) — RTP/SCS Goal 6 requires an equitable
distribution of resources. (DPEIR, p. 5.10-23.) Despite adding 8,731 residential units in the 55 Freeway/Dyer
Road Focus Area in the General Plan Update, there are no recreation or open spaces planned in this area. (DPEIR,
p. 3-57; 5.15-6.) The General Plan Update is therefore inconsistent with the RTP/SCS Goal 6. This inconsistency
results in reasonably foreseeable impacts to recreation facilities in Tustin, as explained in detail below.

5. Land Use and Planning (Compatibility of Uses) — Land Use Element Policy 1.1: Compatible Uses
aims to enhance livability and promote healthy lifestyles. Land Use Element Policy 3.8 seeks to “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.” (See, e.g., DPEIR p. 5.2-25.) The General Plan Update,
however, introduces residential uses alongside light industrial and commercial uses within the 55 Freeway/Dyer
Road Focus Area. It is unclear how land uses such as industrial and residential will co-exist directly adjacent to
one another given that normal industrial operations typically generate noise, safety, hazards and air quality
impacts that are not compatible with residential uses. The General Plan Update is thus internally inconsistent
and must be revised. [(Government Code §§ 65300.5, 65700; Denham, LLC v. City of Richmond {2018) 41
Cal.App.5th 340, 344.)

6. Land Use and Planning (Mobility) — Land Use Element Policies 1.7 and 1.9 require Active
Transportation Infrastructure while Circulation Element Policies 1.6 and 3.7 require Complete Streets. (DPEIR, p.
5.10-15; Volume II, Appendix B.) A significant portion of the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area, however, does

Ad-2
cont'd

Ad3

Ad-4

A4-5
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not have sidewalks. This creates a mobility issue for future residents. No plan to address the lack of pedestrian
facilities is identified or required in the General Plan Update or the DPEIR, nor thresholds requiring public right-
of-way enhancements within the area, to facilitate the projected population growth concentrated in the Focus
Area. Project-by-project adjacent improvements are not likely to be adequate in addressing the demands
associated with the significant population growth identified in the General Plan Update. The lack of a mobility
plan for the Focus Area is inconsistent with the General Plan Update policies listed above. {(Government Code §§
65300.5, 65700; Denham, LLC v. City of Richmond (2019) 41 Cal.App.5th 340, 344.) The DPEIR and General Plan
Update should be revised to address this issue.

7. Population and Housing (Impact 5.13-1) — The DPEIR readily acknowledges that the General Plan
Update will result in more residents and development in the focus areas, including the 55 Freeway / Dyer Road
Focus Area. (See, e.g., 5.1-32.) Table 5.13-8 identifies that the largest gross and percentage population growth
(244%) among the proposed focus areas will occur on the boundary of Santa Ana and Tustin in the 55
Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. (See, e.g., DPEIR, p. 5.13-12.)  This growth projection may be understated,
because it appears that the existing population (9,034) count within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area is
overstated given that the Heritage project appears to be the only existing residential land use within the Focus
Area. Please confirm the accuracy of the existing population in the Focus Area.!

As noted on Page 5.13-14 of the DPEIR, “the purpose of general plan updates is to accommodate increased
growth in a responsible manner. The GPU accommeodates future growth in the City by providing for infrastructure
and public services to accommodate the projected growth.” Unfortunately, when identifying the relevant
infrastructure and public services to accommodate future population growth, Open Space Element Policies are
notably absent. The General Plan Update’s reasonably foreseeable impacts to Tustin have not been addressed.
No mitigation is offered to accommodate potential future growth and the DPEIR simply notes this impact as
significant and unavoidable. This approach does not accommodate future growth in a responsible manner.
Mitigation measures should be identified in the DPEIR to address the impacts of future population growth,
particularly in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. These mitigation measures should require the
development of a vision plan or master plan for the Focus Area within a reasonable timeframe that identifies
minimum requirements for parks and open space, sidewalks, and other infrastructure to adequately support the
population growth and serve the residents within the Focus Area. Santa Ana should commit to implementing
this mitigation in the DPEIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

8. Population and Housing (Impact 5.13-2) — Table 5.13-10 is misleading because it says that there
are zero existing and proposed residential acres within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus area. (DPEIR, p. 5.13-
14.) The bulk of the General Plan Update’s population growth, however, occurs within this Focus Area including
the addition of 8,731 additional residential units beyond the 1,221 units recently introduced at the Heritage
project on Dyer Road. Further, the District Center Land Use Designation clearly allows for and encourages
residential uses. Table 5.13-10 should be revised accordingly.

9. Recreation — Resident feedback within the Community Outreach — The First Conversation
Executive Summary noted the lack of open space, need for better park maintenance, lack of community centers,
and unsafe parks within Santa Ana. The DPEIR and Draft General Plan Update, however, do not require or identify
any park land to be provided within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. [DPEIR, p. 5.15-6.)

1 Some of the existing population may reside at the Heritage project on Dyer Road which introduced residential
development into the predominately industrial and commercial area through what could be considered spot
zoning, and does not constitute a pattern of existing residential use.
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The Santa Ana General Plan Update should require land for park and recreational purposes to meet the City of
Santa Ana’s minimum standard of “two (2) acres of property devoted to parks and recreational purposes for each
thousand (1,000} persons residing within the City of Santa Ana.” {Santa Ana Municipal Code § 35-108(a).) There
is an average 2018 household size of 4.5 persons in the City of Santa Ana per the Southern California Association
of Government’s 2019 Profile of the City of Santa Ana. (https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/SantaAna.pdf).
This equates to a minimum of approximately 89.6 acres of new parkiand needed to serve the 9,952 housing units
projected at build-out for the Focus Area, as there are no park facilities currently existing in the 55 Freeway/Dyer
Road Focus Area.

The City of Santa Ana Municipal Code requires residential projects to pay park acquisition and development fees
or dedicate land for park and recreational purposes. (Santa Ana Municipal Code § 35-108(b).) Private open space
and perimeter open space is not equivalent to park land. The Bowery project is a recent example where Santa
Ana erroneously counted balconies and walkways within the private development towards “parkland.” This
approach should be discontinued immediately.

It is also notable that the Santa Ana goal of two (2) acres per 1,000 residents falls short of the widely held
minimum standard of three (3) acres per 1,000 residents as established under the Quimby Act. (Government
Code § 66477). As shown in the table below, the minimum General Plan park acreage goals of many surrounding
jurisdictions are higher than that of Santa Ana.

City General Plan Minimum Parkland Acreage Goal

Costa Mesa 4.26 acres per 1,000 residents

Fountain Valley 13.2 acres per 1,000 residents {existing); 3-5 acre goal
Garden Grove 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents for parkland; 5.0 acres per
1,000 residents for open space

Irvine 5.0 acres per 1,000 residents

Orange 3.0 acres per 1,000 residents

Santa Ana 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents

Tustin 3.0 acres per 1,000 residents

Westminster 3.0 acres per 1,000 residents

Nonetheless, Policy 1.4 — Park Connectivity of the Open Space Element from the Santa Ana General Plan Update
Policy Framework (GPPF) proposes to establish and enhance options for residents to access existing and new
park facilities through safe walking, bicycling, and transit routes. {DPEIR, p. 5.15-13.) Within the 55 Freeway/Dyer
Road Focus Area, there is a fragmented and otherwise absent sidewalk network. Further, the SR-55 Freeway
creates a physical barrier to pedestrian and bicycle linkages with other Santa Ana neighborhoods for those
properties in the Focus Area currently proposed for residential uses. In addition, there are no planned or existing
parkland facilities within that Focus Area.

As noted on page 05-03 of the City of Santa Ana General Plan Update, Community outreach received during all
stages of the General Plan Update preparation identified Santa Ana residents’ need for additional and better park
facilities. Based on the residents’ feedback, residents within the Focus Area will use Tustin Legacy park facilities
due to their close proximity, convenience, safety, and likely enhanced level of maintenance compared to Santa
Ana park facilities. Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that the 8,731 additional residential units allocated to the
55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area in the General Plan Update will increase park demand in Tustin. The closest
park facilities are across Red Hill Avenue within Tustin Legacy. These park facilities are within both biking and
walking distance of the Focus Area. This will place an unplanned and undue burden on Tustin Legacy facilities.
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In addition to proximity, the analysis in the DPEIR should consider the quality, amenities, and attractiveness of
nearby parks when estimating park usage. For example, the proposed Veterans Sports Park at Tustin Legacy will
be three times larger and about half the distance from the Focus Area than the closest park in Santa Ana, and
will offer new, state of the art facilities that will be attractive to park users.

If additional, sufficient parkland is not identified in the General Plan Update, residents of future Santa Ana
projects will overburden parkland facilities in adjacent jurisdictions, including Tustin, resulting in the physical
deterioration of those facilities. These reasonably foreseeable, significant impacts must be identified and
mitigated in the DPEIR. They are not. The analysis in the DPEIR of the proposed compliance with the City of
Santa Ana’s park standards should be revised to focus on the potential to physically deteriorate existing and
future recreational facilities in the City of Tustin.

At best, the DPEIR recognizes the potential for impacts “onto adjacent communities with regards to parks and
open space utilization.” (DPEIR, p. 5.15-17.) The DPEIR, however, fails to acknowledge that these impacts will
be significant and further fails to provide enforceable and feasible mitigation for those impacts. The DPEIR states
that “the City (of Santa Ana) is committed to working closely with cities located adjacent to General Plan Focus
Areas when preparing the City of Santa Ana’s Parks and Recreation Master Plan to ensure that the Dyer/55 Focus
Area and other growth areas of the City provide additional recreation, parks, and core services essential in making
complete communities.” (DPEIR, p. 5.15-17.) While Tustin appreciates this sentiment, this vague and
unenforceable statement does not mitigate the reasonably foreseeable, significant impacts to recreational
facilities in Tustin. The DPEIR should include a mitigation measure that requires the City of Santa Ana to prepare
a Parks and Recreation Master Plan and to require that park land be secured or provided in conjunction with
future residential or residential mixed use projects within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area prior to the
approval of any additional residential units within the Focus Area. (See City of Hayward v. Trustees of California
State University (2015), 242 Cal.App.4™ 833 [analysis of recreational facility impacts found deficient because it
failed to meaningfully inform or analyze the extent of impacts on neighboring park lands where only 130 acres
were provided on campus but 4,763 acres were provided in neighboring parkland]; see also The Flanders
Foundation v. City of Carmel-By-the-Sea (2012) 202 Cal.App.4t 603 [EIR inadequate because it failed to address
unmitigated significant environmental impact on recreational activities].)

10. Parks and Open Space Studies - A comprehensive study of parkland demand should be
conducted to evaluate the extent of the impacts of the General Plan Update on Tustin facilities. It is
recommended that the minimum park facilities as required by the General Plan be accommodated within the 55
Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. Thresholds tied to the development and upzoning of any properties requiring a
minimum amount of park land per residential unit should be required to ensure the development of the
minimum parkland facilities within the Focus Area. The PEIR should also include a study that analyzes how far
residents in a suburban community are willing to travel, by foot and by vehicle, to reach a community park.

11, Recreation — (55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area) — It is noted in the DPEIR that there are no
parks in this Focus Area and existing open space consists of railroad lines and a concrete channel, which should
not be considered as useable open space. (DPEIR, p.5.15-6.)

Table 3-5 of the DPEIR identifies that Open Space will occupy only 1.1 acres or 0.3% of the Proposed Land Use
within the Focus Area. [DPEIR, p. 3-29.) This is especially troubling given the following statement in the DPEIR,
“Little current or future potential exists for the acquisition of additional park lands and open spaces, both because
the city is aimost fully developed and because demands on capital funds are highly competitive.” (DPEIR, p. 5.15-
2.) This clearly shows that the City of Santa Ana does not plan to develop public parkland within the Focus Area.
It further brings into question how the City of Santa Ana intends to use in-lieu park fees collected from
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development if they are not going to be used for the acquisition of park land within the Focus Area. Without a
commitment to provide park space within the Focus Area, the proposed General Plan Update is not in compliance
with Land Use Element Policy 1.3: Equitable Distribution of Open Space nor is it in compliance with Community
Element Policy 1.5: Equitable Recreation Spaces.

These statements within the DPEIR only further demonstrate that the burden of required recreation space to
support the proposed residential growth within the Focus Area will be borne by adjacent cities such as Tustin.

12. Recreation — (Environmental Impacts) — Table 5.15-4 identifies the buildout potential of an
additional 96,885 residents by 2045. (DPEIR, p. 5.15-16.) The parkland acreage at buildout to accommodate
these additional residents is only projected to increase by 1.84 acres, whereas, by the City of Santa Ana’s
standards, 193.77 acres of new parkland would be required.

The approach to meeting this required parkland acreage is unclear. No strategy for future public parkland is
identified. If the assumption is that future development will provide all required parkland on-site as private
property, then that concept should be stated as an absolute requirement in the General Plan Update and in-lieu
fees should not be an available mitigation. Pushing off the parkland requirements to each individual
development project and allowing payment of in-lieu fees ignores the cumulative impacts of delayed
implementation and is not a sustainable approach to accommodating future growth. This approach simply
ignores the lack of open space and recreational facilities needed within Santa Ana.

This clear exacerbation of the parkland deficiency to well-below the existing deficiency cannot simply be
disregarded as a less than significant impact. Further, the General Plan Update is not in compliance with Land
Use Element Policy 1.9: Public Facilities and Infrastructure, as new developments will clearly compound existing
public facility and service deficiencies as identified in the DPEIR.

13. Recreation — {Quimby Act) — The DPEIR identifies the Quimby Act’s standards and notes that
“Cities and counties with a lower ratio can require the provision of up to three acres of park space per 1,000
people;” however, the City of Santa Ana chooses to impose a lower threshold of two acres per 1,000 persons.
(DPEIR, p. 5.15-16.) The DPEIR continually references the existing Municipal Code requirements for parkland as
if the Santa Ana Municipal Code somehow supersedes the General Plan as a guiding document. The park land
requirements of the Santa Ana Municipal Code do not adequately address the park land deficiencies and goals
for additional park land that are identified in the City of Santa General Plan Update.

Santa Ana residents have said that the lack of open space and recreational opportunities within the City are a
problem. Yet, there is little identifiable aspiration to provide the minimum standard of parkland that is provided
in adjacent jurisdictions. Based on the intense allocation of residential units, and the lack of planned new open
space to accommodate those residential units, it is reasonably foreseeable that the recreation facilities in
adjacent jurisdictions such as Tustin will be overburdened and will physically deteriorate as a result.

It should also be noted that the Quimby Act is applicable to subdivisions whereas the majority of proposed
residential units are presumed to be apartments which may not require subdivision. Santa Ana’s heavy reliance
on privately provided parkland dedication utilizes a standard which is below that identified in the Quimby Act.
This leads to inequities for Santa Ana residents when compared to neighboring jurisdictions and will likely force
Santa Ana residents into neighboring cities to meet their recreation and open space needs. Without a public
parkland plan in place, it is at best unclear how the recreation standards will be met.

Ad-11
cont'd

Ad-12

Ad-13

Page 2-44

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

DocuSign Envelope 1D: 2710F259-8168-4B8B-BESB-EF8DDISEDSA3

14. Recreation {Regulatory Requirements) — Mandatory fees as a substitute for providing parkland
for new residential development will likely do little to address the significant impacts caused by the increase in
residential units and the parkland deficiency in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. Chapter 35, Article IV of
the Santa Municipal Code does not require that Park Acquisition and Development Funds be spent within the
Focus Area to benefit new residents even though no current recreation facilities exist.

It is noted in the DPEIR that “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 park and recreational
facilities since specific sites ond time frames for development are unknown. When specific projects are
necessitated and subsequently undertaken to meet the growth demands from buildout of the General Plan
update, the appropriate level of analysis required under CEQA would be conducted by the City’s Park, Recreation,
and Community Services Agency.” (DPEIR p. 5.15-16, 17.) While the General Plan Update has a clear vision for
land use development that induces changes in Santa Ana’s land use patterns and population density, there is no
clear vision for additional parkland as should be required in the General Plan Update. Designation of property
for Open Space within the Focus Area is an appropriate General Plan Level activity. The City of Santa Ana
continues to approve projects in the Focus Area, such as the Heritage and Bowery-Red Hill/Warner projects,
without evaluating the cumulative impacts of additional residential units and the deficiency/non-existence of
recreation facilities. The DPEIR and General Plan Update should identify and commit to the development of new
park facilities in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area to meet the demand created by new residents and to
mitigate the potential impacts to parks in neighboring jurisdictions. If park in-lieu fees are not eliminated in their
entirety, the General Plan Update and PEIR should be revised to state that they will be used to acquire property
for park uses east of the SR-55 where the General Plan Update already contemplates the conversion of existing
land uses in order to mitigate recreation impacts in both Santa Ana and Tustin.

Ad-14

15. Affordable Housing — Although there are policies, goals, and objectives in the Santa Ana General
Plan Update that encourage the provision of affordable housing, there is no commitment for affordable housing
to be provided in conjunction with the proposed upzoning of properties in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area.
(See, e.g., DPEIR § 5-13.) As noted on Page 2-10 of the DPEIR, the lack of affordable housing within Santa Ana
has also been recognized as a concern to Santa Ana residents, but has been inadequately addressed.
Ad-15
It is stated on page 5.13-3 of the DPEIR that “The Housing Opportunity Ordinance (HOO) establishes standards
and procedures to encourage the development of housing that is affordable to a range of households with varying
income levels. The purpose of the ordinance is to encourage the development and availability of affordable
housing by requiring the inclusion of affordable housing units within new developments or the conversion of rental
units to condominium ownership when the number of units exceed the densities permitted under the General
Plan.” The requirements of the HOO should be applied to all new residential development proposed within the
55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area.

16. Noise - The 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area lies within the John Wayne Airport (JWA)
flightpath, with a substantial portion of the area included within the 65 dB(A) and 60 dB{A) CNEL contours {2016
Baseline). Policy 3.1 of the Noise Element does not support residential development within the 65 dB(A) CNEL
noise contour. (DPEIR, p. 5.12-27.) To be internally consistent, the General Plan Update should expressly prohibit
all residential development in the 65 dB(A) CNEL contour. To avoid environmental justice concerns, the General
Plan Update must expressly prohibit lower income / affordable housing in these areas.

Ad-16

Policy 2.2, Stationary Related Noise, of the Noise Element acknowledges the conflicts between commercial/
industrial facilities adjacent to residential development. (DPEIR, p. 5.12-27.}) As a result, the policy seeks to
“minimize” noise impacts from commercial and industrial facilities adjacent to residential uses, but it provides
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no explanation as to how this will be accomplished. The General Plan Update should provide direction to achieve
this goal, specifically in light of the introduction of residential uses in areas such as the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road
Focus Area which currently consist of predominately office and industrial uses.

17. Traffic/Circulation (Traffic Impact Study Area) — As noted in Section 2.2 of the Traffic Impact
Study, the City of Tustin was asked to participate in the City of Santa Ana’s efforts to update their General Plan
Circulation Element and request for a Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH} amendment from the Orange
County Transportation Authority (OCTA). The requested MPAH amendment includes the reclassification of two
Santa Ana streets that could potentially impact the City of Tustin: First Street and Chestnut Avenue (Chestnut
Avenue becomes Main Street in Tustin). However, at the time that the City of Tustin provided comments, none
of the proposed General Plan Update land use changes were shared with the City of Tustin. As a result, the City
of Tustin’s comments were focused on the inclusion of certain intersections in Tustin for the purposes of
analyzing the MPAH Amendment. The current Traffic Impact Study analyzes the additional intersections as
requested by the City of Tustin.

However, to adequately assess any impacts to Tustin streets due to the proposed General Plan Update land use
changes, particularly in Focus Area 4 (55 Freeway/Dyer Road), the Study area needs to be extended. The City of
Tustin made this request in its March 26, 2020, NOP comment letter. The impacts of the traffic increases along
Red Hill Avenue due to the upzoning in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area at the following intersections should
be included in the traffic analysis:

Red Hill Avenue/El Camino Real

Red Hill Avenue/I-5 Southbound and Northbound Ramps
Red Hill Avenue/Nisson Road

Red Hill Avenue/Walnut Avenue

Red Hill Avenue/Valencia Avenue

Tustin Ranch Road/Warner Avenue North

Tustin Ranch Road/Walnut Avenue

18. Traffic/Circulation {Red Hill Avenue) - The newly installed landscaped median on Red Hill Avenue
between Warner Avenue and Carnegie Avenue currently prevents left turn ingress and egress at driveways along the
westerly side of Red Hill Avenue for the frontage of contemplated development. Due to the high speeds and traffic
volume on Red Hill Avenue that will affect traffic flow and cause delays, the City is not supportive of an additional
traffic signal to serve proposed development, nor the installation of median breaks to provide turning movements
across the median which can create unsafe conditions. Any driveways on Red Hill Avenue to serve proposed
development will need to only allow right-turn in and right-turn out movements.

19, Traffic/Circulation (Red Hill Avenue Improvements) — Due to existing conditions, any significant
development or land use intensification in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area will require improvements along
southbound Red Hill Avenue i.e., dedicated right-turn lanes on eastbound Warner Avenue and Carnegie Avenue at
Red Hill Avenue or right-turn lanes on southbound Red Hill Avenue at Warner Avenue and Carnegie Avenue.

20. Traffic/Circulation (Land Use and Trip Generation Comparison) — To facilitate review, a land use
and trip generation summary and a map of all focus areas comparing current conditions and those under the
proposed General Plan should be provided in the PEIR.

21. Traffic/Circulation (Newport Avenue/SR-55 Northbound Ramps-Del Amo Avenue) — The
General Plan Update also contributes to the intersection deficiency at Newport Avenue/SR-55 Northbound
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Ramps-Del Amo Avenue. The mitigation identified is a second southbound right-turn lane on Newport Avenue to
northbound SR-55 ramp. Funding and implementation of the improvements should be worked out between| a4.21
Santa Ana and Caltrans, because Santa Ana projects would contribute to the deficiency, and Caltrans is| cont'd
responsible for maintenance of the intersection.

22, Traffic/Circulation (Red Hill Avenue and Warner Avenue Impacts) — As noted in previous comment
letters to the City of Santa Ana, the City of Tustin is concerned about the lack of consistency of the peak hour
traffic forecasts for the Red Hill Avenue and Warner Avenue intersection in the following studies:

Tustin Legacy Specific Plan (2017), City of Tustin, Stantec
Heritage Mixed Use Project (2015), City of Santa Ana, LLG
Santa Ana General Plan Update (2020), City of Santa Ana, |BI Ad4-22
Bowery Mixed-Use Project (2020}, City of Santa Ana, EPD

BN

As mentioned in the City of Tustin’s comment letter to the City of Santa Ana dated August 14, 2020 regarding the
proposed MPAH amendment, the impact at Red Hill Avenue/Warner Avenue has been understated by leaving
out the “Lost Time” input of 5 seconds (or .05} in the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) calculation. The “Lost
Time” input is required by both the Tustin and Santa Ana level of service analysis (LOS) guidelines. When
corrected with the lost time reflected in the ICU calculation, the General Plan Update would adversely impact
the intersection of Red Hill Avenue/Warner to an unacceptable level (i.e., ICU > 0.90) during the PM peak hour.
This impact must be mitigated.

23. Traffic/Circulation {MPAH Reclassifications) — The following comments pertain to the proposed
MPAH Reclassifications.

. Newport Avenue/SR-55 Northbound Ramps-Del Amo Avenue — The project contributes to the
projected intersection deficiency and identifies a second southbound right-turn lane on Newport
Avenue to northbound SR-55 ramp as mitigation. The DPEIR, however, does not commit to
funding for this improvement in the traffic study. Instead it states that Santa Ana will pursue the
development of a Transportation System Improvement Assessment (TSIA) for funding the|a4-23
improvements. Santa Ana should collaborate with Caltrans to implement this improvement,
because Santa Ana projects would contribute to the deficiency, and Caltrans is responsible for
maintenance of the intersection2045 With-Project AM ICU worksheets were missing in the
appendix, and thus precluded a complete review of the DPEIR’s supporting evidence and
conclusions.

. A “Lost Time” input of 5 seconds (or .05) has been errcneously left out in the Intersection
Capacity Utilization {ICU) calculation as required by Tustin and Santa Ana level of service analysis
(LOS) guidelines.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the City of Santa Ana General Plan Update and DPEIR.
The City of Tustin would appreciate receiving early responses to our commenits as well as a copy of the Final PEIR
when it becomes available in addition to all future public hearing notices with respect to this project. Please provide
all future CEQA notices regarding this project to the undersigned pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21052.2.
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If you have any questions regarding the City’s comments, please call Scott Reekstin, Principal Planner, at (714) 573-
3016 or Krys Saldivar, Public Works Manager, at (714) 573-3172.

Sincerely,

Ouatina Whttksm

Justina L. Willkom
Acting Community Development Director

cc: Minh Thai, Executive Director, Santa Ana Planning and Building Agency
Phil Johnson, Fire Chief, Orange County Fire Authority
Matthew S. West, City Manager
Nicole Bernard, Assistant City Manager
David Kendig, City Attorney
Stu Greenberg, Police Chief
Jason Al-lImam, Director of Finance
Chris Koster, Director of Economic Development
Douglas S. Stack, Public Works Director
Chad Clanton, Parks and Recreation Director
Ken Nishikawa, Deputy Director of Public Works/Engineering
Krys Saldivar, Public Works Manager
Scott Reekstin, Principal Planner
Ryan Swiontek, Senior Management Analyst
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A4, Response to Comments from City of Tustin, dated 9/16/2020.

A4-1

A4-2

A4-3

The draft GPU Implementation Actions are included in tables in each of the General Plan
Elements and ate 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.

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.

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 Janunary 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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A4-5

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.

The referenced table in this comment—Table 5.10-1, 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Consistency
Apnalysis, on page 5.10-23 of the Draft PEIR—Iists numerous policies within vatious
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-atea,
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.

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. Moreovetr,
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.? Similatly, 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 boundaties.

B 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 Qunality 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.

B 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 intetior and exterior noise compatibility standards.

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.

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 Jannary 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.

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 Centet”
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 584+ 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.

Existing and Proposed Land Use Designations

Area

Existing Residential (Acres) GPU Residential (Acres) Increase (Acres)

Grand Avenue/17th Street

289291 9.7 1434 90-8 114.3

55 Freeway/Dyer Road

6187 0446

South Bristol Street

16.7 85:-7194.0

South Main Street

465-7 159.2 264.0

West Santa Ana
Boulevard

4677 158.3 4769 186.9

Balance of City

6,647.9 6,677.1 68,9447 7,065.9 2938 388.8

Total 5811 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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A4-11

A4-12

A4-13

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 propetly 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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

This comment recommends that the General Plan Update include commitments for
affordable housing, particulatly 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.

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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A4-18

A4-19

A4-20

A4-21

A4-22

A4-23

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.

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

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.

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.

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

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.

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]).

AdA
SHUTE, MIHALY
¢~ WEINBERGER w

396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP
T: (415) 552-7272 F: (415) 552-5816 Urban Planner
www.smwlaw.com Impett@smwlaw.com

October 6, 2020

Via E-Mail

Justina L. Willkom

Acting Community Development Director
300 Centennial Way

Tustin, CA 92780

Re:  Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the City of Santa
Ana General Plan Update

Dear Ms. Willkom:

We have been retained by the City of Tustin to review and comment on the draft
program environmental impact report (“DEIR™) for the City of Santa Ana General Plan
Update (“GPU™). Unfortunately, our review of the DEIR reveals violations of the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) (Public Resources Code section 21000 | A4~
et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, title 14 section 15000 et
seq.) that must be addressed before this EIR may proceed. As explained below, the
current DEIR’s environmental impacts analysis is deficient under CEQA because it fails
to provide the necessary facts and analysis to allow the City and the public to make
informed decisions about the Project and because it fails to identify feasible mitigation
measures capable of reducing the GPU’s significant environmental impacts.

The City, through its GPU process, has a unique opportunity to implement creative
land use policies and ensure the compatibility of future land uses. To that end, it is
important that the City undertake a thorough analysis of the GPU’s environmental
impacts and identify feasible mitigation measures for any significant impacts.

L. The DEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for the GPU’s Environmental
Impacts Are Legally Inadequate.

’ AdA2
The EIR is “the heart of CEQA.” Laurel Heighis Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of

University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392 (“Laurel Heights ") (citations
omitted). It 1s “an environmental ‘alarm bell” whose purpose it is to alert the public and
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its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological
points of no return. The EIR is also intended ‘to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry
that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its
action.” Because the EIR must be certified or rejected by public officials, it is a document
of accountability.” /d. (citations omitted).

CEQA requires the EIR not only to identify a project’s significant effects, but also
to identify ways to avoid or minimize them. Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1. An EIR generally
may not defer evaluation of mitigation to a later date. CEQA Guidelines' §
15126.4(a)(1)(B). Rather, an EIR must assess each mitigation proposal that is not
“facially infeasible,” even if such measures would not completely eliminate an impact or
render it less than significant. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles
(1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1029-31. Furthermore, for every mitigation measure
evaluated, the agency must demonstrate that the mitigation measure either: (1) will be AdA2
effective in reducing a significant environmental impact; or (2) is ineffective or infeasible | M
due to specific legal or “economic, environmental, social and technological factors.”
Friends of Oroville v. City of Oroville (2013) 219 Cal. App.4th 1352, 1359-61; Pub. Res.
Code §§ 21002, 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15021(b), 15364.

Although it is clear that the proposed GPU has the potential to degrade the
environment, neither the public nor decisionmakers have any way of knowing the
magnitude of this harm. The DEIR fails to provide decisionmakers and the public with
detailed, accurate information about the Project’s significant environmental impacts and
to analyze mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid such impacts.

A. A Programmatic EIR Does Not Excuse the City From Its Obligation to
Conduct a Thorough Analysis of the GPU’s Environmental Impacts.

The “programmatic” nature of this DEIR is no excuse for its lack of detailed
analysis. Indeed, the DEIR misconstrues the requirements of a “program” EIR by
asserting that at the General Plan level of analysis, it is speculative and infeasible to
evaluate project-specific environmental impacts. (See e.g., DEIR at 5.14-42; 5.14-46;
5.15-16). This approach is flawed at the outset because CEQA requires that a program
EIR provide in-depth analysis of a project, looking at effects “as specifically and
comprehensively as possible.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168(a), (c)(5). Indeed, because it
looks at the big picture, a program EIR must provide “more exhaustive consideration” of
effects and alternatives than can be accommodated by an EIR for an individual action,

AdA-3

! 14 California Code of Regulations § 15000 ef seq.
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and must consider “cumulative impacts that might be slighted by a case-by-case
analysis.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168(b)(1)-(2).

Further, it is only at this early stage that the City can design wide-ranging
measures to mitigate City-wide and regional environmental impacts. See CEQA
Guidelines § 15168(b)(4) (programmatic EIR “[a]llows the lead agency to consider broad
policy alternatives and program wide mitigation measures at an early time when the
agency has greater flexibility”). A “program” or “first tier” EIR is expressly not a device
to be used for deferring the analysis of significant environmental impacts. Stanislaus AA3
Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App.4th 182,199. Tt is
instead an opportunity to analyze impacts common to a series of smaller projects, in order
to avoid repetitious analyses.

cont.

Thus, it is particularly important that the DEIR for the GPU analyze the impacts of
the complete level of development it is authorizing now, rather than deferring that
analysis to a later point when individual specific projects are proposed. A general plan, as
the “constitution for all future development,” dictates the location and type of future
development in the County. Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek (1990)
52 Cal.3d 531, 540. An EIR for a general plan must take into account all of “the future
development permitted by the [general plan].” City of Redlands v. County of San
Bernardino v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal. App.4th 398 409 (citation
omitted); see also City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183
Cal. App.3d 229, 245. The City must provide this analysis.

B. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze or Mitigate the GPU’s Impacts
on Park and Recreational Facilities and Lacks Evidentiary Support
that These Impacts Would Be Less than Significant.

According to the DEIR, Santa Ana currently does not meet its Municipal Code
requirements or General Plan standard of two acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.
DEIR at 5.15-2; 5.15-10; 5.15-16. The document also makes clear that future park space
is not anticipated. (See DEIR at 5.15-2, “[1]ittle current or future potential exists for the AdAA
acquisition of additional park lands and open spaces, both because the city is almost fully
developed and because demands on capital funds are highly competitive.”)

The GPU’s proposed increase in residential density would lead to increased
demand for parks and open space. DEIR at 5.15-15, 5.15-17, The GPU’s proposed land
use changes would result in construction of an estimated 36,261 residential units and a
population increase of 96,855 people. DEIR at 5.15-16. However, park acreage under the
GPU would increase by only 1.84 acres. /d. Because the GPU would generate tens of

SHUTE, MIHALY
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thousands of additional residents that would increase the use of existing park and
recreational facilities, the GPU has the potential to result in a significant impact on
nearby park and recreational facilities. DEIR at 5.15-16. Despite this acknowledgement,
the DEIR frustrates CEQA because it fails to actually analyze the implications of this
impact. A thorough analysis of impacts effectuates one of CEQA’s fundamental
purposes: to inform the public and decisionmakers of environmental consequences of
their decisions before they are made. To accomplish this purpose, an EIR must contain
facts and analysis, not just an agency’s bare conclusions. Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, at 568 (1990). Thus, a conclusion regarding the
significance of an environmental impact that is not based on an analysis of the relevant
facts fails to fulfill CEQA’s informational mandate.

Here, the DEIR acknowledges that Santa Ana residents do not have adequate
access to parks and that residents currently rely on regional recreation areas. DEIR at
5.15-2. The DEIR errs however by not disclosing Santa Ana residents’ actual existing use
of parks outside the City (i.e., within Tustin). Nor does the DEIR make any attempt to
examine impacts on Tustin’s recreational facilities as a result of the substantial increase
in population that will accompany the GPU, particular in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road
Focus Area.

Tustin shares a border with the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. Given its
proximity to the Tustin Legacy park facilities and the lack of recreational opportunities in
this section of Santa Ana (see DEIR at 5.15-2), future residents of this Focus Area will
likely increase demand on the Tustin Legacy park and other Tustin recreational facilities.
The EIR should be revised to provide a comprehensive analysis of increased demands on
Tustin’s parks and recreation facilities that would result from Santa Ana’s dearth of
parks.

In lieu of conducting the impact analysis required by CEQA, the DEIR concludes
that the GPU’s impacts on park and recreation facilities would be less than significant
because the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code and the
Quimby Act. DEIR at 5.15-16. Yet compliance with applicable regulations does not
excuse the City from its obligation to analyze a project’s impacts and is not a sufficient
basis to conclude that a project’s impacts would be less than significant. See Californians

Jor Alternatives to Toxics v. Dept. of Food & Agriculture (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, 15-

17 (compliance with environmental regulations cannot displace an agency’s separate
obligation to consider whether a project’s environmental impacts are significant);
Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116

Cal. App.4th 1099, 1108-09 (same). Moreover, the Quimby Act has been in place since
1975 and has thus been in use by public agencies since then to develop parkland and
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recreational facilities.? If Santa Ana has historically been unable to meet its park
obligations, there is no assurance that it will be able to meet its park standards in the
future. Indeed, Tustin raised this concern in its September 16, 2020 letter to Santa Ana
explaining that Santa Ana apparently does not plan to develop parkland within the 55
Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. (See September 16, 2020 letter at 5, “[i]t further brings
into question how Santa Ana intends to use in-lieu park fees collected from development
if they are not going to be used for the acquisition of park land within the Focus Area.”).
Santa Ana should use the GPU as an opportunity to dedicate land for park and recreation
uses.

Furthermore, because the DEIR relies on regulatory compliance, it fails to identify
any mitigation for the GPU’s impacts on Tustin’s park and recreational facilities. An
agency cannot approve a project with significant environmental impacts if any feasible
mitigation measure or alternative is available that will substantially lessen the severity of
any impact. Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines § 15126(a). An agency is
legally required to mitigate or avoid the significant impacts of the projects it approves AdAG
whenever it is feasible to do so. Pub. Resources Code § 21002.1(b). “In the case of the contd
adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project [such as the General Plan],
mitigation measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project
design.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).

Although the DEIR calls for the eventual preparation of a Parks and Recreation
Master Plan which would identify funding sources for new parks (at 5.15-17), the DEIR
does not explain why the City is deferring this important planning effort. The City has
spent considerable time and resources to undertake a comprehensive update of its General
Plan. It stands to reason that including a parks plan should be an integral component of
this effort especially given the insufficiency of existing parkland in the City.

AdAT

Nor is there any indication that the City has considered modifications to land use
designations to mitigate the park and recreation impacts that would accompany the GPU.
Yet those changes are the easiest, most effective, and most obvious ways to lessen or
avoid many of the GPU’s impacts. The City could identify park sites and redesignate land
uses now as part of this GPU to facilitate the eventual development of park and recreation | 448
facilities. Exploring alternative land use scenarios would go a long way toward reducing
the GPU’s park and recreation impacts. Indeed, the DEIR makes clear that there are
opportunities for Santa Ana to meet its parkland requirements. For example, in the 55
Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area —which currently has no parks—there is an open space

2 https://www.jdsupra.com/legalnews/the-quimby-act-is-amended-to-allow-citie-40293/
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parcel that is currently vacant that could be designated for park and recreation uses. DEIR | A4A-8
at 5.15-6. cont.

As part of this mitigation measure or alternative land use scenario, the City should
also identify a specific funding mechanism to ensure that park development keeps pace
with population growth, especially in the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area. Finally, in
order to mitigate for the GPU’s increased demand on Tustin’s park and recreation
facilities, Santa Ana should consider a mitigation measure that contributes fair share
funding to Tustin so that it is able to avoid physical deterioration of its recreational
facilities from overuse caused by the GPU.

AdA-9

C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze or Mitigate Impacts Relating to
the GPU’s Potential to Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Toxic
Air Contaminant Emissions.

The DEIR acknowledges that varicus industrial processes (e.g., manufacturing,
dry cleaning) allowed under the proposed land use plan would be expected to release
toxic air contaminants (“TACs”). DEIR at 5.2-34. In addition, industrial land uses, such
as chemical processing facilities, chrome-plating facilities, and dry cleaners could also
generate substantial emissions. /d. The DEIR also acknowledges that other types of
operations such as warehousing could generate diesel particulate emissions and that these
new land uses could be as close as 200 feet from existing sensitive receptors. DEIR at
5.2-34; 5.2-35. Despite acknowledging the potential for sensitive receptors to be exposed
to a substantial increase in TACs as a result of the GPU, the DEIR does not analyze how
emissions from these industrial sources could impact nearby receptors. The DEIR A4A-10
dismisses the obligation to conduct this analysis stating that until future development
projects are proposed, emissions and concentrations cannot be determined or modeled.
Although the DEIR correctly concludes that such undefined impacts would be potentially
significant (at 5.2-35), the failure to disclose the severity and extent of these impacts is a
violation of CEQA. A legally adequate EIR “must contain sufficient detail to help ensure
the integrity of the process of decision making by precluding stubborn problems or serous
criticism from being swept under the rug.” Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford
(1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 733; CEQA Guidelines § 15151.

The public has a right to know, for example, whether and to what extent the City
already suffers from elevated cancer rates and whether and to what extent those cancer
rates will be higher in future years under the GPU. The DEIR could have made some
attempt to identify the increase in TACs near those sensitive receptors that are expected
to be very close to industrial emission sources. CEQA requires such analysis. See
Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th
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1184, 1219-20, which requires a lead agency to correlate a project’s adverse air quality
impacts to expected adverse health impacts and Keep Berkeley Jets Over the Bay Con. v.
Board of Port Comrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1370-71, which requires a lead
agency to make a conscientious effort to collect data about a project’s public health
impacts and, in addition, to analyze that data. Such an analysis is particularly important ~ [A4A-10
as the GPU process affords the City an important opportunity to conduct its land use cont.
planning exercise with the explicit intent of avoiding incompatible land uses, (i.e.,
exploring alternative land uses to avoid excessive health risks).

Even with its deficient impact analysis, the DEIR determines the GPU would
result in significant health risk impacts. DEIR at 5.2-35. The DEIR then looks to
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (calling project-specific health risk assessments (“HRA™") and
potential implementation of best available control technologies (“BACT”)). DEIR at 5.2-
41; 5.2-42, By the DEIR’s own admission, however, these measures would not reduce the
Project’s significant health risk impacts to less than significant levels. DEIR at 5.2-45. As
an initial matter Measure AQ-3 is inadequate. Critically, the DEIR does not explain how
preparation of a HRA and possible implementation of BACT will ensure that the health
of sensitive receptors is protected. These are not minor details that can be worked out
after the Project is approved. An agency may not defer development of mitigation
measures to some point in the future absent specific performance standards and a clear
commitment to mitigate. See King and Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020)
45 Cal. App.5th 814, 857-58. The public and decisionmakers simply do not know if the
use of undefined BACT measures would be sufficient to protect the public from
potentially severe health effects caused by the GPU’s incompatible land uses.

AdA-11

Finally, even where all available and feasible mitigation measures have been
identified, but such measures are inadequate to reduce an environmental impact to a less-
than-significant level, an EIR may conclude that the impact is significant and
unavoidable. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2. However, the lead agency cannot simply
conclude that an impact is significant and unavoidable and move on. Berkeley Keep, 91
Cal.App.4th at 1371 (DEIR may not “travel the legally impermissible easy road to CEQA | asa12
compliance . . . [by] simply labeling [an] effect “significant” without accompanying
analysis™); accord, Cleveland Nat. IF'orest I'oundation v. San Diego Assn. of Govs. (2017)
3 Cal.5th 497, 514-15. Rather, “a more detailed analysis of how adverse the impact will
be is required.” Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist,
(1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1123. Specifically, the agency must (1) perform a thorough
evaluation of the impact and its severity before and after mitigation, and (2) propose a//
feasible mitigation to “substantially lessen the significant environmental effect.”” CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15091(a)(1), 15126.2(c) (requiring an EIR to discuss “any significant
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impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of
insignificance™).

Thus, the City is legally required to mitigate or avoid the significant impacts of the
GPU wherever it is feasible to do so. See Pub. Resources Code § 21002.1(b). In other
words, it cannot approve the GPU with significant environmental impacts if any feasible
mitigation measure or alternative is available that will substantially lessen the severity of
any impact. Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines § 15126(a). Here, the
DEIR’s single mitigation measure for the Project’s significant health risk impacts fails to
satisfy CEQA’s standards.

AdA-12
cont.

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze or Mitigate the GPU’s Noise
Impacts.

The DEIR’s analysis of the noise impacts that would result from buildout allowed
by the GPU is flawed. First, although the GPU would facilitate noise generating
industrial land uses directly adjacent to residential uses, the DEIR provides no analysis of
how noise generated by these sources would impact sensitive receptors. As discussed
above, the GPU would introduce industrial development (e.g., manufacturing, chemical
processing facilities, chrome-plating facilities, and warehouses) as close as 200 feet from AdA13
existing sensitive receptors. DEIR at 5.2-34; 5.2-35. The failure to provide any analysis
of noise impacts from these industrial uses is a serious flaw warranting that the DEIR be
revised and recirculated.

Second, the GPU would place noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential
development) in areas that would exceed the City’s noise standards due to John Wayne
Airport’s (“JWA”) operations. DEIR at 5.12-45; 5.12-47. In particular, portions of the 55
Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area lie within the JWA flightpath, with a substantial portion
of this area included within the 65 dB and 60 dB CNEL contours. DEIR at 2-4. Yet,
rather than mitigate for this clearly significant noise impact, the DEIR looks to General AdA-14
Plan policies to ensure that aircraft noise affecting noise-sensitive land uses would be
mitigated to acceptable levels. DEIR at 5.12-45. The DEIR provides no evidentiary
support for this conclusion, nor could it as the named General Plan policies would do
nothing to protect sensitive land uses from adverse impacts.

In particular, the DEIR looks to the following policies to allegedly reduce aircraft-
related noise impacts to a less than significant level:
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. Policy 1. 1. Noise Standards: Ulilize established Citywide Noise Standards and
guidelines to inform land use decisions and guide noise management straiegies.
DEIR at 5.12-26.

. Policy 1.4. Sensitive Uses: Protect noise sensitive land uses from excessive,
unsafe, or otherwise disruptive noise levels. DEIR at 5.12-27

. Policy 3.1. Residential Development: Residential development within the John
Wayne Airport (JWA) 65 dB(A) CNEL Noise Contour or greater is not supported.
DEIR at 5.12-27.

Rather than comply with these policies, and ensure that noise sensitive land uses
would not be developed in locations that experience excessive noise from aircraft
operations, the draft GPU would direct future noise-sensitive land uses in areas that will
exceed the City’s clearly established noise standards due to airport operations at JWA.
DEIR at 5.12-45. The City’s approach defies sound land use planning practices and is
particularly troublesome in light of the fact that the Airport Land Use Commission
(“ALUC™) informed the City that all residential units within the 65 dB CNEL contour
(i.e., the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus Area) should typically be considered inconsistent
unless it can be shown conclusively that such units are sufficiently sound attenuated.”
DEIR at 2-4. The ALUC also strongly recommended that residential uses within the 60
dB CNEL contour should be limited or excluded and that that residential uses within the
65 dB CNLL are not permitted at all. 1d. The City should comply with its own General
Plan provisions and abide by this clear direction from the ALUC and avoid designating
residential land uses in these noise sensitive locations.

The GPU does include one policy that tangentially relates to sound attenuation.
GPU Policy 1.2. Sound Design calls for encouraging functional and attractive designs to
mitigate excessive noise levels. DEIR at 5.12-26. Yet this policy is vague (calling for
“functional and attractive designs” does not identify specific noise attenuation measures)
and unenforceable (calling for the City to encourage designs does not commit the agency
to take action). Nor does the DEIR make any attempt to disclose how this policy would
protect residents from aircraft-related noise impacts. To support a conclusion that a
project would have less-than-significant impacts, an EIR “must provide a quantitative or
qualitative determination or estimate of the mitigation measures’ effect” on project
impacts. Friends of Oroville v. City of Oroville (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 832, 845,

Again, the City should consider a land use alternative that restricts residential
development from locations within the 65 dB CNEL contour and commit to specific and
enforceable noise attenuation measures for residential land uses that are within the 60 dB
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CNEL. The DEIR does neither. Consequently, the DEIRs conclusion that impacts
relating to airport-related noise would be less than significant does not withstand
scrutiny.

The DEIR fares no better in its approach to mitigation for the GPU’s significant
traffic-related noise impacts. The DEIR acknowledges that significant traffic noise
increases would occur 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 within the 55 Freeway/Dyer Road Focus
Area. DEIR at 5.12-25; 5.12-30; see also Table 5.12.-10 at 5.12-34 identifying significant
noise impacts on Warner Avenue between Grand Avenue and Red Hill Avenue and Dyer
Road between Red Hill Avenue to Pullman Street.

The DEIR identifies mitigation measures for these impacts including the use of
special roadway paving, sound barrier walls, and insulation for residences. DEIR at 5.12-
50. Although the DEIR acknowledges that certain of these measures would in fact result
in notable reductions in noise, the document rejects the measures without adequate
analysis. In particular, the DEIR asserts that roadway paving measures would be too
expensive and that no funding is available for sound insulation measures. /d. The DETR
includes no factual support for these claims.

Moreover, by rejecting each of these mitigation measures, the DEIR is left with no
mitigation at all for the GPU’s traffic-related noise impacts, an approach that directly
violates CEQA. CEQA Guidelines § 21002; Guidelines § 15002(a)(3), 15126.4(a)(2);
City of Marina v. Bd. of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 359, 368-69.
The DEIR should be revised to identify feasible mitigation measures for the GPU’s
traffic-related noise impacts.

E. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the GPU’s Transportation
Impacts.

The DEIR’s transportation impact analysis also fails to comply with CEQA. As an
initial matter, the DEIR does not include key assumptions used to calculate the GPU’s
vehicle miles traveled (“VMT™) analysis. The DEIR concludes that the GPU’s projected
VMT/service population (“VMT/SP”) will decline over time and that VMT-related
impacts would be less than significant. DEIR at 5.16-35. Yet, the DEIR does not provide
any explanation as to why a GPU which contemplates substantial growth would result in
a reduction in vehicular trips. Unfortunately, the DEIR does not disclose its assumptions
for quantifying VMT so it is not possible to verify the accuracy of the DEIR’s
conclusions. The EIR should have included a land use and trip generation summary table
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and a map of all focus areas comparing current conditions and those under the GPU.
Without clear, accessible information the DEIR cannot serve as an informational
document. CEQA Guidelines § 15121(a).

The DEIR also fails to provide the information necessary to determine the GPU’s
consistency with the Master Plan of Arterial Highways (“MPAH”). According to the
DEIR, the MPAH includes level of service (“LOS”) criteria for its roadway system.
DEIR at 5.1-24. The DEIR acknowledges that to achieve the minimum LOS for some
roadway segments at GPU buildout, some roadway improvements may be required. /d.
The DEIR identifies this as a planning issue and not a CEQA issue, since auto delay can
no longer be considered a significant impact under CEQA. Jd. We concur that LOS
should no longer be used to evaluate a project’s impacts under CEQA. However, the draft
GPU contains Policy 1.9, Regional Consistency which requires that the City “[e]nsure the
street network is consistent with standards set in the OCTA Master Plan of Arterial
Highways and the Congestion Management Program.” DEIR at 5.16-20. Consequently, if
the increase in traffic from the GPU causes an inconsistency with the MPAH, the GPU
would also be directly inconsistent with Policy 1.9.

Under the State Planning and Zoning Law (Gov. Code § 65000 et seq.),
development decisions must be consistent with the jurisdiction’s general plan. General
plans establish long-term goals and policies to guide future land use decisions, thus acting
as a “constitution” for future development. Lesher Communications, 52 Cal.3d at 540. As
reiterated by the courts, “[u]nder state law, the propriety of virtually any local decision
affecting land use and development depends upon consistency with the applicable general
plan and its elements.” Resource Defense Fund v. County of Santa Cruz (1982) 133
Cal. App.3d 800, 806. Accordingly, “[t]he consistency doctrine [is] the linchpin of
California’s land use and development laws; it is the principle which infuses the concept
of planned growth with the force of law.” Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural EI Dorado
County v. Bd. of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336 (citations omitted).

To promote coordinated land use policies and practices, state law requires local
governments not just to formulate theoretical land use plans, but also to conform their
development and land use projects and approvals with those duly certified plans. Citizens
of Goleta, 52 Cal.3d at 570-71; see also Gov. Code §§ 65860 (requiring consistency of
zoning to general plan); 66473.5, 66474 (requiring consistency of subdivision maps to
general plan); 65359, 65454 (requiring consistency of specific plan and other
development plan and amendments thereto to general plan). It is an abuse of discretion to
approve a project that “frustrate[s] the General Plan’s goals and policies.” Napa Citizens
Jfor Honest Gov. v. Napa County (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 342, 379. In addition, a General
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Plan must be internally consistent. Gov. Code § 65300.5.% Thus, if the development (and
increase in traffic) allowed by the GPU results in an inconsistency with the MPAH (by
exceeding LOS standards), this inconsistency would result in an internally inconsistent
General Plan.

In order to evaluate the GPU’s consistency with the MPAH and to determine AAAT
whether the GPU would be internally inconsistent, the DEIR should disclose how and cont
when the City would work with the Orange County Transportation Authority to amend
the MPAH to achieve consistency. In addition, the GPU DEIR acknowledges that to
achieve the minimum LOS for some roadway segments at GPU buildout, some
improvements may be required to achieve consistency with the MPAH. The GPU DEIR
must identify these roadway improvements and also disclose whether implementation of
these improvements would result in environmental impacts.

Finally, it is important to note that the DEIR also fails to resolve deficiencies
raised by Tustin in its September 16, 2020 letter to Santa Ana regarding the proposed
MPAH amendment. Tn particular, the impact at Red Hill Avenue/Warner Avenue has
been understated by leaving out the “Lost Time™ input of 5 seconds (or .05) in the
Intersection Capacity Utilization (“ICU”) calculation. The “Lost Time” input is required
by both the Tustin and Santa Ana LOS analysis Guidelines. See Santa Ana LOS
Guidelines, excerpts, attached as Exhibit A. It is important that this deficiency is rectified
as it affects the GPU’s consistency with the MPAH.

AdA-18

1L The DEIR Must Be Recirculated.

Under California law, the present DEIR cannot properly form the basis of a final
EIR. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines describe the circumstances that require
recirculation of a draft EIR. Such circumstances include: (1) the addition of significant
new information to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the DEIR but
before certification, or (2) the draft EIR is so “fundamentally and basically inadequate

AdA-19

3 This argument is also valid for charter cities. (See Santa Ana Municipal Code section
27-21, “[t]he general plan and specific plans shall be implemented in accordance with
those laws of the State of California which are applicable to or in a charter city and in
accordance with the Santa Ana Municipal Code, insofar as those laws and code
provisions require a finding of consistency of a proposed project, activity or entitlement
with the general plan and any applicable specific plan, or otherwise provide for the
implementation of a general plan and specific plans.”).
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and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.”
CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

Here, both circumstances apply. Decisionmakers and the public cannot assess the
GPU’s impacts, or even its feasibility, through the present DEIR, which contains AdA-18
numerous deficiencies. Among other fundamental deficiencies, the DEIR understates the | cont.
GPU’s significant environmental impacts and assumes that unformulated and
unenforceable mitigation measures will effectively reduce these impacts. In order to
resolve these issues, the City must prepare a revised EIR that would necessarily include
substantial new information.

HI. Conclusion

As set forth above, the GPU DEIR suffers from numerous deficiencies, many of
which would independently render it inadequate under CEQA. Taken as a whole, the AAZD
deficiencies of the DEIR necessitate extensive revision of the document and recirculation
for public comment.

Very truly yours,

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Laurel L. Impett, AICP,
Urban Planner

Attachment: Santa Ana LOS Guidelines

cc:  Minh Thai, Executive Director, Santa Ana Planning and Building Agency
Phil Johnson, Fire Chief, Orange County Fire Authority
Matthew S. West, City Manager
Nicole Bernard, Assistant City Manager
David Kendig, City Attorney
Stu Greenberg, Police Chief
Jason Al-Imam, Director of Finance
Chris Koster, Director of Economic Development
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Douglas S. Stack, Public Works Director

Chad Clanton, Parks and Recreation Director

Ken Nishikawa, Deputy Director of Public Works/Engineering
Kris Saldivar, Public Works Manager

Scott Reekstin, Principal Planner

Ryan Swiontek, Senior Management Analyst
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APPENDIX D

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
SITE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

e Trip generation forecast including existing and cumulative projects.

e Trip distribution forccast and trip assignment customized to accommodate the nature of project
and cumulative project traffic.

e Capacity analysis at the following intersections during both the morning (am) and evening
(pm) peak periods. The City of Santa Ana utilizes the following values in calculating
Intersection Capacity Utilizations (ICU’s): 1600 vphpl for turing lanes, 1700 vphpl for
through lanes, 5%clearance intervals. For Unsignalized intersection, the HCM shall be used.

» LIST OF INTERSECTIONS TO BE STUDIED

» LIST OF INTERSECTIONS TO BE STUDIED

e Assessment and recommendation of existing and future configuration/striping and Level of
Service (LOS) at all impacted arcas including the following scgment location(s). Pleasc note
road segment analysis shall be based on the Orange County MPAH methodology and the
City of Santa Ana Circulation Element, No V/C capacity ratios in segment analysis:

» LIST OF ROADWAY SEGMENTS TO BE STUDIED

» LIST OF INTERSECTIONS TO BE STUDIED

¢ Adcquacy of storage length of the left turn pockets for:
» LIST OF INTERSECTION TURN POCKETS TO BE STUDIED

# LIST OF INTERSECTION TURN POCKETS TO BE STUDIED

¢ Field inspect the subject roadway areas and inventory the existing street system as to base
linc width, striping patterns, and traffic.

e Colleet traffic counts on key sitc arca roadways and interscctions. These counts will
include moming and aftemoon peak hour turning movements as well as 24-hour daily volumes at
locations between selected intersections.

e Study shall include scenario analysis as follow:

» Exsting Conditions — utilized to establish the current level or existing baseline of traffic
operations.

» Existing Conditions — utilized to establish the current level or existing baseline of traffic
operations with project.

» Project Opening Year No Project Conditions — establishes project opening vear baseline to
cvaluate the proposed Project.

#» Project Opening Year with Project Conditions — represents project opening vear baseline
traffic conditions.

#2040 Project Design Year No Project Conditions — establishes future year bascline to cvaluate
the proposed Project.

EXHIBIT A

November 2020 Page 2-71



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR

CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

» 2040 Project Design Year with Project Conditions — represents future vear baseline traffic
conditions with the proposed Project.

Prepare site traffic access analysis to include the potential impacts associated with other uses to be
identified.

Investigate the adequacy of site access and intemal circulation. Intemal circulation, particularly
with respect to vehicular queues at driveways, required stacking distance and potential impacts
upon on-street traffic. Ensure that all access locations will provide safe egress and ingress including
adcquate sight distance 1n all dircctions.

Evaluate the need for additional on-site and/or off-site traffic controls.

Identify measures to mitigate the impact of project traffic including roadway and mtersection
widening, traffic signals installation & modification signing, localized street improvement
striping/channelization and all others improvements to provide acceptable LOS.

Prepare a professional traffic engineering site traffic access analvsis report to include appropriate
text, tabular and graphic material, suitable for presentation to the City as a freestanding document.

The consultant must review relevant traffic and parking studies and documents containing traffic
analysis conducted in the area. The report must include investigation of the mitigation list presented
in the original development agreement/traffic study as it relates to any proposed mitigation
recommended in this study.

An assessment of traffic entering and exiting adjacent arterials must be included particularly with
respect to the ability of project to find an "acceptable” gap in the traffic stream without being
overtaken by the major street traffic.

Traffic Consultant shall be responsible to reach out to other jurisdictions, as needed, for
concurrcnee on proposcd study locations.

The City of Santa Ana adopted LOS “D” as thc maximum threshold of significance at all
intersections and mid-block locations. See Definitions below:

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITION

Maximum Daily Average for Arterial Roads

Clﬂssstili.'lece::tion ConfliJgal:lrealion & B c b B B
Principal Arterial | 8 Lanes Divided | 45000 | 32,500 | 60,000 | 67500 | 75000 | >75.000
Major Arterial 6 Lanes Divided | 33900 | 39400 | 45000 | 50600 | 36300 | >36300
Priary Anerial |+ Lanee Divided 22500 | 26300 | 30,000 33800 | 37500 | >37.500
Secondary Arterial | 4 Lanes Undivided |1 050 17500 | 20000 | 22500 | 25000 | >25000
Commuter Streer | 2 Lanes Undivided | 5 54 8,800 10,000 11300 | 12,500 | >12,500

2

EXHIBIT A

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

Level of Service Descriptions

Level of
Service

Description of Operation

Range of
V/C Ratios

Free flow. Individual users are virtually unaffected by the presence of others in the traffic
stream. Freedom to select desired speeds and to maneuver within the traffic stream is
extremely high. The general level of comfort and convenience provided to the motorist,
passcnger, or pedestrian is excellent.

0.00-0.60

Stable flow. The presence of other users in the traffic stream begins to be noticeable.
Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but there is a slight decline in the
freedom to mancuver within the traffic stream from LOS A, The general level of comfort
and convenience provided is somewhat less than that of LOS A, because the presence of
others in the traffic stream begins to affect individual behavior.

0.61- 070

Stable flow. This LOS marks the beginning of the range of flow in which the operation of
individual users becomes significantly affected by interactions with others in the traffic
strcam. The sclection of speed 1s affected by the presence of others, and mancuvering within
the traffic stream requires substantial vigilance on the part of the user. The general level of
comfort and convenience declines noticeably at this level.

0.71 - 0.80

High density, but stable flow. Speed and frecdom to mancuver are severcly restricted, and
the driver or pedestrian experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience.
Small increases in traffic flow will generallv cause operational problems at this level.

0.81-0.90

Operating conditions at or near the capacity level. All speeds are reduced to a low but
relatively uniform value. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is extremely
difficult, and gencrally accomplished by forcing a vehicle of pedestrian to “give way™ to
accommodate such maneuvers. Comfort and convenience levels are extremely poor, and
drivers or pedestrian frustration is generally high. Operations at this level are usvally
unstable because small increases in flow or minor variations within the stream will cause a
breakdown.

0.91-1.00

Forced or breakdown flow. This condition exists wherever the amount of traffic approaching
a point exceeds the amount which can traverse that point. Queues form up behind such
locations as arrival flow exceeds discharge flow,

>1.00

ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS (PROJECT SPECIFIC)

Evaluate the potential driveway entrance congestion going into the lot from “X ROAD”. The
southeast parking lot, on the corner of “Y ROAD” and “X ROAD”, can possibly cause an
obstruction in the entrance to the lot. Vehicles parked in the southeast parking lot, especially those
in accessible (ADA) parking near the entrance that are backing out of their parking space can
prevent vehicles from entering the parking lot. As a result, other vehicles behind will be held back
thus creating a traffic jam. This may cause an overflow of vehicles in the parking lot entrance,

Icading to vehicles being backed up all the way to the “X ROAD” entrance as well.

Vehicles that are exiting the lot making a left onto “X ROAD” can potentially be hazardous.
Having a raiscd medium on £X ROAD” will restrict vehicles from making that Icft turn out of the
lot. In result, there will need to be a path identified for those vehicles exiting the lot to head

eastbound.
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A4A  Response to Comments from City of Tustin/Shute, Mihaly, and Weinberger, dated 10/6/2020.

A4A-1

A4A-2

A4-3

Ad-4

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

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
commentet’s contentions that the GPU Draft PEIR approach to mitigation measutres 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.

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/stoties 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.

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

B Policy 1.3 Park Standard. Achieve a minimum citywide park standatrd 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. Studywhetherano-netlosspolieyforpubliepatkland
wonldimproveaeccess—and-limittheeonversion—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]

08-1.8 Development fees. Conduct a nexus study and update the City’s Acquisition and
Development Otrdinance 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]

08-1.14 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 bevond the minimum requirements. [Agency: PRCSA/PBA; Timeline 2022]

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; Launrel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112,
1137; Raialto Citigens 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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A4A-6

A4A-T

A4A-8

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.
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
propetly 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.

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.

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.

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 €) 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 PMzs 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 soutces 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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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 1V interactive map identifies that cancer risk in the City of
Santa Ana ranges from 752 to 1,105 in one million.? 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 soutce, 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: 45

B 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

The EIR evaluates the project’s physical impacts to the environment. Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. Bay

Avrea 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 Truckidling. 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 Citigens 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 1V interactive map identifies that
cancer risk in the City of Santa Ana ranges from 752 to 1,105 in one million.® 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://scagmd-
online.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=470c30bc6daf4ef6a43f0082973£f45¢
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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.

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 extetior 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.)

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 cleatly 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).Hreesurage Require functional and
atteaetive designs to mitigate excessive noise levels to the City’s acceptable interior and

exterior noise limits (e.g., through the use of noise bartiets, 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

Page 2-86

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

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 (Novw. 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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A4A-15

A4A-16

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 commentet’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.

An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize the project’s significant
adverse impacts. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(2)(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 Beanmont
(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.)

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

Page 2-88

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

A4A-17

A4A-18

2. Response to Comments

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 7o a CEQA analysis issue, this information is not
required to be included in the traffic impact analysis report or the Draft PEIR.

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).)

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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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 clatification 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.

Please see Response to Comment A4A-19.
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LETTER A5 — Orange County Public Works (3 pagel[s])

PublicWorks

A5
September 16, 2020 NCL-20-0010

Verny Carvajal

Principal Planner

City of Santa Ana

Planning and Building Agency
PO Box 1988 (M-20)

Santa Ana, CA 92702

Subject: Notice of Availability of a Program Environmental Impact Report for the Santa Ana General
Plan Update (State Clearinghouse Number: 2020029087)

Dear Verny,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Notice of Availability of a Program Environmental
Impact Report for the Santa Ana General Plan Update. The County of Orange offers the following
comments for your consideration.

Orange County Health Care Agency (OCHCA) Hazardous Materials Program (HMMP)

1. If any known or previously unknown underground storage tanks (USTs) are encountered during site A5
development, please contact the OC HMMP supervisor at (714) 433-6260 or the Environmental
Health Main Line at (714) 433-6000.

2. The subject document identifies the OCHCA as the Lead Agency for oversight of leaking
underground storage tank (LUST) sites; however, does not reference the OCHCA's Voluntary
Cleanup Program (VCP) for industrial release/cleanup sites nor the Orange County UST Program A5-2
(OCUST) which oversees releases from non-petroleum USTs. Further, the search of “Hazardous
Material Sites” provided in the document does not include sites in the VCP or OCUST programs and
should be updated following a review of sites listed within the following links:
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https: //www.ochealthinfo.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=21840 and 252
https: //www.ochealthinfo.com/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=21842. contd

OC Infrastructure Programs/ Traffic Engineering

1) Please incorporate the minor comments (discussed with Zdenek on 9/4/2020) and the Letter of
Support comments into the Traffic Impact Study.

2) LOS mitigation measures were not included for the deficient Roadway Segments on the Traffic
Impact Study. Please include and address.

3) There are possible Orange County CIP (Capital Improvement Project) conflicts with the five focus
areas. Please address these and clarify:
a) Old County Courthouse Project (Santa Ana Blvd/Broadway)

i) Reclassification of Broadway (ist to 17th Street) from Secondary Arterial to Divided
Collector Arterial may affect the CIP project of Old County Courthouse Project, which is
located on Broadway and Santa Ana Blvd.

b) Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Projects (Westminster/17th street)
i) Does Focus Area 2, Roadway Intersections (8, 31, 50, 58, 59, 76, 93) and Roadway Segments
: (3,12, 28) consider the OC Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization CIP?
¢) FY 22023 Santa Ana Gardens Channel Bikeway Extension.

i} Focus Area 3 (West Santa Ana Blvd) may affect this CIP project because they are adjacent.
Construction for Focus Area 3 may impact the construction for Santa Ana Gardens Channel
Bikeway Extension. Please address.

4) Please consider adding these Roadway Intersections and Segments to the Traffic Impact Study. If
these are not added, please address and clarify:
a) Intersections

i) Main Street/Macarthur Blvd

(1) CIP Lane Channel Improvements is from Jamboree to Main Street is relatively near the
project sites. Thus, we need to see how this intersection will be affected and in turn affect
the CIP.

ii) Fairhaven Avenue/Yorba Street
(1) Reclassification of Fairhaven Avenue may affect this intersection in OC jurisdiction.

ifi) Santa Clara Avenue/Yorba Street
(1) Reclassification of Santa Clara Avenue may affect this intersection in OC jurisdiction.

iv) 1st Street/South Center Street
(1) FY 22023 Santa Ana Gardens Channel Bikeway Extension CIP Project. West Santa Ana

Blvd Focus area may affect this. Also, reclassification of 1st street may influence this
intersection as well.

A5-3
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b} Segments
i) Fairhaven Avenue (Tustin Street to Yorba Street)

(1) Fairhaven Avenue (between Grand Ave and Tustin Ave) is currently secondary arterial
but is going to be reclassified as Divided Collector Arterial, which may affect this
roadway segment.

ii) Santa Clara Avenue (Tustin Street to Yorba Street)
(1) Santa Clara Ave (between Grand Ave and SR-55) is currently secondary arterial but is

going to be reclassified as Divided Collector Arterial, which may affect OC jurisdiction of ?gn? 4
Santa Clara Avenue.
iii) Main Street {Red Hill Avenue to MacArthur Blvd)
(1) This segment may affect a portion of OC jurisdiction on Main Street.
iv) Harbor Blvd (McFadden Avenue and Edinger)
(1) This roadway segment connects to an area under OC jurisdiction that could potentially
be affected.
v) Harbor Blvd (Edinger and Warner Avenue)
(1) This roadway segment connects to an area under OC jurisdiction that could potentially
be affected.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Geniece Higgins at (714) 433-6260
in Orange County Health Care Agency or Paul Lee at (714) 647-3995 in OC Infrastructure Programs/
Traffic Engineering or Steven Giang at (714) 667-8816 in OC Development Services.
.
ichard Vuong, Interim Deputy Director
OC Public Works Service Area/OC Development Services
601 North Ross Street
Santa Ana, California 92701
Richard.Vuong@ocpw.ocgov.com
cc:  Geniece Higgins, Orange County Health Care Agency
Paul Lee, OC Infrastructure Programs/Traffic Engineering
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A5. Response to Comments from Orange County Public Works, dated 9/16/2020.

A5-1

A5-2

The commenter states that if any known or previously unknown underground storage
tanks (USTSs) 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.

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 USTSs 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 PI.

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 PI.

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

1730 E. 17* St.

Voluntary Cleanup

Open

Cleaners Program

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 Open

Program

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 Qil #24 3301 S. Bristol St. LUST Open - Verification Monitoring
Gallade Chemical Inc 1230 E. St. Gertrude PI. 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 lke 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.AA. 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 Citv.

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.

¢) 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.

Page 2-100

PlaceWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

LETTER A6 — City of Irvine (3 page[s])

=
A S B,
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Community Development cityofirvine.org

City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 19575, Irvine, California 92623-9575 949-724-6000

Ab
September 16, 2020

Mr. Verny Carvajal, Principal Planner
City of Santa Ana

20 Civic Center Plaza, M-20

Santa Ana, CA 92701

Subject: Notice of Availability of a Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) for the Santa Ana General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Carvajal:

The City is in receipt of a Notice of Availability for the PEIR for the Santa Ana General
Plan Update. The update will provide long-term policy direction and communication for
the vision, values, and goals for the City’s physical development, fiscal and environmental
sustainability, and overall quality of life. At project buildout, it is projected that the City’s
population would grow to 431,629, with a total of 170,416 jobs, 115,052 housing units,
and 72,967,816 non-residential square footage. The Draft PEIR indicates there may be
significant unavoidable environmental impacts associated with the following
environmental categories: Air Quality, Cultural Resources (historic resources),
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Noise (construction), and Population and Housing
(population growth).

Staff has reviewed the PEIR and has enclosed the following comments. If you have any
guestions, please contact me at jequina@cityofirvine.org

Sincerely,

-

Justin Equina
Associate Planner

ec: Kerwin Lau, Manager of Planning Services
Lisa Thai, Supervising Transportation Analyst

Enclosure: City of Irvine Comments

Intro
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ENCLOSURE 1
CITY OF IRVINE COMMENTS

1. On page 32, Project Alternatives, explain why the total number of dwelling units
in the “2020 RTP/SCS Consistent” alternative is lower than the “No
Project/Current General Plan” alternative.

2. On page 556, Section 5.13.4 — Environmental Impacts, explain why there are
differences in the General Plan Update and OCCOG projections when both are
using 2045 as the horizon year.

Traffic Study

3. Please work with City of Irvine staff on the proposed mitigations identified on page
89, LOS Impact Intersections in the City of Irvine, as some of the proposed
improvements might not be preferred or feasible.

Additionally, under the discussion for each impacted intersection, include language
that the City of Santa Ana will work with City of Irvine to address the impacts
including entering into an agreement on the implementation of the improvements.

4. Staff has provided comments for the following intersections listed below:

A. Dyer (Red Hill to Pullman):

Please note that this segment was assessed as a six-lane roadway that was
found to be deficient in the future 2045 No Project and With Project
scenarios.

Use this segment in determining the project related traffic share since the
GPU has identified significant intensification in this area near Dyer and the
SR-55.

Coordinate with the City of Irvine to provide a fair share cost towards the
future widening of Dyer (Red Hill to the SR-55 NB ramps) to the ultimate
geometry.

Under Chapter 7, include a discussion indicating that the City of Santa Ana
will work with City of Irvine to address roadway segment impacts including
a fair share contribution towards the future widening of Dyer (Red Hill to SR-
55 NB Ramps).

Ab-1

AG-2

AB-3

AG-4A
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B. Red Hill/Alton:

Review the 2045 WP PM Peak Hour ICU volumes as the PM volumes are
significantly different from the ITAM forecast, specifically the WBL volumes.

If the Alton/SR-55 overcrossing is assumed in the baseline, City staff also
recommends including the Alton/SR-55 intersection improvements. This
includes: NBR, SBR, 2™ EBL, and 2™ WBL.

Include the 2045 NP PM Peak Hour ICU worksheets as it appears to be
missing from the document.

C. Red Hill/MacArthur:

Please review the ICU worksheets and revise accordingly. The ICU
worksheets do not reflect the free right-turn lanes on SBR and WBR.

Additionally, the 2045 No Project EBTM volume is half of ITAM's
forecast for this movement.

Please note that the proposed mitigation for this intersection is a third
EBL. The improvement might not be appropriate because of the high EBT,;
additionally, it is not identified in the ICU worksheets.

AB-4B

A6-4C
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AG. Response to Comments from Orange County Public Works, dated 9/16/2020.

A6-1

AG-2

AG6-3

AG-4A

A6-4B

AG6-4C

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 necessatily 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).

Please see Response AG-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. 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.

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 shate cost towards the future widening
of Dyer between Red Hill and the SR-55 ramps.

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.

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

October 1, 2020

Mr. Verny Carvajal, Principal Planner
City of Santa Ana

Planning and Building Agency

PO Box 1988 (M-20)

Santa Ana, CA 92702

2. Response to Comments

Subject: Notice of Availability of a Program Environmental Impact Report
for the Santa Ana General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Carvajal:

Thank you for providing the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) with
the Notice of Availability for the Santa Ana General Plan Update Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Below is a synopsis of OCTA's comments for
your consideration. A more detailed discussion is included in the attachment to this

letter.

Intro

OCTA appreciates being kept apprised of the City of Santa Ana’s (City)
General Plan (“Golden City Beyond: A Shared Vision”). We would like to
continue coordination with the City in order to maintain consistency with the
Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH), Transit service performance, and
active transportation plans.

Proposed lane reductions on 15t Street and McFadden Avenue may affect
OCTA’s ability to provide high-quality transit service. The City should
coordinate with OCTA to plan and implement strategies to preserve or
improve transit performance on these two facilities, including but not limited
to Transit Signal Priority and queue-jumping lanes.

Although the PEIR indicates there are no mitigation measures required for
transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act, OCTA
expects the City to mitigate, where feasible, level of service impacts
consistent with the MPAH Guidelines, and the Congestion Management
Program (CMP). OCTA looks forward to collaborating with the City on a
memorandum of understanding related to the MPAH amendment process.
As part of this process, mitigation measures will be identified to minimize
impacts to MPAH facilities.

The intersection at the State Route 55 Southbound Ramps and Irvine
Boulevard is a CMP intersection and should be analyzed for potential traffic
impacts, consistent with CMP requirements.

The City’s proposed General Plan Update and supporting environmental
documents maintain a planned primary arterial (four-lane divided arterial) on
the Pacific Electric Right-of-Way (PE ROW). OCTA is requesting that the City

550 South Main Street / PO, 3-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)

A7-1

AT7-2

A7-3

A7-4

A7-5
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Mr. Verny Carvajal
October 1, 2020
Page 2

initiate an MPAH amendment to consider removing the planned primary
arterial due to the following conflicts:

o The OC Streetcar Project is currently under construction along

the PE ROW, which will primarily function as a transit corridor.

There may not be sufficient right of way available to

accommodate both the OC Streetcar and the planned primary

arterial noted above. ?an
o OCTA, in coordination with the City and the City of )

Garden Grove, is currently seeking grant funding to complete

environmental studies for a bike and pedestrian pathway on the

PE ROW. This pathway would extend a planned bicycle facility

on Santa Ana Boulevard that was coordinated as part of the

OC Streetcar Project. Implementation of the bike and

pedestrian pathway on the PE ROW would further constrain

right of way for the planned primary arterial.

o OCTA recommends that the City continue to coordinate with the City | A7-6
of Garden Grove to determine the appropriate configuration of the
roadways nearby the Willowick Golf Course.

° The PEIR (pages 5.16-4 and 5.16-8) should update information to AT
reflect the current Measure M2 requirements. )

° The City should continue to coordinate with OCTA to ensure any
planned projects would not conflict with the ongoing OC Streetcar | A7-8
Project.

. OCTA completed the oC Active Plan (Plan)
[https://www.octa.net/Bike/OC-Active/], and encourages the City to | A7-9
look for opportunities to integrate elements of this Plan into the
General Plan.

We encourage communication with OCTA on any matters discussed herein. If you
have any questions or comments, please contact me at (714) 560-5907 or at
dphu@octa.net.
Sincerely,
Dan Phu
Manager, Environmental Programs
DP:ha
Attachment
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ATTACHMENT

OCTA Comments

Thank you for keeping the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
apprised of the Santa Ana's “Golden City Beyond: A Shared Vision”
General Plan, The City of Santa Ana (City) has been coordinating with OCTA
to analyze the impacts from the changes to the Circulation Element Update,
and OCTA has provided comments to the City staff on the Traffic Impact
Study prior to the release of the General Plan Update PEIR (Exhibit 1). Please
ensure that these comments are reflected in the final Traffic Impact Study.
Continued coordination with OCTA is encouraged to maintain consistency
between the Circulation Element and the Orange County Master Plan of
Arterial Highways. :

OCTA provides high quality transit service on 1% Street (Route 64/64X)} and
McFadden Avenue (Route 66) which are being recommended for lane
reductions. Additionally, the OC Transit Master Plan identified
McFadden Avenue as one of the ten “Transit Opportunity Corridors” in
Orange County where transit capital investment is warranted. On an average
weekday, approximately 30,000 bus boarding and alightings take place on
these key transit corridors within the City. While reducing lanes will improve
safety by reducing traffic speeds, this will aiso have the unintended
consequence of decreasing the speed of the QCTA bus routes on these
corridors. Without mitigating the impacts to the bus service, OQCTA would
need to either degrade frequencies on these routes. Degrading frequencies
is not recommended because it will cause overcrowding on the buses and
discourage people from taking transit. If frequencies are degraded to worse
than 15 minutes, these corridors will lose their High-Quality Transit Corridor
designation which may have implications for the City's land use planning.
QOCTA does not have the financial resources to add service to these routes to
keep the current frequencies if the lanes were removed.

Based on the speed impacts to the bus service and importance of these
corridors for transit service in the City, OCTA recommends the City coordinate
with OCTA to identify and implement transit improvements. This should
include, at a minimum, Transit Signal Priority and queue-jumping lanes on
1%! Street and McFadden Avenue to mitigate the impacts of lane reductions.

PEIR, Page 1-33, Table 1-4 Summary of Environmental impacts, Mitigation
Measures, and Level of Service After Mitigation, Impact 5.16-1 states that

there are no mitigation measures required, OCTA understands that the July
1, 2020 California Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA) Guidelines update
included the incorporation of SB 743 (Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013), which
shifts transportation impact metrics for CEQA from level of service (LOS) to
vehicle miles traveled. SB 743 and the new guidelines do not, however,
require lead agencies to abandon LOS for purposes other than for CEQA
purposes, The City, as well as surrounding jurisdictions, should continue to
include |.OS as a performance standard in their general plans.

A7-10

A7-11

A7-12

A7-13
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The Traffic Impact Study identifies intersection impacts due to the proposed
Circulation and Land Use Element changes. The City should implement
mitigation measures at impacted MPAH intersections, where feasible, within
their jurisdiction and coordinate with the affected agencies to determine
appropriate mitigations at intersections outside of the City.

Please ensure that the OC Congestion Management Program (CMP)
intersections listed below are analyzed for any potential fraffic impacts.

o State Route 55 (SR-55) southbound ramps/Irvine Boulevard,

o Harbor Boulevard and State Route 22 westbound off-ramp/
Banner Drive,

Harbor Boulevard and 19! Street,

Harbor Bouievard and Warner Avenue

Harbor Boulevard and Interstate 405 (I-405) northbound off-ramp,
Harbor Boulevard and i-405 southbound off-ramp,

Interstate 5 southbound ramps and 1° Street,

0 SR-55 southbound ramp and Auto Mall/Edinger Avenue.

Page 5.16-4 of the PEIR, Section ‘Orange County Measure M’ states: “To be
eligible for Measure M 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, a monitoring program,
development phasing with circulation improvements, and impact fees." This
statement refers to the original Measure M Ordinance. Measure M2 requires
the City's Circulation Element to maintain consistency with the MPAH and
does not include the other requirements listed above.

Page 5.16-8 of the PEIR. Section ‘Santa Ana Municipal Code’ states: "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
transportation system management ordinance or alternative mitigation to
reduce single occupancy automobile travel." This information is outdated and
should be updated to reflect the more recent Measure M2 Program.

Page 5.16-8 of the PEIR, Table 5.16-1 Strest Classifications in Sanfa Ana: a
secondary arterial is described as “A roadway with four travel lanes and no
center median. Typically provides sidewalks and may include bus transit and
bicycle lanes. Serves more [ocal traffic than a Primary Arterial. Example: Civic
Center Drive.” Please note that the phrase "Serves more local traffic than a
primary arterial" may be misconstrued to suggest a secondary has higher
capacity. Furthermore, the example should specify that Civic Center Drive
east of Bristol is a secondary, as west of Bristol is proposed to be reclassified
to a divided collector.

Page 5.16-11 of the PEIR, Bullet Point 5: "Collector and Divided Collector.
A two-lane unrestricted access roadway (divided cr undivided} with a typical
right-of-way width of 56 feet and a roadway width from curb to curb of 40 feet.

C 00 0O0

A7-13
cont'd

A7-14

A7-15

A7-16

A7-17

A7-18
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A divided collector street is designed to accommodate up to 22,000 vehicle
trips daily." The other facilities describe capacity values for LOS through
LOS D. To be consistent in description for the collectors and divided
collectors, please note that coliectors are designed fo accommodats
7,500-11,300 average daily traffic (ADT) and divided collectors are designed
to accommodate 9,000-20,000 ADT, as identified in the Guidance to the
MPAH Appendix 3 Table A-4-1 Arterial Highway MPAH Capacity Values.
Page 5.16-26 of the PEIR, Section Regional Express Network states: “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 1-405 and will be accessible to users for a monthly or
onetime foll.” This is a plan proposed by SCAG, however, it has not been
endorsed by the OCTA Board of Directors. OCTA is currently studying
express lane options in Orange County and the actual implementation or
priority of implementation has not been determined.

Page 3-36 of the PEIR: the OC Streetcar is described as “Expected to begin
operations in 2021, the OC Streetcar will link the Santa Ana Regional
Transportation Center to a new multimedal hub at Harbor Boulevard/
Westminster Avenue in Garden Grove.” The OC Streetcar is scheduled to
begin operations in late 2022.

A7-18
con'd.

A7-19

A7-20
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Exhibit 1

Page 1 - Traffic Impact Study C

[July 2620 Review |PagelLocation

Comment

Is Intersection 8; Harbor/17th Street shared with the City of Garden Grave?

Is Intersection 14: HylandMacArthur In the City of Santa Ana? Looks llke it is part of Costa Mesa.

1|Pg 6, Exhibit 2.1 Is Intersection 16: MacArihur/Harbor shared with Costa Mesa?
Tt appears that the racaway capacities malch Pg 27 Table 3-1 Roacway Capacily and LOS for all except the
Divided Colleclor and Colleclor. In this section, the Divided Collector capacity seems to pull from the MPAH
whereas Table 3-1 may show the City's values? Additionally, the Collector capacity uses LOS C rather than
LOS D like the cther roadways. Please see the Guidance to the MPAH Appendix D, Table A-4-1 for more

2|Pg 8, Section 2.3 information.

Pg 12, Exhibit 2.4 OCTA

3|MPAH

This map has scme incorrect dasignatiors/missing information.

- Itis missing Logan Street.

- Alton west of Brislo! Is nol on the MPAH and Alton east of Main is Is classified as a Primary on this figure
while the MPAH has it as a Secondary.

- Flower north of 17th is not shown as an arterial on this figure but it is a Collector on the MPAH,

- Greenvllle Street is not on the MPAH.

- Talbert west of Hyland |5 a Major on this figure while the MPAH shows it as a Primary Arterial.

- 5th Street west of French is rot on the MPAH.,

- Chesinut east of Elik Street Is a Secondary on the MPAH.

- Does City of Santa Ana have jurisidiclion over Edinger Avenue between Euclid Street aand east of
Newhope Street? If so, it should be included on this exhiblt.

1Pg 18, Exhiblt 2.6

Proposed Arterial
Roadway Classifications

- The Exhibit does not show the Logan Strest removal.

- | think we also want to add the removal of Clvic Center east of to the MPAH reclassifications list

- Chestnut Avenue reclassification does not extend further than Elk Street towards the east. Exhibits 2.4 and
2.7 suggest than the City of Santa Ana may have Jurisidication of Chestnut Avenue east of Elk Street Please
confirm which is correct and update maps as appropriate.

- This map includes Mabury between 1st and 4th Street as a Divided Gellector. This Is net included in the list
on pages 14-15. Please confirm whether this should be amended.

Pg 17, Exhibll 2.7
Proposed Sanla Ana
Clroulation Element

(=21 (=}

Transportation Network IEroEsed reclassification that has been discussed. The MPAH ¢
Pg 20, Section 3.2 Which facilities are 5 lane divided arterial roadways?

- Santa Clara east of Grand needs to be on Exhibit 2.7.

- Why Is Tustin Avenue, north of 17th Street shown as a Primary on Exhibit 2.72 This is not a proposed
rec i 1. The MPAH fi 1is a Major.

- Chastnut Includes a portion west of Broadway on Exhibit 2.7. It is fine to include other local roadways on the
City's Circulation Element, but | just wanted to check if this was correct. The extensicn of Chestnut Avenue
provides a connection to Santa Ana High School, but does not connect to another roadway.

- MacArthur Blvd Is shown as a Primary Arterial frem Hyland to Flower Street on Exhibit 2.7. This was not a
proposed i . The MPAH ¢l n Is a Major from Hytand to Flower Street.

- Barranca east of Grand Avenue is classified as a Principal Arterial on Exhibit 2.7, It is fine ko go above the
MPAH classification, bul | Just wanted to check if this Is correcl. Does the City not want to include it in the
reciassifications either?

- Is Maln Street north of Town and Country to the SR-22 not part of the City of Santa Ana's |urisidiction?

- Alter Parkway Is classified as a Primary Arterial on Exhibit 2.7, but 2 Secondary on the MPAH. [t s fine to
go above the MPAH classification but | just wanted to check if it s correct.

- Doas City of Santa Ana have jurisidiction cver Edinger Avenue between Euclid Street aand east of
Newhope Street? If so, it should be Included on this exhibit
« Cabrillo Park between 1st and 4th Street Is classified as a Secondary in Exhibll 2.7. This was not a
proposed reclassification that has been di d. The MPAH classification is a Primary.

- Tustin Avenue between 1st Strest and 4th Street Is classified as a Major in Exhiblt 2.7. It is fine to go above
the MPAH class fication, but | just wantad to check If this is correct. Does the City not want to include it in the
reclassifications either?

- Mabury between 1st Street and 4th Street is classifled as a Divided Coflector In Exhibit 2.7. This was hol a
ification is a Secondary.

Pg 21, 1st Paragraph

[ The minimum level of service for roadways in tne Cily of Santa Ana Is LOS D, per the Clrculation Element
(1998).*

Is this the standard for roadways? | thought this only applied 1o intersections? Please clarify Foolnote 4 In
Tables 4-4, 6-4, 2nd 7-4 "LOS E is based on criteria established by the City of Santa Ana.”

Pg 21, Tatle 3-1
Roadway Capacity and
LOS

See comment #2 above. Please make hese two sections consistent.

Pg 25, Secticn 3.4.4, 0C
CMP.

The list of OC CMP Intersections should also include: Intersection 6: Habror Blvd and SR-55 WB Off-Ramp;
Intersection 17: Harbor Blvd and I-405 NB Off Ramp; and Intersection 18: Harbor Bivd and 1-405 SB Off
Ramp.

Pg 27, Takble 3-5
Intersection Count

Inventory

It Is st unclear what year the counts for these Intersections are taken for the Intersections fisted 2020, Based
on Section 3.5.1, it sounds like the counts were conducted in September and October 2019 and that the was a
1% compound annual growth applied to bring the counts to 2020 levels. However, what do the intersections

with Count Year 2020 mean?
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Pg 48, Sectlon 4.5
Existing Year (2020)
11]intersection LOS

Please update the jurisidiction infromation as appropraite. | believe Intersections 14 and 91 need to be
updated as they are shared with other jurisidictions. Also please update the following sentence: "The following
intersections are forecast to have unacceptable laval of service In the existing year (2020) condition: all
intersections are under the Jurisdicticn of the City of Santa Ana."

Pg 51, Section 5.2.3
Santa Ana Fixed
Guideway (OC Streetcar)

=
=

"Santa Ana B is bet Raitt Street and Shelton Sirest from a four lane undivided
roadway to a two lane roadway (divided with a center left turn lane or raised median with left turn pockets. The
project also proposes to reconfigure portions of Santa Ana Boulevard between Raitt Street and SARTC to
accommodale a bike lane on the north side of the street throughout the alignment as well as 14-inch nigh
platforms.”

This part has been written in memos lo OCTA from IB| acerualely. The TIA should be appropriately updated to
reflect the MPAH amendments conditionally approved by the OCTA Board In 2016 for the OC Streeicar
Project

- Fourth Street from French to Grand from a Secondary to Divided Collector

- Santa Ana Blve from Flower to Ross from a Major to Primary

- Santa Ana Blvd from French Street to Santlago Street from Primary to Divided Collector

- Santa Ana Blvd from Raitt Street to Flower from Major fo Divided Collector.

Pg 63, Table 6-4,
3|Footnoie 3

What is #TWLT? There are no segment links with a TWLT under the Lanes column.

Pg 63-64, Section 6.3
4|Intersection LOS

Please update the jurisidiction infromation as appropraite. | believe Intersections 8 and 14 need to be updated
as they are shared with other jurisidictions.

6|Footnotes 3, 5, and 6

Pg 79, Table 7-4

-

Footnole 3: Whal Is #TWLT? There are no segment links with a TWLT under the Lanes column
Footnote &: There are no bolded letters, only red and orange higlighted cells.

Footnole B: There is no itelic fext in the fable.

Pg 105, Section 9.2
Intersection LOS Analysls

&

7|Tables 4-5, 6-5, and 7-5

"The City of Santa Ana will pursue the developmeni of a Transportation System Improvement Assessment
{TSIA) in order to provide funding for the Implementation of the full franspertation network buildout, including
the

mitigation measures ldentified in this report.”

Doas this mean the Clty will pay for all millgﬂlms?

The Traffic Impact Study's Intersection LOS tables were compared to Appedix D Analyss Worksheets.

Table 4-5 Existing Year {2020) LOS Summary

- Intersection 16 AM V/C Is .702. This should be shown as LOS C.
~Intersection 24 AM VIC is .704. This shouid be shown as LOS C.
- Intersection 51 PM V/C is .801. This should be shown as LOS D.
- Inlersection 56 AM V/C is .802. This should be shown as LOS E.
- Intersection 64 AM V/C is .803. This should be shown as LOD D.
- Intersection 71 AM V/C is .603. This should be shown as LOS B.
- Intersection 79 AM V/C is .803. This should be shown as L.OS D.
- Intersection 83 PM V/C is .704. This should be shown as LOS C.
- Intersection 84 AM V/C is .701. This should be shown as LOS C.

Table 6-6: Future Year {2045) No Preject Intersection LOS Summary
- Intersection 16 AM V/C is .704. This should be shown as LOS C.
- Intersection 45 AM V/C Is .8C0. This should be shown as LOS E.
- Intersection 47 PM V/C is .800. This should be shown as LOS E.
- Intersection 71 AM V/GC is .800. This should be shown as LOS D.
- Intersection 80 AM V/C is .704. This should be shown as LOS C.
- Intersection 82 PM V/C is 1.004. This should be shown as LOS F.

Table 7-5: Future Year (2045) With Project Intersections LOS Summary
- Intersection 28 AM V/C Is .704. Thia should be shown as LOS C.
- Intersection 30 PM V/C i3 .904. This should be shown as LOS E.
- Intersection 34 AM V/C Is .902. This should be shown as LOS E.
~ Intersection 54 PM V/C 1s .803. This should be shawn as LOS D.
- Intersection 98 PM V/C is .902. This should be shown as LOS E.

Pg 84-00, Lavel of
18| Service Assessment

For Intersection 96, it seems like the impact is a rasult of both land use and the reclassifications. Can you
confirm and revise as needed.

Pg 99, Table 8-4: LOS

-

8|Improvement Measures

20|General Question

~ Intersection 62: According te Appendix E, isnt the the NB/SB controls changing from Permitted to Protected.

- Intersection 76: According 1o Appendix E, NB changes from Protected to Permitted, Additlonally, there Is no
SB right-turn |ane to change into a shared thur right, The SB appraoch stays the same as 1L, 2T, 1TR in the
2045 W Project and 2045 W Project W Mitigation condilons.

- Intersection 100: According to Appendix E, the WB approach looks like you're adding a shared TR, not
converting. WB goes from 2L, 1T, 1R to 2L, 1T, 1TR, and 1R.

Did IBI make any changes to the OCTAM model to adjust for pedestrian/bike projects or mult-femily
residential?

21)General Question

Can we get an updated phasing/implementation reclassificalion plan?

November 2020

Page 2-113



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 2-114 PlaceWWorks



GENERAL PLAN UPDATE FINAL PROGRAM EIR
CITY OF SANTA ANA

2. Response to Comments

AT7. Response to Comments from, Orange County Transit Authority, dated October 1, 2020.

A7-1

A7-2

A7-3

A7-4

A7-5

A7-6

AT-7

Comment acknowledged.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

The text in the Draft PEIR has been updated as follows in response to OCTAs comment:

Orange County Measure M

% 3 aH WS v . A0 % 990. 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-vear 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 congestlon Clihe—fﬂe&&&fe—faﬁes—fhe—sa}es—faaeby—eﬂe-
4 04 4

regional-traffie mitigation a local jurisdiction must satisfy the following requirements:
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A7-8

A7-9

A7-10

m  Comply with the conditions and requirements of the Orange County Congestion

Management Program (CMP).

m  Establish a policy which requires new development to pay its fair share of

transportation related improvements associated with their new development.

m  Adopt a General Plan Circulation Flement consistent with the MPAH.

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

m  DParticipate in Traffic Forums.
m  Adopt and maintain a Local Signal Synchronization Plan (ILSSP).
m  Adopt and update biennially a Pavement Management Plan (PMP).

m  Adopt and provide an annual Expenditure Report to OCTA.

m  Provide OCTA with a Project Final Report within six months following completion

of a project funded with Net Revenues.

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

m  Satisfy Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirements.

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

m  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.

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.

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.

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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A7-11

A7-12

A7-13

A7-14

A7-15

A7-16

A7-17

2. Response to Comments

revised the traffic impact analysis report to incorporate OCTA’s comments. The updated
traffic impact analysis is included as Appendix B of this FEIR.

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.

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.

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.

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.

Please refer to response to comment A7-7.

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

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

A street with six travel lanes and a center median. Typically includes bus transit, pedestrian sidewalks,

Major Arterial and bicycle lanes. Example: Bristol Street.
Primary Arterial Typically a roadway with four travel lanes and a center median. Typically includes pedestrian sidewalks
y and may include bus transit services and bicycle lanes. Example: 4th Street east of Grand Avenue.
A roadway with four travel lanes and no center median. Typically provides sidewalks and may include
Secondary Arterial bus transit and bicycle lanes. Serves-more-localiraffic 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

A7-19

A7-20

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

s Collector and Divided Collector. A two-lane unrestricted access roadway (divided
or undivided) with a typical rlght of-way width of 56 feet and a roadway width from
cutb to cutb of 40 feet. A-i

22:000-ehieletripsdaily: Collectors are desnzned to accommodate an average daﬂv

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.

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, particulatly 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 1-405 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.

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 2024, 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 Transif). 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, Juanefio Band of Mission Indians (4 pagels])

01
From: Joyce Perry
To: Carvajal, Verny
Subject: RE: Santa Ana General Plan Draft PEIR
Date: Tuesday, August 4, 2020 1:20:16 PM
Attachments: Resolution County of Oranae JBMI.pdf

Good Afternoon,

I am responding on behalf of the Juaneno Mission Indians to the Draft PEIR for the Santa Ana
General Plan. Are comments are as follows:

o We reject the designation of territory within the "Ethnographic Setting" portion of
the PEIR. Santa Ana is shared territory. Archaeological data indicates that Aliso
Creek is not a boundary of the Juaneno traditional territory, The Acjachemen
homeland boundaries stretch from coastal Long Beach to the north, to Camp
Pendleton to the south and include all of Orange County as well as parts of
western Riverside. Please see attached a map of our traditional cultural territory,
as well as a resolution from the County of Orange recognizing the Juaneno Band
of Mission Indians as the indigenous people of Orange County. Map of
Traditional Territory

o We are concerned about the disclosure of the burials at site CA-ORA-300. In our
attempt to comply with current laws, we request that information regarding
burials is not disclosed to public record, and only provided to culturally affiliated
tribes. Since these burials were unearthed in 1971 and the NALC was not
established until the late 1970s It would be helpful to us if you could provide any
information regarding what was done with these Ancestors after they were
unearthed, and who has been taking care of their remains.

o Mitigation Measure CUL-6: We request that this mitigation measure be
amended to include Native Monitoring as a condition of approval, by monitors
selected from the list of culturally affiliated tribes provided by the Native
American Heritage Commission. We request that Native monitors along with
archaeologists are included in determining the sensitivity of the site. Additionally
the designation of "disturbed" is an archaeological term that does not
necessarily indicate a lack of potential for sensitivity, evidenced by the hundreds
of Ancestors that have been unearthed in "previously disturbed" areas. We request
that Archaeo and Native monitoring is required as a condition of approval for all
ground disturbance within areas identified as sensitive by retained Archaeologists
and Native Monitors.

Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you.

Huuw'uni ‘6omagati yaamagati.

T'each peace

Joyce Stanfield Perry

Payomkawichum Kaamalam - President

Juanefio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation
Tribal Manager, Cultural Resource Director

011

01-2
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r T 44439 Page: 2/4 Date: 5/26/2006 7:21:58 AM "
MEy=LI™U0  1¥idL rlmuﬂm..:nir?.i;n 1&!4&?«“ 9 1140244438 1Ved Foverus rewiu

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
MINUTE ORDER
March 07, 2006

Submitting Agency/Department: Supervisor Wilson

Adopt resolution supporting and declaring Juanenc Band of Mission Tndians, Acjachemen Narion, to be aboriginal tribe
of Orange County

The following is action taken by the Board of Supervisors:
APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED B OTHER [J

Unanimous [ (1) CORREA: Y (2) SILVA: Y (3) CAMPRELL: N (4 NORBY: N (5) WILSON: Y
Vote Key: Y=Yes; N=No; A=Abstain; X=Excused: B.O.=Foard Order
Dacuments accompanying this matter;
Bl Resolution(s) 06-028
[ Ordinances(s)
[ Contraci(s)

ftem No. 843B
Special Notes:
Copies sent to:
CEOQ
District 5
Auditor
“FHo7lo

T ceriify that the foregaing is a true and cormeet copy ofthe Minute Order
adopled by the Board of Supervisors, Orange County, Swate of California.
DARLENE {. BLOOM, Clerk of the Board

By:

Depury

This fax was received by GFl FAXmaker fax server. For more information, visit. hitp:/Awnanw. gfi.com
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From: ?148345439 Page: 3/4 Dat;ei 3%8:3&06 7:21.58 AM SEs FOERUE ESsii

MAY=&3=u0  1¥iid FIUNTLLERR UF INC DUAR

(L S R )

L~ I - S -

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF
ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
MARCH 7, 2006

WHEREAS, the Juaneiio Band Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, whose villages were
spread out over their aboriginal territory throughout Orange County, from the Pacific Ocean to the West,
to parts of Los Angeles County to the North, to parts of Riverside County to the East, and to parts of
Camp Pendleton to the South; it is appropriate at this time that they be given special recognition and
commendations by the public; and

WHEREAS, archeological reports through carbon dating have shown the Juanefio Band of
Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, to be in existence dating back 10,000 years in Orange County; and

WHEREAS, the Juanefio Band of Mission Indians were known as the Acjachemen Nation long
before the expansion of the Spanish Empire in 1769 into their ancestral homeland, usurping their lands,
their religion, and affecting the well-being of their people; and

WHEREAS, conservatively over 7,000 Juanefio have comtinued to live in and arcund Orange
County and Mission San Juan Capistrano; and

WHEREAS, without being informed or consulted, the Tuanefio Band of Mission Indian’s
Acjachemen Nation, official existence was terminated; and

WHEREAS, the Juaneiio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, cxercising great
patience, with continued hope and through their ewn funding and means have toiled 1o regain
recognition of the existenice of their tribe for over 30 years through the Bureau of Indian Affairs-Federal
Recognition Processing; and

WHEREAS, the Juanefio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation, is recognized as the
aboriginal tribe of Orange County by the Tribal Chairman’s Association of Recognized Tribes;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS that they take great pride in supporting and declaring that the Juanefio Band of Mission
Indians, Acjachemen Nation, to be the abori ginal tribe of Orange County,

Resolution No.06-028 =1~

The Juaneilo Band of Mission Indians
DHR:rw

This fax was received by GFI FAXmaker fax server. For more information, visit hitp:fiwww. gfi.com
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Mdy™&0™U0  1Y¥iLE FIUM™LLEXR VP INC DUARY

From: 7148344439 Page: 44  Date 52812006 7:20:88AM -

The foregoing was passed and adopted by the following vote of the Orange County Board of
Supervisors, on March 07, 2006, to wit:

AYES: Supervisars; THOMAS W. WILSON, LOU CORREA, JIM SILVA
NOES: Supervisor(s): CHRIS NORBY, BILL CAMPBELL
EXCUSED: Supervisor(s):

ABSTAINED:  Supervisor(s): :ﬂ

CHAIRMAN v

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

L, DARLENE J. BLOOM, Clerk of the Board of Orange County, California, hereby
certify that a copy of this document has been delivered to the Chairman of the Board and that
the above and foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Orange Counry
Board of Supervisors .

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereto set my hand and seal.

AT
DARLENE J. BLOOM
Clesk of vhe Board
County of Orange, State of California

Resolution No;  (6-028
Agenda Date: 03/07/2006
Item No: S43B

1 ecitify that the foregoing is & rue and cofrect capy of the Resolution
adopied by the Board of Supervisors , Orange County, State of Californi

DARLENE J, BLOOM, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
By:

Deputy

This fax was received by GFI FAXmaker fax server. For mere information, visit: htip: /A gfi. com
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(O N Response to Comments from Joyce Stanfield Perry, Juanefio Band of Mission Indians, dated

8/04/2020.

O1-1 In response to this comment, Section 5.17, Trzbal Cultural Resonrces, 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 Juanefio/Acjachemen. An ethnographic subsection pertaining to the
Juanefio/ Acjachemen has been added. The changes are shown in Chapter 3 of the FEIR.

01-2 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 ensutring 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.

0O1-3 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])

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

BERKELEY » DAVIS « IRVINE - LOSANGELES =« RIVERSIDE = SANDIEGO « SANFRANCISCO

SANTA BARBARA « SANTACRUZ

Department of Environmental and Occupational Health

Program in Public Health Irvine, CA 92697-3957

(949) 824-0548
02 (949) 824-0529 FAX

August 24, 2020

To Whom It May Cencern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Santa Ana’s Draft General Plan and the
General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report. I am Professor of Environmental Health
and Graduate Director of the Department of Environmental and Occupational Health, University
of California, Trvine. My research focuses on population-based research of environmental
exposure assessment, environmental health, and environmental health disparity. [ have been
working with community partners in Santa Ana for the past few years on environmental justice
issues.

T am writing to request that the City of Santa Ana delay the process moving forward with the
General Plan to allow time for community input. These are my top reasons for this request.

1.

The over 2,500 page of General Plan is overwhelming to read even for professionals like
myself. The Santa Ana community, with mostly Spanish-speaking population and lower

education attainment, cannot fully understand the very technical content presented in the Plan.

In addition, only 45 days were given for the public to digest all the information and provide
feedback, which is unrealistic given the sheer amount of information presented, and the
numerous challenges the residents face during the COVID-19 pandemic. Santa Ana residents

are not properly informed of the Plan, and were given inadequate time to voice their concerns,

The current General Plan mainly focuses on providing information to residents in Santa Ana.
However, effective outreach should not simply provide information, but actively collect
community inputs through multiple channels and further incorporate these feedbacks into the
Plan.

Environmental justice issues required by SB 1000 are not adequately reflected in the General
Plan. Our recently-published work through a collaboration with Orange County of
Environmental Justice and Jovenes Cultivando Cambios, based on over 1,500 soil samples in
Santa Ana, shows that Census tracts with a higher concentration of children, lower household
income, less college educated residents, higher proportion of renters, and higher fraction of
residents lacking health insurance coverage had a higher soil lead concentration compared to
other areas (Masri et al. 2020). This is a striking environmental justice problem that put
disadvantaged communities at higher risk of diseases from harmful environmental exposures.
In addition to soil lead exposure, there are other environmental justice problems facing by
Santa Ana residents, including air pollution, lack of green space, and disproportionate
impacts of climate change etc. I strongly suggest that the General Plan underscores the
environmental justice issues, which will also help reduce the large health disparity issues
facing the communities.

Masri, S., A. LeBron, M. Logue, F. Valencia, A. Ruiz, A. Reyes, JM. Lawrence, and J. Wu,
Social and spatial distribution of soil lead concenirations in the Cily of Santa Ana,
California: Implications for health inequities. Sci Total Environ, 2020. 743: p. 140764,

Anteater Instruction & Research Bldg, Rm 2034

Intro

021

02-2

02-3
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4. The General Plan focuses on future environmental impacts from new projects, but does not
adequately address existing environmental problems, such as air pollution and soil lead
exposures that Santa Ana residents are experiencing now. Pediatric emergency room asthma
visits in Orange County are the highest in Santa Ana. Residents in Madison Park
Neighborhood in Santa Ana raised concerns about chemical emissions from over 40 facilities
permitted by the South Coast Air Management District (SCAQMD) in an “industrial
corridor” adjacent to the neighborhood. But such environmental health issues and community
concerns are omitted in this version of the Plan. In addition, the General Plan relies on the
Anaheim monitoring station operated by the SCAQMD monitoring to measure the air quality

in Santa Ana, which does not reflect hot-spot locations close to sources (e.g. industrial o
corridor or freeways). [ suggest that the Plan incorporates regular sampling for
environmental agents (e.g. air, soil, water) within the city, which can provide a foundation to
address the existing environmental health concerns raised by residents.
In summary, the General Plan does not properly inform the Santa Ana residents and give them
sufficient time to comprehend and comment, It also does not adequately address environmental
justice issues and the existing environmental health problems the Santa Ana residents are facing.
I strongly urge the City to delay approval of the General Plan so that the residents can have more
time to understand the information presented and voice their concerns and suggestions.
Sincerely,
S
= P )
P4 '/-’J “
[
Jun Wu, Ph.D.
Professor and Graduate Program Director, Environmental and Occupational Health
Program in Public Health, Susan and Henry Samueli College of Health Science
University of California, Trvine
ce: Adolfo Sierra, President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
José Rea, Treasurer, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
Leonel Flores, GREEN Community Organizer, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
Miguel Pulido, Mayor, City of Santa Ana
Phil Bacerra, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Nelida Mendoza, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
David Penaloza, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Vicente Sarmiento, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Jose Solorio, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Juan Villegas, Mayor Pro Tem/Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Kristine Ridge, City Manager, City of Santa Ana
Verny Carvajal, Principal Planner, City of Santa Ana
Sonia Carvalho, City Attorney, City of Santa Ana
Nabil Saba, Public Works Agency Executive Director, City of Santa Ana
Minh Thai, Planning & Building Agency Executive Director, City of Santa Ana
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02. Response to Comments from Jun Wu, PhD, UC Irvine Department of Environmental and
Occupational Health, dated 8/24/2020.

02-1

02-2

02-3

02-4

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 Schednle, for an expanded discussion of the comprehensive community outreach
efforts implemented by the City..

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.

This comment concludes that environmental justice issues requited 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.

As explained in response O2-3, CEQA requites 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 Itvine, Pediatric Exercise and Genomics Research Center (1 pagels])

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE

BERKELEY + DAVIS + IRVINE + LOSANGELES + RIVERSIDE + SANDIEGO + SAN FRANCISCO SALABARBARA. &  BATACRLE:
UC IRVINE MEDICAL CENTER 101 THE CITY DRIVE, ZC 4482
DEPARTMENT OF PEDIATRICS ORANGE, CA 92868

August 31, 2020

Re: Santa Ana’s Draft General Plan and the General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report

To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Santa Ana’s Draft General Plan and the General Plan
Program Environmental Impact Report. I am a pediatric pulmonologist and Assistant Professor at the University of
California, Irvinc School of Mcdicine and the Children’s Hospital of Orange County. | have expertisc in asthma, Intro
specifically the impact of obesity and physical activity on asthma as well as relationships of air pollution and
environmental exposures on asthma. I am particularly interested in the impact of asthma in communities with
disproportionate asthma prevalence including communities with predominantly minority and lower socio-economic
status.

I would like to raise concems regarding the General Plan update Process:

1. Pediatric cmergency room visits for asthma in Santa Ana rank among the worst 25% within Orange County.
Furthermore, asthma is the most common cause of missed school days for children, which can impact their
academic performance as well as the financial and work impact on familics. 031

2. James Madison Elementary, a school in the Madison Park community and the largest elementary school in the
City of Santa Ana, was found to be less than 1,000 feet from an industrial corridor housing 42 South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) permitted facilities. The local community was not made aware of
this corridor until recentlv. Furthermore, there is currently little to no real-time data collection of common
pollutants including PM, NO;, SO;. or ozone near the industrial corridors in Santa Ana.

In summary, there are significant environmental and health disparitics that exist in Santa Ana. It is imperative that the
current deadline is delayed to allow for additional time to the community to respond to the General Plan. 03-2

Sincerely,

Kim D. Lu, MD, MS

Assistant Professor of Clinical Pediatrics
Pediatric Exercise and Genomics Research Center

101 Academy Way, Suite 150
Irvine, CA 92617
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03. Response to Comments from Kim D. Lu, UC Irvine, Pediatric Exercise and Genomics
Research Center, dated 8/31/2020.

03-1

03-2

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.

Per CEQA, the purpose of the Draft PEIR is to evaluate the potential impacts of the
proposed General Plan Update on the environment.” 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.® 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. $213478), 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-
ptiotitization/ final-submittal-year-2.pdf?sfvrsn=8
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create a plan for community-based monitoring of air pollution and its effects.? 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-wortk/programs/community-
ait-protection-progtam/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 pagels])

University of Newkirk Center for Science & Society
U ‘ I Calif i Tewd 5544 Social and Behavioral Sciences Gateway
alirornia, Irvine o4 Irvine, CA 92697-7090 www.newkirk.uci.edu

September 2th, 2020

Re: Environmental Justice and Community Engagement in Santa Ana’s General Plan
Update Process

To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Santa Ana’s Draft General Plan and the
General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report. We are Drs. Connie McGuire and Victoria
Lowerson Bredow, co-directors of the Community-based Research Initiative at the Newkirk
Center for Science & Society at the University of California Irvine. We have over a decade of
experience collaborating with community-based organizations in Santa Ana, including as
evaluators on the Santa Ana Building Healthy Communities Initiative where increasing resident
inclusion in the update to the City's Strategic Plan was a central aspect of the collaborative’s
work in 2014. Together we have expertise in collaborating with monolingual Spanish speaking
communities to support processes of participation in governance through community forums,
listening sessions, participation in community surveys, and the like. Over the past several years | .o
we have worked closely with two organizations. the Madison Park-GREEN and Orange County
Environmental Justice (OCEJ), placing students in year-long fellowships to support the
integration of community knowledge and university derived expertise to address ongoing social
and environmental problems. We also sit at a table of UCI scientists from across the campus
who are collaborating with community based organizations in Santa Ana to address the complex
social and environmental justice issues there. We devote significant time and energy to develop
and support inclusive scientific practices. Lastly, we are conducting research with essential
workers in California, many of whom reside in Santa Ana. We are aware of the significant
challenges that the COVID-19 crisis is posing to public participation in the City of Santa Ana.

We would like to express our concerns about the General Plan Update Process:

1. Qur collaborators in Santa Ana have reported contaminants in air, soil and water.
Environmental Justice is a serious concern in the community and the City should take
SB 1000 seriously and do its due diligence to include impacted communities in the
process of creating the Environmental Justice components of the General Plan.

2. We know from our research that the 45-day public comment period on
the 2500 page, highly technical Environmental Impact Report for the
General Plan is insufficient to meaningfully engage Santa Ana
communities under any circumstance, and particularly during the 042
COVID-19 pandemic.

3. The vision and intent for SB 1000 is to employ a community
engagement strategy that amplifies community feedback from start to
finish (Eng, T. 2018. SB 1000: Community Engagement and Lessons 683
Learned. American Planning Association California Conference, San

04-1
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U niversity of Newkirk Center for Science & Society
U ‘ I calif - 5544 Social and Behavioral Sciences Gateway
alirornia, Irvine Irvine, CA 92697-7090 www.newkirk.uci.edu

Diego, CA). The City’s community outreach efforts have been rushed and insufficient, and
have been focused more on providing information rather than receiving community input.
Effectively engaging city residents at any time requires time and due diligence. Duringa | 04-3
pandemic it can only be expected that more time would need to be dedicated to contd
effectively communicating with residents, especially monolingual Spanish speaking
residents.

4. The California Environmental Justice Alliance has developed a SB 1000 toolkit that offers
step-by-step guidance to help governments fulfill the requirements of SB 1000, including
legal defensibility. (See https:/caleja.org/2017/09/sb-1000-toolkit-release/).

04-4

In summary, it is imperative that the City of Santa Ana delay the General Plan process to enable

the residents who are most impacted by environmental toxins in the air, soil and water in Santa

Ana to participate in the development of the plan. To rush this through is to further harm the most

vulnerable among us.

Sincerely,

i

Victoria Lowerson Bredow, PhD, MPH

@kuzd M ¢ Sn.,.'ib

Connie McGuire, PhD

Co-directors
Community-based Research Initiative

cc: Adolfo Sierra, President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
Jose Rea, Treasurer, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
Leonel Flores, GREEN Community Organizer, Madison Park Neighborhood Asscociation

Miguel Pulido, Mayor, City of Santa Ana

Phil Bacerra, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana

Nelida Mendoza, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana

David Penaloza, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana

Vicente Sarmiento, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana

Jose Solorio, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana

Juan Villegas, Mayor Pro Tem/Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
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U niversity of Newkirk Center for Science & Society
U ‘ I calif - 5544 Social and Behavioral Sciences Gateway
alirornia, Irvine Irvine, CA 92697-7090 www.newkirk.uci.edu

Kristine Ridge, City Manager, City of Santa Ana

Verny Carvajal, Principal Planner, City of Santa Ana

Sonia Carvalho, City Attorney, City of Santa Ana

Nabil Saba, Public Works Agency Executive Director, City of Santa Ana
Minh Thai, Planning & Building Agency Executive Director, City of Santa Ana
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0O4. Response to Comments from Victoria Lowerson Bredow, PhD, MPH, and Connie McGuire,
PhD, UC Itvine Newkirk Center for Science & Society, dated 9/2/2020.

04-1 This comment pertains to the GPU and not the Draft PEIR. Please refer to general
response 2.1.2, Environmental Justice.

0O4-2 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 Schedute..

04-3 The City has implemented a comprehensive community outreach and engagement
process. Please refer to general response 2.1.1, General Plan Update Process: Commmunity
Outreach and Schedule.

0O4-4 Comment acknowledged.
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LETTER OS5 — Frank Zaldivar, PhD (2 page|s])

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, IRVINE UCI Health

BERKELEY - DAVIS - IRVINE - LOS ANGELES - MERCED - RIVERSIDE - SAN DIEGO - SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA - SANTA CRUZ

Frank Zaldivar,

Director, Biopro NIH-CTSA)

Director, Co sarch Center (PERC)
De; nt of Pediatrics |School of 2 s

101 'l'h(' City Drive, Svuth | Building 25, 2nd floor ‘()unm CA 32868

September 3, 2020

To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for entertaining my comments as it refers to the City of Santa Ana’s Draft General Plan and
the General Plan Program Environmental Impact Report. My name is Dr. Frank Zaldivar and | hold an
appointment in the Department of Pediatrics in the College of Health Science at the University of
California, Irvine, where | am Director of Community Education and Outreach for the Pediatric Exercise Intro
Genomics Research Center. My background is in Research Immunology and Hematology and my
research focuses on how inflammation causes pediatric diseases like asthma, obesity and cancer. | have
worked in the Madison Park area since 2002 and have collaborated with the residents of the Madison
Park Neighborhood Association to address the Social Determinate of Health. Our team has extensive
experience in working with community partners in Santa Ana for the past few years on environmental
justice issues and their impact on health.

| am writing to request that the City of Santa Ana delay the process of moving forward with the General

Plan to allow time for community input, | have met and heard from many residents say “that they need 05-1
time to understand the plan and how it will affect their children”. Why should we delay a vote to move
forward?

® The General Plan is 2,500 pages long! I'm a scientist and | read technical reports daily and reviewing
the plan is overwhelming to read even for me.

e The Santa Ana community, with mostly a Spanish-speaking population and lower education
attainment cannot fully understand the very technical content presented in the Plan! 052

* The city only allowed 45 days for the public to digest all the information and provide feedback,
which is unrealistic given the sheer amount of technical information presented, and the numerous
challenges the residents face during the COVID-19 pandemic.

e Conversations with the Madison Park residents shows that the majority of Santa Ana residents are
Nor properly versed on the General Plan, and the majority say that they were not given an adequate | 05-3
time review and discuss the plan or have their voices heard.

¢ The General Plan mainly focuses on providing information to residents in Santa Ana. Effective
outreach should not simply provide the 2500 page document, but must engage the community to 05-4
assure inputs through multiple channels and further incorporate these feedbacks into the Plan.

e Environmental justice issues required by SB 1000 are not adequately reflected in the General Plan.
The General Plan focuses on future environmental impacts from new projects, but does not 055
adequately address existing environmental problems, such as air pollutlon and 50|I Iead exposures
that Santa Ana residents are experiencing now. s

* Mapping pediatric emergency room asthma visits in Orange
County, the map shows different communities GREEN is average vs

056

RED high rates of pediatric asthma. {califomia Office of Statewide Health Planning
and Development: Maintained By: Conduent Healthy Communities Institute)

e Residents in Madison Park Neighborhood in Santa Ana raised

"1 os7
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concerns about chemical smells and emissions from over 40 facilities permitted by the South Coast
Air Management District (SCAQMD) in an “industrial corridor” adjacent to the neighborhood and
some companies are 1000 yards from three schools James Madison and Kennedy Elementary and
Century High School.

However, a quick review of the Plan omits these environmental health issues and community 05"7
concern, In addition, the General Plan relies on the Anaheim monitoring station operated by the i
SCAQMD maonitoring to measure the air quality in Santa Ana, which does not reflect hot-spot
locations close to sources (e.g. industrial corridor or freeways).
Dr. Wu, is an expert at UCl in Environmental Science recommends an assessment tool be built into
the Plan which monitors for environmental agents (e.g. air, soil, water) within the city of Santa Ana 05-8
and can be a foundation to address the existing environmental health concerns raised by residents.
In my opinion, the General Plan does not properly inform Santa Ana residents and give them sufficient
time to comprehend and comment, does not adequately address environmental justice issues as
outline in SB100 and does not address the existing environmental health concerns identified by the 05-9
Santa Ana residents. | strongly urge the City to delay approval of the General Plan so that the residents
can have more time to understand the information presented and voice their concerns and
suggestions.
Respectfully,
Frank Zaldivar, Pth_
cc: Adolfo Sierra, President, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
José Rea, MA, Treasurer, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
Leonel Flores, BA, GREEN Community Organizer, Madison Park Neighborhood Association
Miguel Pulido, Mayor, City of Santa Ana
Phil Bacerra, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Nelida Mendoza, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
David Penaloza, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Vicente Sarmiento, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Jose Solorio, Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Juan Villegas, Mayor Pro Tem/Councilmember, City of Santa Ana
Kristine Ridge, City Manager, City of Santa Ana
Verny Carvajal, Principal Planner, City of Santa Ana
Sonia Carvalho, City Attorney, City of Santa Ana
Nabil Saba, Public Works Agency Executive Director, City of Santa Ana
Minh Thai, Planning & Building Agency Executive Director, City of Santa Ana
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O5. Response to Comments from Frank Zaldivar, PhD, dated 9/3/2020.

05-1

05-2

05-3

05-4

05-5

05-6

05-7

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 Schednle.

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.

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

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

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.'” 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/watet 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.

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.

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.!! 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. $213478), impacts of the environment on the proposed
project are not CEQA impacts.

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. $213478), 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.!? 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,

05-8 Please refer to the response to comment O2-7.

05-9 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-
ptiotitization/ final-submittal-year-2.pdf?sfvrsn=8

13 CARB. 2020 (accessed). Community Air Grants, Proposed Awardees. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-wortk/programs/community-
ait-protection-progtam/community-air-grants/ proposed-awardees
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LETTER OG6 — Enrique Valencia, Orange County Environmental Justice (X page[s])

From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

06

Enrigue
Pulido, Miguel; Sarmiento, Vicente; Penaloza, David; Solorio, Jose; Bacerra, Phil; Villegas, Juan; Mendoza, Nelida,
Ridge, Kristine; New General Plan; Carvajal, Verny

Keila Villegas

[Update] Re: OCEJ"s recommendations for the environmental justice update, general plan

Friday, September 4, 2020 2:01:15 PM
Masri 2020 SoT, Social and spatial distri

Dear Santa Ana City Officials:

I write to share a recent publication of our study on scil lead (Pb) in Santa Ana (attached). Our
paper demonstrates lead hot spots across the city and how Latinx, low-income, and

communities with a high proportion of children under age 5 are impacted by lead. We want to Intro

work with all of you in leveraging our findings to benefit the public health of Santa Ana
residents and we believe the general plan, specifically the environmental justice element, can
be a tool to advance justice to issues of great concern to our communities.

We appreciate the mention of lead in the policy recommendations. However, we believe the
current recommendation to address lead as outlined on page 14 of the Environmental Justice
Policy Framework (Draft) can be improved by adding specifics, such as those that we shared
in our letter to you on July 13th (see attached).

Additionally, we would like the opportunity to dialogue with you through a round table that
specifically focuses on the issue of soil lead contamination in the city, We are working with
experts at UC Irvine as well as community members with a deep commitment to finding
solutions to this issue and they are willing to engage with you in ensuring the general plan
adequately address soil lead toxicity.

Finally, we are concerned with the impact of the pandemic on the communities we work with
and it is not lost on us that it has also impacted the ability of the most impacted residents to
provide comment on the general plan draft. That being said, we strongly request a
postponement of the community review process to begin no earlier than January 2021. The
general plan is an important document that will impact our communities for years to come and
we want to make sure that the most impacted Santa Ana residents can have the opportunity to
provide critical input.

I am making myself available to all of you to discuss the environmental justice update further
and T am happy to also invite my project collaborators to engage in discussion with you all.

06-1

06-2

06-3

06-4

Please do not hesitate to reach out.

Sincerely,

Enrique

On 7/13/2020 7:26 PM, Enrique wrote:

Dear Santa Ana City Officials:

I write to respectfully submit OCEJ's recommendations for the general plan
environmental justice update. Please see the attached letter, which outlines our
recommendations. I am available to speak further about any of the content and 1
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welcome dialogue as the City moves to update its general plan.

Sincerely,

Enrigque

Enrique Valencia

Project Director
Orange County Environmental Justice (OCEJ)

Wi oce . org
FB/IG: Bocenvironmentaljustice
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06 - Attachment 1

Science of the Total Environment 743 {2020) 140764

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Science o«
Tofal Environment

Science of the Total Environment

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/scitoteny

Social and spatial distribution of soil lead concentrations in the City of .:R
Santa Ana, California: Implications for health inequities e

Shahir Masri®*', Alana LeBrén ™', Michael Logue ?, Enrique Valencia®, Abel Ruiz ¢, Abigail Reyes®,
Jean M. Lawrence, Jun Wu »&+*

? Program in Public Health, University of California, Irvine, CA 92697, USA

" Department of Chicano/Latino Studies, University of California, Irvine, CA 92607, USA

 Orange Coundy Environrmental Justice, Sunia Ana, CA 92705, USA

@ Jovenes Cultivando Cambios, Santa Ana, CA 92705, USA

* Commaunity Resilience, University of California, Irvine, CA 92697, USA

F: Department of Research & Evaluation, Kaiser Permanente Southern California, Pasadene, CA 91101, USA
¥ Center for Occupational and Environmental Health, University of California, frvine 92617, CA, USA

HIGHLIGHTS GRAPHICAL ABSTRACT

Lead exposure is a problem that dispro-
porlienalely impacls communilies of
color and low income.

Assessed the distribution of soil Pb
levels and related social vulnerabilities
in Santa Ana, CA,

Soil Pb varied by landuse, with residen-
tial and roadway areas showing the
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012 ke
ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Articie history: Background: Lead (Pb) exposure is a problem that disproportionately impacts low-income communities and
Received 19 May 2020 communities of color. We applied a community-based participatory research approach to assess the distribution
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Environmental hazards
Risk assessment

renter-occupied housing unils, and lowesl percent college educated residents had 90.0%, 96.1%, 75.2%, and 87.0%
higher Pb concentrations on average, respectively, compared to their counterparts. Overall, 52.7% of residential

samples had Pb concentrations in excess of the 80 ppm California EPA recommendation, and 11 Census Lracts
were characterized as high risk according to our Cumulative Risk Index.

Discussion: This study underscores the need for precauticnary measures relating te disturbances of the seil, par-
ticularly for areas where children play outside, given children's higher absorption of lead. It also informs environ-
mental justice initiatives and identifies vulnerable subpopulations at greater risk of Pb exposure, thus warranting
communily-triven recommencdations for policies and imiliatives Lo remediate soil Pb and prolect public health

and health equity.

© 2020 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved,

1. Introduction

Exposure to lead (Pb), a neurotoxicant, is associated with an array of
adverse educational, health, and socioeconomic outcomes {LeBron et al.,
2019a, 2019b; Markowitz and Rosner, 2013). Moreover, communities of
color, low-income communities, and residents of urban areas are dis-
proportionately affected by Pb exposures (Jones et al., 2009; Mielke
et al,, 1983; Rothenberg et al., 1996).

The health and health equity implications of Pb exposure are
many. For example, evidence links exposure to Pb during childhood
with adverse neurological and cognitive outcomes, including smaller
brain volume, lower working memory and processing speed, and
more limited perceptual reasoning (Canfield et al., 2003; Grandjean
and Landrigan, 2014; Lanphear et al., 2005; Reuben et al., 2017);
poor school attendance and academic performance (Aizer et al.,
2018: Zhang et al., 2013): asthma (Boskabady et al., 2018; Pugh
Smith and Nriagu, 2011; Wang et al., 2017; Wu et al,, 2018); and en-
gagement with carceral systems (Needleman et al., 2002; Nevin,
2007). Furthermore, previous studies have found positive associa-
tions between lead and pregnancy complications including gesta-
tional hypertension and pre-eclampsia (Kennedy et al., 2012;
Poropat et al., 2018). Maternal eclampsia risk was found to increase
dose-responsively to neighborhood seil Pb levels, with women
being four times more likely to develop eclampsia in areas with
high levels of soil Pb relative to areas with low levels of soil Pb
(Zahran et al., 2014). Even relatively low prenatal Pb exposures as
assessed by maternal blood or cord blood are also associated with
adverse birth outcomes including low birthweight, preterm birth,
smaller head circumference, and smaller crown-heel length (Taylor
et al., 2015; Xie et al., 2013). Pb exposures throughout the life course
- including, for example, during childhood and adulthood - also af-
fects the health of older adults, with implications for cardiovascular
risk {Navas-Acien et al., 2007; Vig and Hu, 2000), renal problems
(Vig and Hu, 2000), osteoporosis (Alswat, 2017), and reduced cogni-
tive functioning later in life (Reuben et al., 2017; Shih et al., 2006;
Weuve et al., 2009),

Pb exposures are unequally distributed in the US population.
Blood Pb levels are a common indicator of recent Pb exposures in
children (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, n.d.), The per-
cent of children one to five years of age with blood lead levels above
5 ug/dL has declined in the early 21st century (Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, n.d.; Wheeler and Brown, 2013). Yet, Black
(Jones et al,, 2009) and Latina/o/x (Jones et al., 2009; Rothenberg
et al., 1996) children and children of low-income households
(Jones et al., 2009) consistently have elevated blood lead levels rela-
tive to their counterparts that are non-Latino white and are from
higher income households.

This evidence has led to policies to prevent the sales of lead-based
paint and leaded gasoline in the U.S. (Hanna-Attisha, 2018;
Markowitz and Rosner, 2013) and to the development of national,
state, and local Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention programs
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, n.d.). Despite these pol-
icies, individuals, households, and communities continue to be

exposed to lead, including through the legacies of past lead-based
products as well as contemporary Pb exposures {Hanna-Attisha,
2018; Markowitz and Rosner, 2013). Pathways of Pb exposure
include lead paint in older homes and other buildings through lead
chips in building and house dust (Jacobs et al., 2002; Rabinowitz
et al., 1985), lead-contaminated water systems {Hanna-Attisha
et al,, 2016}, lead in other consumer products (e.g., food systems),
Pb exposures in workplace settings (e.g., metal smelting)
(Grigoryan et al,, 2016), and lead in soil (Laidlaw et al., 2016;
Mielke et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2010), which may have originated
from lead-based paint, historical gasoline, or other sources. How-
ever, environmental assessments indicate ongoing environmental
Pb exposures despite the removal of lead from many consumer prod-
ucts (Hanna-Attisha et al., 2016; LeBrén et al., 2019a, 2019b). Impor-
tantly, numerous studies show Pb and the resuspension of soil Pb to
be strongly associated with blood Pb levels in children (Maisonet
et al., 1997; Mielke et al., 2007; Weitzman et al., 1993; Zahran
etal, 2013).

In community settings, lead in the soil is a persistent exposure
source due in part to limited disturbances of soil and limited degrada-
tion of lead. While a robust evidence base indicates that no level of Pb
exposure is safe for young children (LeBrén et al,, 2019a, 2019b), the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) indicates a limit of soil Pb levels of
400 ppm {ppm) in areas where children play, and 1200 ppm in other
uncovered areas (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2001). How-
ever, in an effort to minimize Pb exposure for children, the California
EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment advises that
areas where children play have soil Pb levels at or below 80 ppm
(Carlisle, 2009).

The study described below builds upon a robust history of
community-academic partnerships in environmental health research
(Israel et al., 2012). Our community-academic partnership, jPlo-NO!
Santa Ana! Lead-Free Santa Anal, formed in response to community con-
cerns about soil Pb identified by an investigative report (Cabrera, 2017).
The research questions that guided these analyses extend the body of
research regarding the spatial distribution of soil Pb by examining cu-
mulative social and environmental exposures. Extending studies of cu-
mulative social vulnerabilities and risk of exposure to air pollution
{Morello-Frosch et al., 2011; Sadd et al., 2011; Schulz et al,, 2017) to
the study of risk of exposure to soil Pb, this study focuses on the follow-
ing questions: { 1) given susceptibility to long-term health effects of lead
exposure for children, is a younger age composition at the Census tract
level associated with higher soil Pb levels? {2) is residential socioeco-
nomic status at the Census tract level associated with soil Pb concentra-
tions? (3) are residential racial/ethnic characteristics at the Census tract
level associated with soil Pb concentrations? and (4) do multiple social
and economic vulnerabilities at the Census tract level camulate to ren-
der communities particularly vulnerable to soil Pb? Based on commu-
nity knowledge elicited through ongoing discussions among our
community-academic partnership and review of the literature, we
hypothesized that Census tracts with a higher fraction of children,
households of lower SES and those with a higher proportion of residents
who identify as Latina/o/x/Hispanic, immigrant, or limited English
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proficiency will have higher soil Pb concentrations; and that social and
economic vulnerabilities to soil Pb exposure will be correlated with
one another and with soil Pb concentrations.

2. Materials and methods

This study was conducted as part of the jPlo-NO! Santa Ana! Lead-
Free Santa Ana! community-academic partnership that has been work-
ing together since 2017 to equitably bring together community and ac-
ademic partners to understand and address environmental injustices
and their implications for health equity and social, economic, and polit-
ical well-being in Santa Ana, CA (LeBrén et al,, 2019a, 2019b). Partners
include Orange County Environmental Justice; Jovenes Cultivando
Cambios, a youth-led cooperative; and a subset of faculty and staff at
the University of California, Irvine. Qur partnership emerged following
an investigative report by Cabrera (2017), which indicated that several
areas in Santa Ana - a predominantly Latina/o/x, immigrant, and low-
income community (American Community Survey, 2016a, 2016b) -
had soil Pb levels three to ten times higher than the EPA’s cut-point
for lead toxicity (400 ppm) (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
2001). Santa Ana children are 64% more likely to have elevated blood
lead levels relative to children across California (California Department
of Public Health, 2012a, 2012b). This investigative report activated
community-driven questions about the prevalence of Pb and other tox-
icants in Santa Ana, the distribution of these toxicants, and connections
between Pb exposures and adverse social, economic, and health out-
comes for residents of Santa Ana, CA. These discussions catalyzed the
formation of our community-academic partnership, and the study de-
scribed below. The University of California, Irvine Institutional Review
Board classified this study as exempt. Data for the analyses described
below are drawn from soil samples collected by our trained personnel
and from the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey.

2.1, Study region

Santa Ana is a densely populated city located in southern California
in the southwestern region of the United States. It is the administrative
center of Orange County, which is the sixth most populated county in
the U.S. With a total population of approximately 337,716 residents,
Santa Ana spans an area of 70.6 km? and includes 61 Census tracts
(The City of Santa Ana, 2020). In terms of population, Santa Ana ranks
the second largest city in Orange County, and is the eleventh largest
city in the state (The City of Santa Ana, 2020). The majority of Santa
Ana residents identify as Latina/o/x (77.3%), followed by Asian (11.4%)
and white (9.4%). with a relatively high proportion (45.2%) of residents
being immigrants (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). As of 2019, the city in-
cludes 78,563 housing units and has a median household income of
$65,313 (2018 dollars) (The City of Santa Ana, 2020),

Potential sources of soil Pb contamination in Santa Ana include both
historic and present-day emissions. Prior to its incremental phaseout
beginning in 1986, and its subsequent ban from on-road use by EPA in
1996, leaded gasoline and therefore vehicle traffic represented a major
source of lead emissions in the United States {Newell and Rogers,
2003). While leaded gasoline has not been entirely eliminated in the
U.S., it's use is limited to small piston engine aircraft, marine vessels,
farm equipment, and other off-road vehicles (Kessler, 2013). Since
Santa Ana is bordered by three major freeways, including the interstate
5 and 405 freeways and state routes 22 and 55, as well as the John
Wayne Airport, the city is particularly vulnerable to legacy contamina-
tion from on- and off-road vehicle-related lead emissions. Santa Ana is
also an industrial center with over 26,432 companies, including many
metal-related industries (i.e. metal fabrication, metal cutting, metal pro-
cessing) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018). Thus, historic and present-day
point-source emissions represent potential contributors, In the US.,
lead paint was historically used on many houses and other buildings.
Disturbances of these painted surfaces through building renovations,

demolitions, and weathering over time is therefore another likely con-
tributor to soil Pb in the city (Rabinowitz et al., 1985). In Santa Ana an
estimated 81% of housing units were constructed before 1980, whereas
the U.S. federal government did not ban the sale of lead paint until just
two years prior (1978) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). Lastly, given the
city's history of agriculture, prior applications of lead arsenate pesticides
represent ancther avenue through which lead may have entered the
soil.

2.2. Field sampling

Soil samples were collected in Summer-Fall 2018 across seven
landuse types: arterial roads, schools, parks, gardens, industrial areas,
business areas, and residential units, Because most schools, businesses,
and industrial sites were not directly accessible for this study, samples
were collected immediately adjacent to their boundaries (e.g. roadside
near school). When feasible, at least six residential units across each
Census tract in Santa Ana, CA, were sampled. Landuse type and the loca-
tion of each sample point using global positioning system {GPS) coordi-
nate was recorded by on-site field teams who were trained by the field
coordinator.

Following methods by Wu et al. (2010), at each sampling location
field teams selected an area that was unobstructed by physical barriers,
When possible, a three-foot radius area was then marked, and soil sam-
ples from five points (central point and 4 separate points that were
three feet from the center of the square) were obtained after removing
1 cmof soil {including vegetation cover). If it was not possible to achieve
a three-foot radius, at residential units, samples were drawn from near
the dripline of the home, and at least two locations in the yard
(e.g., front, back, side). Four to five samples were drawn from each gar-
den. Samples were then air dried and sieved with brass screen (#50
mesh, twice; #100 mesh once), yielding fine soil dust samples to char-
acterize Pb exposures for which young children are most vulnerable
(Stalcup, 2016). Soil samples were collected from 560 locations
throughout Santa Ana, CA with 1528 soil samples to yield a high spatial
resolution. Additionally, in order to establish a baseline soil Pb level,
eight soil samples were collected outside of Santa Ana in nearby state
and regional parks in Orange County that could be considered relatively
pristine and unaffected by major local anthropogenic lead sources (i.e.
traffic. industry, buildings).

2.3. Soil analysis

Samples were analyzed via XRF instrumentation (SPECIRO XEPOS
HE Benchtop XRF Spectrometer), a well-established and recognized
method for identifying the total lead levels, as well as the levels of
other commonly measured metals in soil samples (Maliki et al., 2017).
The machine used in this study operates under optimal temperature
conditions of 20-25 °C and undergoes routine multi-channel analysis
calibration using standard reference materials at the start of each
week, with global calibration taking place every six months. Each soil
sample in this study was scanned five times by the XRF machine to en-
sure reproducibility and stability of measurements, showing a low aver-
age absolute measurement error of 1.0% across all Pb samples. To further
confirm quality laboratory analysis, a subgroup of samples (n = 18) was
subjected to XRF analysis a second time (five more scans), yielding an
excellent correlation (r = 1.0).

24, Landuse

For this analysis, park and garden samples were treated as a single
landuse type called “park,” while industrial area and business area sam-
ples were treated as a single landuse type called “industrial.” This was
done because these landuse types were considered similar enough in
nature to consolidate, and because their consolidation resulted in
more meaningful sample sizes. Thus, there were five landuse types in
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total used for this analysis including: arterial roadways, schools, parks,
industrial areas, and residential units. In three cases, samples were de-
scribed to be a mix of two landuse types. Categorizing these samples
into a single landuse type therefore required further discretion. In only
one of these cases would a different classification have meaningfully im-
pacted the average lead concentration for a landuse type, This was the
case for a mixed school-roadway sample, where a high lead concentra-
tion of 314.0 ppm would have resulted in a significant increase in the
average lead concentration for school samples due to the small school
sample size (n = 10) and low concentration of school samples. Instead,
the categorization of this sample within the roadway category (n = 76)
had a negligible impact (+1%) on the average.

2.5. Demographics

We used 2010 Census data to obtain population counts for all Census
tracts {n = 61) in Santa Ana, CA. The American Community Survey
(ACS), conducted every year, was also used to obtain information
about household income, race/ethnicity, education, insurance coverage,
spoken languages, nativity, and age at the Census tract level. For the
ACS, five-year averaged data from 2012 to 2016 (henceforth, 2016)
was used since averages provide a more stable representation of
community-level factors, and because 2016 was the most recent year
for which geo-coded shapefiles were available in ArcGIS.

2.6. Analysis

Summary statistics for soil Pb samples were calculated across all
samples, by landuse type, and for one group of samples collected out-
side of Santa Ana that represent baseline soil Pb. In order to visualize
soil Pb concentrations spatially and estimate concentrations between
sampling sites, we conducted simple kriging in ArcGIS.

To assess differences in soil Pb concentrations and demographic fac-
tors within Census tracts, demographic factors were first converted to
percentages of the population in each Census tract for each indicator be-
fore constructing the vulnerability index described below. These indica-
tors included: percent of residents who identified as Latina/o/x or
Hispanic, immigrant non-native residents {(henceforth, immigrants),
residents who reported speaking no or limited English, residents who
did not have health insurance coverage, residents under five years of
age, renter-occupied housing units, and residents with a college educa-
tion or higher.

Once a percentage for a given demographic variable was calculated
across each Census tract, that percentage could be assigned to all lead
samples collected within that Census tract. Using these assigned per-
centages, we then determine the 33th and 66th percentiles for that spe-
cific demographic factor across all samples. This allowed us to separate
soil Pb samples into tertiles depending on the demographic characteris-
tic of the Census tracts within which each sample was collected. Using
the prior example of percent Latina/o/x/Hispanic population, this
would mean that we divided soil Pb samples into three approximately
equal sized groups depending on whether those samples were collected
in Census tracts with a percent Latina/o/x/Hispanic population that was
relatively low ( 1sttertile), high { 3th tertile), or in between (2nd tertile).
Therefore, percentiles did not reflect citywide statistics, but rather
sample-wide statistics. With a total soil sample size of n = 1528, sam-
ples sizes for each tertile were approximately n = 510 & 20, Statistical
significance between sample means was assessed at the p = 0.05 cutoff.
In addition to tertile analyses, we also conducted quartile analyses, the
results of which are presented in the supplementary materials section.

2.6.1. Hazard Index

To characterize the potential for Pb exposure via the soil, each Cen-
sus tract was assigned a score ranging from 1 (low) to 4 (high) based
on the quartile distribution of soil Pb concentration (4 = high lead).

This score was then scaled to be equally weighted with the vulnerability
index described below.

2.6.2. Vulnerability Index

To characterize social and economic vulnerability of communities
within each Census tract to Pb exposure and heightened or more ad-
verse responses to these exposures, we developed a vulnerability
index (Schulz et al., 2017). This index took into account six social and
economic factors that could place a community at an increased health
risk due to Pb exposure, including: median household income, percent
of housing units occupied by renters, percent of population under age
five, percent of residents reporting speaking limited or no English, per-
cent of residents without health insurance coverage, and percent of res-
idents with a college education or higher. Values for each factor were
calculated based on quartile distribution rankings, ranging from 1
(low risk) to 4 (high risk). Due to our interest in assessing whether cu-
mulative risk was disproportionately elevated among Census tracts
with higher proportions of people of color, our vulnerability index did
not include “percent Latina/o/x/Hispanic population™ as a factor in our
ranking system. Since each Census tract was assigned a vulnerability
score ranging from 1 to 4 across six different factors, each Census tract
had a potential cumulative vulnerability score (sum of individual
scores) that ranged from 6 to 24, This methodology is similar to that de-
veloped elsewhere (Morello-Frosch et al., 2011; Sadd et al., 2011; Schulz
etal, 2017).

2.6.3, Cumulative Risk index

To assess cumulative risk, a single aggregated index was derived as
the sum of the equally-weighted Hazard Index and Vulnerability
Index, and then scaled to range from 0 (low risk) to 1 (high risk). Risk
scores were then projected onto a map at the Census tract level.

3. Results
3.1, Descriptive statistics

Fig. I presents boxplots, whiskers, and outliers for soil Pb samples
categorized by landuse type. The lower and upper boundaries of each
box indicate the interquartile range {IQR) of the sample, while the cen-
terline and “X" symbol indicate the sample median and mean, respec-
tively. The lower and upper whiskers indicate the minimum and
maximum data points after excluding outliers as defined as Q, or
Qs + 1.5%IQR. Such outliers are depicted as individual points. As
shown in the figure, the sample means for each landuse type were all
higher than their medians, suggesting that the distribution of lead soil
ples was consi Iy sk d in the positive direction. This is also
made apparent by the abundance of outliers above the mean. Residen-
tial landuse had the most outliers and areas proximal to schools had
the fewest outliers. Residential and school landuse types also had the
largest (n = 1173) and smallest {n = 10) sample sizes, respectively.

Table | presents summary statistics for all soil Pb samples and groups
of samples categorized by landuse type, as well as the extent to which
soil Pb standards were exceeded. The average Pb concentration (stan-
dard deviation) across all soil samples {n = 1528) was 123.1 ppm
(181.3 ppm), with a median concentration of 77.8 ppm and range
from 11.4 to 2687.0 ppm. The high standard deviation suggests a wide
amount of variability, which is also reflected by the boxplots in Fig. L.
By comparison, the average and standard deviation of Pb concentrations
across our baseline soil samples (n = 8) was 30.3 ppm and 7.9 ppm,
respectively (min: 21.8 ppm; max 42.5 ppm). In terms of landuse
type, rcadway samples had the highest mean lead concentration
(172.9 ppm), followed in order by residential (128.4 ppm), industrial
(122.6 ppm), park (72.5 ppm), and school (37.9 ppm) samples. For
the industrial landuse type, further distinguishing these samples into
business (n = 4) and industrial (n = 85) landuse types did not have a
meaningful impact on results {data not shown), The sum of samples
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Fig. I. Boxplots describing lead soil concentrations across samples collected by landuse
types. The symbols “X” denote sample means while the overlying values indicate
sample sizes. The California recommendation for play areas with children (80 ppm), and
U.S. EPA standards for areas where children play {400 pmm) and other uncovered areas
(1200 ppm) for soil Pb are presented as dotted lines.

across all landuse types (n = 1509) does not add up to our total sample
size {n = 1528) because there were 19 samples that were excluded
from landuse analysis because their landuse information was not
available.

Concentrations exceeding 80 ppm and 400 ppm, which represent
the California EPA recommended safety level for soil Pb in areas
where children play and the U.S. EPA standard for Pb in soil for play
areas, respectively, were found across all landuse types except for sam-
ples collected near schools. The California recommendation was
exceeded by 751 soil samples, and the EPA standard by 60 samples, ac-
counting for approximately 48% and 4% of samples, respectively. The
EPA standard for non-play area soil (1200 ppm) was exceeded by 10
soil samples, eight of which were found in residential areas that could
serve as play areas for children. As a fraction of samples collected within
a single landuse type, roadway and residential samples exceeded the
400 ppm EPA standard at the highest frequency (11.8% and 4% of sam-
ples, respectively), whereas the 1200 ppm standard was exceeded
most frequently by samples collected in the roadway (1.3%) and indus-
try (1.0%) landuse areas.

3.2. Social and spatial distribution of soil Pb

Fig. lla-h presents average Pb concentrations across soil samples
grouped into tertiles based on Census tract data for eight separate de-
mographic characteristics. Fig. lla presents average Pb concentrations
(95% C1) of soil samples categorized according to the median household
income of each sample’s Census tract. Statistically significant differences
(p <0.05) in average Pb concentrations were observable across each in-
come category, with Pb concentrations tending to decrease with in-
creasing income bracket. On average, soil samples collected in Census
tracts with median household incomes below $50,000 had 440% higher
and 70% higher Pb concentrations compared to samples collected in
Census tracts where the median household income was greater than
$100,000, and between $50,000 and $100,000, respectively.

As shown in Fig. lib, average Pb concentrations decreased as the pro-
portion of college educated residents increased. In Fig. llc-g, there was a
consistent pattern of increasing Pb concentrations within Census tracts
that had a higher proportion of: children under five years of age, resi-
dents without health insurance coverage, renter occupied housing
units, Latina/o/x/Hispanic residents, immigrant residents, and residents
speaking limited or no English. In nearly all cases, each tertile exhibited
statistically higher (p < 0.05) average Pb concentrations than the previ-
ous, One exception was for Fig, lle (percent renter-occupied), where dif-
ferences were only statistically significant for the upper tertile (p < 0.05)
relative to the low and middle tertiles. Additionally, for Fig. Ilh (percent
limited or non-English speaking), differences between the lowest two
tertiles were not statistically significant, However, there was a statisti-
cally significant increase in average Pb concentrations for the upper
tertile (p < 0.05) compared to the low and middle tertiles.

Table |

Summary statistics for soil Pb concentrations {ppb) in Santa Ana, CA, according landuse type and the extent of regulatory threshold exccedances.
Tanduse N 50th Mean sD. Min Max >80 ppm* =400 ppm® >1200 ppm®

N % N % N %

Industry 89 82.8 1226 164.8 192 13710 46 517 3 34 1 11
Park 161 534 725 75.3 151 790.2 37 230 1 0.6 0 0.0
Residential 173 81.7 1284 187.9 114 2687.0 608 518 47 4.0 8 0.7
Roadway 76 B83.6 1729 2511 218 1461.0 40 5286 9 11.8 1 13
School 10 328 379 129 264 63.1 0 0 Q 0 0 0
Baseline 8 289 303 79 218 425 0 0 Q0 o 0 0
Al 1528 778 123.1 1813 114 2687.0 737 482 60 39 10 07

2 (California EPA safety recommendation for soil Pb in play areas.
" US. EPA standard for soil Pb in play areas.

“ U.S. EPA standard for seil Pb in non-play areas.

9 Does nol include baseline samples.
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Fig. IL Average Pb concentrations (95% CI) of soil saniples by social and economic
characteristics of Census tracts.

More specifically, soil samples collected in tertiles with the highest
percent children, highest percent of people without health insurance
coverage, highest percent of renter occupied housing units, and lowest
percent of college educated residents had 90.0%, 96.1%, 75.2%, and
87.0% higher Pb concentrations on average relative to those from the
lowest tertile, respectively.

Soil samples collected in tertiles with the highest percent Latina/
o/x/Hispanic residents, immigrant residents, and residents speaking
limited or no English had 105.1%, 96.4%, and 66.1% higher Pb concen-
trations, on average relative to the lowest tertile, respectively. This
latter pattern was not observed across all groups of residents speak-
ing limited or no English, Census tracts with higher fractions of Asian
limited or non-English speakers, for instance, had relatively lower

average Pb concentrations, as shown in Fig. SIV of the supplemental
materials section.

Fig. Il presents the number of Census tracts depicted according to
their average Pb concentrations, as well as the total number of residents
under five years of age who resided in those Census tracts. Of the 61
Census tracts in Santa Ana, the majority (78.7%) had average leads con-
centrations between 50 and 150 ppm, with 21 tracts (34.4%) between
150 and 400 ppm and three (4.9%) with concentrations less than
50 ppm. Importantly, there was one Census tract (18 samples) where
average Pb concentrations were in excess of the 400 ppm EPA standard
for play areas. Although this was only a single Census tract, there were
over 650 children under five years of age who resided in that Census
tract. What is more, an analysis of maximum Pb concentrations showed
that 56 different Census tracts housing over 28,000 children had maxi-
mum Pb concentrations that exceeded the 80 ppm California safety rec-
ommendation, while 20 Census tracts housing over 12,000 children had
maximum concentrations in excess the 400 ppm EPA standard.

Presented in Fig. [V is a map of interpolated soil Pb concentrations
based on kriging. Results show the highest lead levels in the central re-
gion and northeast quadrant of Santa Ana, just scuthwest of the I-5 free-
way. This area also corresponds with the downtown area of Santa Ana,
and the 92,701, 92,706, and 92,703 zip codes. In contrast, the southwest
quadrant and northeast corner of the map show the lowest estimated
Pb concentrations. These areas correspond with zip codes 92,704 and
92,707.

Fig. V is a map depicting Santa Ana Census tracts according to their
Cumulative Risk Index scores, As shown, the cluster of Census tracts in
the central region of the city, just south of the I-5 freeway, had the
highest cumulative risk scores. A map presenting the Vulnerability
Index scores by Census tract is presented in Fig. Sl of the supplemental
materials section. As shown in Fig. SV, we found a positive correlation
{r = 0.41) berween the Cumulative Risk Score of each Census tract
and its percent Latina/o/x/Hispanic population.

4. Discussion

This study sought to examine the spatial distribution of soil Pb in an
urban area in the Southwest region of the U.S. and to identify social and
economic vulnerabilities to soil Pb exposure. Pb concentrations were
found to vary widely, with approximately 4% and <1% exceeding U.S.
EPA standards for play and non-play areas, respectively. Moreover,
nearly half of Pb concentrations exceeded the California safety recom-
mendation of 80 ppm for soil Pb in play areas. Soil Pb concentrations
varied by landuse type, with samples collected near major roadways
and residential areas having the highest concentrations.

There are three key findings from this study. First, within residential
areas, 51.8% of samples had soil Pb concentrations in excess of the Cali-
fornia EPA safety guideline for scil Pb in play areas, and 4% had concen-
trations in excess of the 400 ppm U.S. EPA standard for play areas. This
finding is of importance for early life exposure given that residential
areas frequently serve as play areas for children. One Census tract that
housed over 650 children under age five had average Pb concentrations
in excess of the 400 ppm U.S. EPA standard. In general, Census tracts
with a higher fraction of children had higher average Pb concentrations.
These findings highlight an important public health issue since children
are an especially vulnerable subpopulation to the adverse neurological
and social impacts of Pb exposure (Canfield et al., 2003; Lanphear
et al,, 2005; Reuben et al., 2017). Additionally, soil Pb and the resuspen-
sion of soil Pb have been demonstrated to be significant contributors to
the blood Pb burden in children (Maisonet et al., 1997; Mielke et al.,
2007; Weitzman et al., 1993; Zahran et al,, 2013).

The mean (median) scil Pb concentration of 123.1 ppm (77.8 ppm)
from this analysis was similar to recent findings from another
community-based participatory study by Johnston et al. (2019), which
showed median soil Pb concentrations in nearby Los Angeles County,
CA, to be 190 ppm, with nearly 14% of samples exceeding the 400 ppm U.S.
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EPA standard. Higher concentrations in that study appear attributable
in part to the proximity of measurement sites to a lead-acid battery
smelter. An important finding from the Los Angeles study was an as-
sociation between soil Pb levels with both in utero and early life ex-
posure to Pb (based on teeth Pb levels) even where neighborhood-
averaged soil Pb concentrations were below 400 ppm. In another
soil samipling study of central Los Angeles County, results showed a
mean {median) soil Pb concentration of 181 ppm (81 ppm), with a
total of 8% of samples exceeding 400 ppm (Wu et al.,, 2010). As
with the present study, higher concentrations were reported near
freeways and arterial roads.

Second, results suggest a robust pattern of greater vulnerability to
soil Pb exposure for residents of lower socioeconomic statuses. For ex-
ample, Census tracts with a lower median household income had con-
siderably higher average soil Pb concentrations compared to higher
income Census tracts. Similarly, Census tracts with a lower fraction of
college educated residents had much higher Pb concentrations on
average. Lastly, we observed higher soil Pb concentrations within
Census tracts that had higher fractions of renter-occupied housing
units and residents without health insurance coverage. Across nearly
all of the socioeconomic factors examined, soil Pb concentrations
either increased or decreased in a stepwise fashion across all three
tertiles, reinforcing the existence of a meaningful socioeconomic
gradient in vulnerability to exposure to soil Pb. These results show-
case environmental and socioeconomic inequities in the city of
Santa Ana and underscore the need for increased public outreach,
awareness, and intervention to protect children and families and
minimize Pb exposure. These results may also serve to aid in the de-
ployment of municipal resources towards areas and residents of
lower socioeconomic status.

Third, when examining important social characteristics, Census
tracts with a higher fraction of immigrant, limited or non-English speak-
ing, and Latina/o/x/Hispanic residents exhibited considerably higher av-
erage Pb concentrations, However, this pattern was reversed for Census
tracts with higher fractions of limited or non-English speaking Asian
residents. This could reflect differences in the socioeconomic statuses
of these two populations, as indicated in post-hoc analyses of Census es-
timates of median household income included as Fig, SIV of the supple-
mental materials section.

Collectively, these results are consistent with a body of geospatial lit-
erature that reveal the disproportionate impact of Pb contamination in
low-income communities and communities of color {McClintock,
2015; Mielke et al., 2007; Zhuo et al., 2012) and that theorize race and
class as social constructs that are fundamental causes of health ineg-
uities (Phelan et al., 2010). Importantly, the presence of multiple social
and economic disadvantages can foreseeably be synergistic so as to ren-
der a particular subgroup or Census tract at considerably higher vulner-
ability to Pb exposure. For example, neighborhoods where residents
may be concerned about immigrant policing and have limited English
fluency may be less inclined to inquire with authorities about Pb
exposures in their community or engage with public health officials or
initiatives relevant to their individual, household, or neighborhood ex-
periences (Nichols et al., 2018). Additionally, having lower income
and lacking health insurance may limit a household’s or neighborhood’s
ability to individually or collectively obtain either public health advice
for exposure prevention or medical attention following exposures,
which are over-concentrated in these areas. It is also common that fam-
ilies who rent their homes have less flexibility to manipulate the prop-
erty or landscape compared to families who own their homes. This lack
of flexibility may render a household less able to take precautionary
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measures to minimize Pb exposure, such as lead paint remediation, re-
placing topsoil, or covering topsoil with grass or gravel. These findings
suggest that neighborhoods with a greater proportion of renters are im-
portant spaces for governmental action to support lead remediation.

We considered six social and economic factors in conjunction with
average soil Pb concentrations for each Census tract in order to calculate
Cumulative Risk scores across Santa Ana. Approximately eleven Census
tracts were considered high risk {CR 0.8-1.0) and were primarily lo-
cated in the central region of the city. We found a positive correlation
between the Cumulative Risk score of each Census tract and its percent
Latina/o/x/Hispanic population, which highlights the interconnections
of racial-, age-, and socioeconomic-related vulnerabilities to soil Pb ex-
posure. Such results are not only important for members of affected
neighborhoods, but also for public health officials, city managers, and
elected representatives charged with protecting public health and allo-
cating resources for disease prevention and health promotion across the
life course.

Additionally, results showing increased Pb concentrations near
roadways and residential areas were reasonable and were consistent
with prior studies (Wu et al,, 2010). Higher concentrations near road-
ways may be explained by historic use of leaded gasoline in vehicles,
making traffic emissions an important historic source of lead in the at-
mosphere and surrounding environment, Similarly, increased Pb con-
centrations in residential areas may be explained by the historic use of
lead-based paint. As painted surfaces erode over time, lead-containing
paint particles deposit on nearby soils. Moreover, in community discus-
sions residents highlighted concern about several metal processing
plants located in Santa Ana. While the U.S. EPA Toxic Release Inventory
identifies five industrial sources of atmospheric lead in Santa Ana, with
total lead emissions of 19.1 kg (42.0 Ibs) reported between 1987 and
2017, these reported emissions likely represent an underestimate of
true emissions. For instance, auto-repair shops, body shops, and auto-
battery recycling centers are usually small-scale businesses that do not
report to EPA, Importantly, however, these sources are more dispersed
and often closer to residents, rendering them of high importance to ex-
posure, Future studies should disentangle contemporary sources of lead
to soil and the contribution from historical lead in gasoline, paint, and
industrial emissions.

4.1, Community-driven recommendations

Qur partnership is developing several community-driven recom-
mendations for policies and community-based initiatives to remediate
soil Pb and prevent and mitigate exposures to lead. These recommenda-
tions are informed by our process of leveraging a community organizing
strategy to discuss with residents who participated in the study: emerg-
ing findings, their interpretations of these findings, and recommenda-
tions for how our partnership moves forward to promote a healthier
environment. Emerging recommendations fall into two interconnected
multi-sectoral approaches: remediating soil with high Pb concentra-
tions and addressing the effects of Pb exposures for affected community
members. Recommendations that are currently still in development in-
clude eliciting support from governmental agencies with jurisdiction
over soil Pbin Santa Ana to remediate soil, continuing to engage popular
education strategies to enhance community consciousness of exposures
to soil P, investing in early childhood education, making improving ac-
cess to healthy and affordable foods, and ensuring that residents have
regular access to quality health care. Additionally, our partnership is en-
gaging in a visioning process to imagine new systems to promote com-
munity health, such as augmenting the vibrant local food sovereignty
movement, developing a cooperative focused on soil remediation, and
developing new channels of communication across generations and so-
cial identities in Santa Ana. As we continue to discuss these findings
with affected community members, we will translate recommendations
into a public health equity action plan.

4.2. Strengths and limitations

An important strength of this study is that it is grounded in commu-
nity priorities and principles of community-driven community-
academic partnerships (Gonzdlez, 2019; Israel et al., 1998: LeBron
et al., 2019a, 2019b; Wolff et al,, 2016). The research questions, study
design, study implementation, interpretation of findings, and ongoing
development of a vision for a healthier community were each guided
by our partnership process. Community-academic partnerships charac-
terized by ownership of action research agendas by community and ac-
ademic partners have greater potential for informing the translation of
research into action to promote community health and health equity
(Gonzilez, 2019; Wolif et al., 2016). Another strength of this study is
the random sampling of a large number of sail samples (n = 1528),
thus allowing for a more spatially resolved understanding of the distri-
bution of lead in the soil. This helps to reduce exposure misclassification.
High density spatial sampling also enabled an assessment of average Pb
concentrations at each Census tract, which is an improvement from
prior studies which only examined the zip code level. An additional
strength is the characterization of soil Pb across landuse types, which
is useful to allow for targeted interventons to minimize exposure and
to enable a better understanding of potential contributing sources of Pb.

This study had several limitations, First, despite a high number of
sampling sites, a limitation of this study nonetheless was the inherent
uncertainty of Pb concentrations between sampling sites. Such uncer-
tainty can potentially lead to exposure misclassification, particularly
where samples are sparser. Second, examining correlations between
lead and social and economic characteristics at the Census tract level,
as opposed to individual level, comes with limitations in the ability to
draw conclusions. For example, while low-income Census tracts had
the highest Pb concentrations, we do not know how Pb concentrations
varied according to income level within a given Census tract. Third,
our Cumulative Risk index can only be used as a general guideline of
risk since risk assessment inherently involves a number of assumptions.
Fourth, the vulnerability index was informed by U.S. Census estimates,
which may systematically underestimate the population in sub-
regions (e.g., Census tracts, zip codes) of Santa Ana, potentially contrib-
uting to an underestimate of the cumulative burden of exposure to lead.
For example, Santa Ana is characterized by high levels of engagement of
youth and adults of color with the criminal justice system who may not
be represented in Census estimates of the population (Avila et al., 2019;
Lai and Ashar, 2013). Additionally, as with many urban areas, Santa Ana
is undergoing gentrification processes that escalate housing instability,
housing quality concerns, and homelessness in the community. Accord-
ingly, recent Census estimates may offer a conservative assessment of
place-based risk of soil Pb exposure. Future studies are warranted that
examine the source(s) of soil Pb, associations of soil Pb levels with
health outcomes, and that test the effectiveness of health equity inter-
ventions designed to mitigate soil Pb exposures and remediate the
environment.

5. Conclusions

This spatial analysis of soil Pb concentrations across Census tracts
found that Census tracts with a higher fraction of children, lower me-
dian household income, lower percent of college educated residents,
higher proportion of renters, and higher fraction of residents lacking
health insurance coverage had higher average Pb concentrations com-
pared to other Census tracts. Similarly, Census tracts with a higher frac-
tion of immigrant, limited English proficiency, and Latina/o/x/Hispanic
residents exhibited much higher Pb concentrations than other Census
tracts. These findings illuminate environmental inequities and areas of
vulnerability as it